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Law plays a large role in creating the conditions in 
which health inequities exist and persist.1 Unjust laws, 
policies, and practices shape our physical, social, and 
economic environments; codify discrimination and 
disenfranchisement; and create unequal opportuni-
ties for education, jobs, housing, and other health-
promoting resources.2 As a result, communities of 
color, people with low incomes, and others who are 
underserved by laws, systems, and institutions expe-
rience dramatically poorer health than people with 
more political and economic power.3

Environmental policy is one place where these issues 
play out. The disproportionate harm to the health and 
well-being of frontline communities from environ-
mental injustices is well understood.4 For example, 
race has been identified as the single variable best able 
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Abstract: This article explores how structural fail-
ures in major federal environmental regulations —
which set a foundation for environmental protec-
tions nationwide— have helped create many of the 
environmental injustices that people of color and 
low-income communities experience. It continues 
by examining how local governments have rein-
forced and compounded the failures in the federal 
environmental regulatory framework, particu-
larly through local land use decisions. Although 
states play an important role in environmental 
policymaking, we propose that local governments 
are uniquely positioned to utilize a health justice 
approach to address environmental health inequi-
ties. This approach centers partnerships between 
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eral environmental regulatory system and antici-
pate and mitigate the compounding effects of envi-
ronmental health inequities.
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to explain the placement of toxic facilities in the U.S.,5 
and communities living near oil and gas facilities face 
health impacts of poor air quality including asthma 
attacks, nausea, body spasms, headaches and respira-
tory illnesses.6 These environmental injustices are not 
merely the result of market forces and individual deci-
sions about where to live, but rather are the result of 
intentional and deliberate policies and initiatives over 
multiple generations at all levels of government that 
have entrenched segregation, health inequities, and 
other unjust outcomes.7 

Governments, institutions, and communities must 
work together to alter these systems and policies that 
perpetuate inequity, replacing them with new policies 
that purposefully lead to health, racial, and environ-
mental justice, especially for those with the fewest 
resources and greatest exposures to environmental 
health risks and other social determinants of poor 
health. 

This article explores how structural failures in 
major federal environmental regulations — which set 

a foundation for environmental protections nation-
wide — have helped create many of the environmental 
injustices that people of color and low-income com-
munities experience. The article continues by exam-
ining how local governments have reinforced and 
compounded the failures in the federal environmen-
tal regulatory framework, in particular through local 
land use decisions. This article concludes by propos-
ing how local governments can utilize a health jus-
tice approach to partner with frontline communities 
on developing common-sense solutions that fill gaps 
within the federal environmental regulatory system 
and anticipate and mitigate the compounding effects 
of environmental health inequities. 

States play an important role in our country’s over-
all environmental regulatory system as implementers 
of federal regulation; as environmental policymakers 
in their own right (eg, with respect to topics like water 
use and allocation, energy infrastructure and utilities, 
and housing);8 and as the source for local authority to 
address land use and other important environmental 

issues. However, this article focuses on local solutions 
because of the unique role local governments have 
played in worsening environmental harms through 
discriminatory land use decisions, and because local 
governments are ideally situated to utilize a health 
justice approach to redress those harms. Local govern-
ments are closer to the enduring problems of environ-
mental pollution that harm health at neighborhood 
and regional levels, and which decades of federal and 
state environmental regulations have failed to pre-
vent. Local governments are also better positioned 
to listen to, learn from, and empower the people who 
are most affected by environmental health injustices 
when identifying problems and crafting solutions.

Problems with the Current Environmental 
Protection Framework at the Federal Level
The “federal environmental regulatory framework”9 
attempts a two-pronged approach to promoting envi-
ronmental welfare. First, this framework establishes 
ambient environmental standards (e.g., air and water 

quality) intended to protect against various harms to 
human health and the environment. Second, it seeks 
to regulate sources of pollution in order to meet those 
standards and otherwise protect public health, utiliz-
ing tools such as chemical registration requirements, 
emissions limits, discharge permits, and performance 
standards.10 While the intent of this framework is to 
provide for comprehensive regulation of pollution 
and other environmental hazards, in practice there 
are numerous gaps11 that have led to an inequitable 
distribution of environmental risks and benefits, par-
ticularly for communities of color and people with low 
incomes.12 Three distinct features of the federal envi-
ronmental regulatory system help drive this inequi-
table outcome. 

1. Federal Environmental Regulations Fail to Promote 
Primary Prevention
In public health, “primary prevention attempts to pre-
vent the development of disease entirely.”13 Immuni-
zation against infectious disease is a classic example. 

This article explores how structural failures  
in major federal environmental regulations —  

which set a foundation for environmental protections nationwide —  
have helped create many of the environmental injustices  

that people of color and low-income communities experience.
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Federal environmental regulations are not based on 
primary prevention. Rather than preventing expo-
sures to environmental hazards and resulting health 
harms, our federal environmental regulatory scheme 
weighs the protection of human health and the envi-
ronment against the costs to existing business inter-
ests of complying with environmental regulations, uti-
lizing Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA). 

CBA, which underpins many federal environmen-
tal regulations,14 assesses whether the estimated social 
benefits of a regulation justify its projected implemen-
tation costs.15 

However, in the context of developing environmen-
tal regulations, evaluating social benefits is challeng-
ing. The full benefits of a healthy ecosystem for cur-
rent and future generations are not easily translated 
into monetary values. CBA thus requires the creation 
of artificial prices for environmental and health ben-
efits using a complex set of assumptions and ethically 
questionable financial analysis techniques. Notable 
methods include estimating how much people are 
willing to pay for small reductions in the risks of pollu-
tion-related mortality, a measure commonly referred 
to as the “value of a statistical life,” and discounting, 
a procedure developed by economist to evaluate the 
present value of future benefits.16 

The use of CBA in environmental regulations inher-
ently works against primary prevention as, by defini-
tion, it justifies some health harms (and even deaths) 
when it is too costly to avoid them. It also drives ineq-
uitable environmental health outcomes, failing to 
adequately consider the equitable distribution of costs 
and benefits. Because more affluent persons and com-
munities are more likely to be willing and able to pay 
the cost of avoiding environmental harms, CBA may 
overvalue their preferences.17 All too often, the federal 
environmental framework undervalues those with the 
least resources facing the greatest environmental risks 
and prioritizes economic growth and profit maximiza-
tion over a clean environment and protecting public 
health. 

2. Federal Environmental Regulations Fail to Provide 
Targeted Protection and Enforcement at Smaller 
Geographic Scales 
Federal environmental regulations frequently utilize 
a universal, rather than targeted, approach, estab-
lishing minimum environmental standards for large 
geographic areas. While this approach mitigates the 
challenge of monitoring and enforcing environmen-
tal standards across a country as large as ours, it also 
permits concentrated pockets of pollution to exist. 
For example, the Clean Air Act establishes ambient 

air quality standards for pollutants considered to be 
harmful to public health,18 which apply within broad 
“air quality control regions.”19 Research has shown 
that, unfortunately, air quality within these regions is 
not uniform, and that concentrated areas of pollution 
exist at levels that exceed federal standards, endan-
gering public health for nearby residents who are fre-
quently low income and are disproportionately people 
of color.20 In short, minimum standards that apply on 
the macro (region or statewide) scale fail to provide 
targeted, neighborhood-level protection, resulting in 
an unjust distribution of environmental health risks.

The failure to provide targeted protection to com-
munities most impacted by environmental harms can 
also be attributed to issues with implementation and 
enforcement. For example, the federal Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabil-
ity Act, commonly known as Superfund, creates a fund 
to clean up hazardous waste sites.21 A 2021 report from 
the National Environmental Justice Advisory Council 
notes that “Superfund sites disproportionately impact 
minorities, people living under the poverty level, and 
communities who are linguistically isolated.”22 The 
report recommends that the EPA should conduct an 
analysis of the demographics of communities near 
such sites so that the agency can better understand 
where impacts are the greatest, prioritize resources, 
and monitor progress on cleanup. Research on the 
Safe Drinking Water Act has found hot spots for vio-
lations of health-based standards, predominantly in 
rural areas and minority communities, and notes that 
targeting enforcement resources to underperforming 
utilities is one way to address the issue.23

3. Federal Environmental Regulations Fail to Account 
for Compounding and Cumulative Impacts 
The federal environmental regulatory framework uti-
lizes risk assessment tools to quantify the potential 
health effects of pollution exposures on vulnerable 
populations. However, these tools fail to address and 
account for the cumulative health, social, and eco-
nomic impacts that communities of color and persons 
with low incomes experience that potentiate environ-
mental exposures.24

Cumulative impacts have been defined as the “cumu-
lative, and potentially synergistic, effects of environ-
mental and social stressors on the health of communi-
ties whose populations are mostly composed of racial 
or ethnic minorities or people of low socio-economic 
status.”25 Research on cumulative impacts have shown 
that the complex interplay between multiple environ-
mental hazards and social stressors — such as poverty, 
racial discrimination, residential segregation, crime, 
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food insecurity, and housing instability — are impor-
tant drivers of environmental health inequities.26 

For example, communities of color and low-income 
communities are more likely to be located next to and 
directly affected by industrial or hazardous land uses, 
such as freight transport facilities, oil fields and refin-
eries, waste facilities, or interstate freeways.27 These 
same communities are also more likely to experience 
greater underlying health inequities from the myriad 
of health, economic, social, and place-based factors 
that have been present for many generations, such as 
inequities in wealth, neighborhood disinvestments, 
disparities in neighborhood conditions, and lack 
of access to opportunities and needed services and 
resources.28

These cumulative impacts result in a form of triple 
jeopardy for communities of color and low-income 
communities in which they face increased exposures 
to environmental hazards, increased biological sen-
sitivity to these hazards (due to chronic psychosocial 
stress and higher allostatic load, compounding inequi-
ties in the prevalence of chronic diseases, and cumula-
tive environmental exposures), and decreased access 
to protective resources and adaptations that allow for 
adequate coping responses.29

Problems with the Current Environmental 
Protection Framework at the Local Level
Local governments generally derive authority from 
the states to regulate a wide range of private conduct 
affecting the health, safety, morals, and general wel-
fare of the public.30 Utilizing these powers, localities 
have been able to pass a wide range of environmen-
tal health policies, including, among others: zoning 
and other land use regulations; building and housing 
codes; wetlands protection laws; laws regarding food, 
septic, and pool inspection; well construction; and 
pest control.

However, rather than addressing the structural gaps 
in the federal environmental regulatory framework, 
local environmental health regulation has instead 
compounded environmental injustices. This can be 
seen in three primary ways: 

1. Racist Land Use Policies
Perhaps the clearest example of how local govern-
ments have compounded and reinforced environ-
mental health injustices is in their use of one of the 
foundational local environmental protection policies: 
zoning. The 1924 Standard State Zoning Enabling 
Act is model legislation promulgated by the federal 
government that has served as the basis most states’ 
zoning laws. The Act’s very first section delegates to 

localities the authority to pass and adopt zoning laws 
“for purpose of promoting health, safety, morals, or 
the general welfare of the community.”31 Despite the 
promotion of health as one of the foundational pur-
poses of zoning, localities instead utilized their zon-
ing authority throughout much of the 20th Century to 
promote segregation and force unjust environmental 
exposures on communities of color and low-income 
communities.32 In addition to zoning, other past and 
current racist land use policies, including the use of 
eminent domain33 and even modern tax policies,34 
have led to racialized disparities in access to parks and 
green spaces,35 exposures to climate risks and hazards 
such as urban heat islands,36 and likelihood of liv-
ing in housing with poor indoor air quality and lead 
exposure.37

2. Lack of Prevention Focus
Beyond explicitly discriminatory regulation, even 
when local jurisdictions have created environmental 
health programs, they have failed to design or imple-
ment those programs with a prevention focus. Many 
local environmental health programs, such as housing 
code enforcement programs, are reactive in nature, 
triggering only after tenants file complaints about 
unsafe or hazardous housing conditions. The reactive 
nature of these programs reinforces structural barriers 
to environmental and health justice, requiring indi-
viduals and communities that have been systemically 
disenfranchised to know their rights and file com-
plaints. This privileges those that have the resources 
and ability to seek remedy while disadvantaging com-
munities at the greatest risk.38

3. Inequitable Underenforcement of Local 
Environmental Health Laws
Local jurisdictions have compounded harms from 
underenforcement of federal environmental laws 
through their own inequitable enforcement of local 
laws. For example, a recent review of housing code 
enforcement systems in Boston, MA, found that 
despite the existence of several local healthy housing 
initiatives and laws, there was disparity in both the 
rapidity and efficacy of the municipal responses to 
housing quality complaints in predominantly Black 
and predominantly White neighborhoods. This, in 
turn, helped ensure the persistence of disparities 
in the experience of asthma triggers between such 
neighborhoods.39
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Inequitable Risks from Compounding 
Regulatory Failures
The failures of environmental regulation at the federal 
and local levels compound each other, frequently with 
disastrous consequences for the health and well-being 
of communities of color and low-income communities. 

The creation of “Cancer Alley,” a majority black 
85-mile corridor along the Mississippi River in Loui-
siana is a clear example. Cancer Alley has been home 
to nearly 150 petrochemical plants and oil refineries 
since the 1980s, each of which was authorized and 
permitted as a pollution generating entity by federal 
and state entities including the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and the Louisiana Department of Envi-
ronmental Quality. These plants have generally been 
properly permitted in accordance with federal and 
state regulations. Nevertheless, people living in this 
area have a higher cancer risk than 95% of Americans, 
and 90% of Louisiana residents, with health risks 
being unevenly distributed: polluting plants are more 
likely to be located near black populations than white 
populations, and black populations face associated 
health risks at disproportionate rates.41 

Despite these disparate impacts on black commu-
nities, the state and some local governments have 
endeavored to turn the area into an industrial hub, 
offering generous tax breaks in exchange for job cre-
ation; abusing public meeting and notice requirements 
to minimize public participation and opposition to the 
rezoning of previously residential, and predominantly 
black, areas for expanded industrial uses; and endors-
ing continued development of polluting sources in the 
area.42 As a result, the siting and construction of oil 
refineries has been concentrated in majority black dis-
tricts in the parish while whiter areas around the par-
ish have been able to deny industry growth proposals 
through stricter land-use and zoning laws.43

Opportunities for Local Governments to 
Close Gaps in the Environmental Regulatory 
Framework 
Despite the shortcomings in the federal and local 
approaches to environmental protections, there is an 
opportunity for local governments to utilize a health 
justice approach to redress environmental racism and 
improve community health and wellbeing. Health 
justice requires “a regulatory and jurisprudential 
approach that consistently and reliably considers the 
health ramifications of judicial and legislative decision 
making.”44 Using a health justice framework requires 
that “[p]olicies, laws, and social structures must 
anticipate, and be designed to mitigate, the effects 
of socioeconomic inequality and the social determi-
nants of poor health. Equally important, health jus-

tice requires the development of laws and policies 
that prevent health inequity and increase individual 
capability.”45

Local governments are well positioned to do this 
work for a variety of reasons. Local governments func-
tion as laboratories for testing new and innovative 
policies. Further, local solutions can be more politi-
cally feasible than policy changes at the federal level 
and state levels, providing case studies and evidence 
of success, which can set the stage for state-level or 
national changes in the future. 

Additionally, local governments possess a broad set 
of regulatory tools to help address the structural deter-
minants of environmental exposure and poor health. 
Local governments must navigate a fairly complex 
web of federal and state public health and environ-
mental laws, which may limit, direct, or increasingly 
preempt46 their work. Despite these challenges, there 
are significant opportunities for local governments to 
regulate many aspects of a wide array of topics that 
touch people directly, such as transportation, plan-
ning, health, housing, and education. Local govern-
ments can further influence public outcomes through 
their control of municipal spending, financing, and 
program implementation. Utilizing these powers, 
local governments can implement coordinated multi-
sector responses necessary to anticipate, and mitigate, 
the effects of socioeconomic inequality and the social 
determinants of poor health.

Finally, as compared to federal and state govern-
ments, local governments are more grounded, in a deep 
understanding of the health needs, community goals, 
and lived experiences of residents and therefore more 
likely to create the kind of lasting change that comes 
from responding to local priorities. By improving com-
munity participation in decision-making processes, 
local governments can help redress the subordination 
that has disenfranchised communities of color and 
low-income communities, limited public participa-
tion in environmental decisions, and created concen-
trated pockets of pollution. Take, for example, the work 
Fresno, California is doing through the Fresno Trans-
formative Climate Communities Program (TCC)47 to 
develop and implement neighborhood-level climate 
community plans that include greenhouse gas emis-
sions reduction projects that also provide local eco-
nomic, environmental and health benefits to disadvan-
taged communities. While the TCC is funded through 
the California Strategic Growth Council, a working 
group comprised of state agencies focused on further-
ing sustainable economic growth, it is the city that has 
the tools, relationships, capacity, and mandate to lead 
a community-driven planning and decision-making 
processes to choose and implement policy changes and 
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climate-smart investments that address community 
environmental and health needs. 

A Four-Point Health Justice Framework for 
Addressing Environmental Health Inequities 
at the Local Level
Adopting a health justice approach at the local level to 
address environmental health inequities requires four 
things: focusing on primary prevention, incorporating 
the precautionary principle in environmental deci-
sions, utilizing targeted universalism to address health 
and environmental disparities, and acknowledging 
and remedying the cumulative impact of past environ-
mental injustices on marginalized populations.

1. Focus on Primary Prevention
Focusing on primary prevention means working to 
prevent the development of environmental and health 

disparities in the first place. Many of the drivers of 
health and environmental equity can be influenced 
through decisions about how local programs and ser-
vices are delivered.48 Local governments have control 
over those programs and services — from zoning and 
planning, to building code, business licensing, trans-
portation and built infrastructure spending, and edu-
cation and school policies — which provides oppor-
tunities to make changes that touch people’s lives 
directly. While many of these tools are not typically 
defined as environmental regulations or policies, they 
can impact environmental quality, nonetheless. 

Rochester, New York’s work to address childhood 
lead poisoning is one exemplar of how localities can 
adopt a primary prevention approach. Federal regu-
lation of lead, particularly the prohibition of lead-
based paints and leaded gasoline for on-road vehicles 
in 1978 and 1996, respectively, has led to a signifi-
cant decline in lead poisoning rates nationally.49 Yet 
childhood lead poisoning continues to be a challenge. 
Because of structural discrimination, communities of 

color and low-income communities bear a dispropor-
tionate risk of lead exposure from deteriorating paint 
in substandard housing.50 In amending its municipal 
code to require periodic proactive inspection for and 
correction of lead hazards in high-risk rental hous-
ing,51 Rochester passed a primary prevention law 
that not only led to a significant reduction in elevated 
blood-lead level in childhood,52 but also helped to 
close existing environmental health disparities in the 
community.

2. Incorporate the Precautionary Principle in 
Environmental Decisions
Local governments can adopt a precautionary 
approach in local environmental health decision-
making. This means erring on the side of caution 
where there are reasonable grounds for concern about 
the potential for deleterious harms, even in situations 

where the evidence of harm and/or exposure for a 
particular hazard is incomplete or evolving, in order 
to avoid and mitigate risk to the public’s health at the 
outset of a project or activity.53 While there is debate 
about the costs of utilizing the precautionary principle 
in the face of scientific uncertainty,54 jurisdictions, such 
as the European Union, have approached the issue by 
recommending taking action when there is “reason-
able grounds for concern” about potential risks, and 
subjecting regulatory measures introduced as a result 
of the precautionary principle to review and modifica-
tion in light of new scientific data.55 Additionally, local 
governments may be better situated to incorporating 
the precautionary principle due to the smaller costs 
of doing so compared to higher levels of government, 
allowing for action to be taken in face of uncertainty 
while science is evolving with solutions bubbling up to 
higher levels of government as it does.

One example of how local government can incorpo-
rate the precautionary principle in local decision mak-
ing, in contrast to the federal approach, comes from 

Adopting a health justice approach at the local level  
to address environmental health inequities requires four things:  

focusing on primary prevention, incorporating the precautionary principle 
in environmental decisions, utilizing targeted universalism to address health 

and environmental disparities, and acknowledging and remedying the 
cumulative impact of past environmental injustices  

on marginalized populations.
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local responses to emerging evidence about the health 
risks associated with polyfluoroalkyl substances 
(PFAS). PFAS are widely used, long lasting chemicals, 
components of which break down very slowly over 
time and that can be found in water, air, and soil as 
well as in food products and the blood of people and 
animals. Scientific studies have shown that exposure 
to some PFAS may be linked to harmful health effects 
in humans and animals. However, the evidence base 
linking specific PFAS to specific risks and harms is 
challenging because of the multitude of PFAS chemi-
cals found in a wide range of consumer, commercial, 
and industrial products.56

As a result, although there has been emerging evi-
dence surrounding the harms from PFAS for years57 
federal regulators have been slow to take action, only 
recently proposing drinking water standards for the 
two most frequently detected PFAS to be finalized 
by the fall of 2023.58 In the meantime there has also 
been a wide range of responses at the state level, with 
approximately 20 states enacting their own maximum 
standards for detectable levels of different PFAs in 
water sources, some of which are more protective than 
the current federal recommendations, and some of 
which allow for PFAS concentrations at levels that are 
far greater than federal recommendations.59

This patchwork of state and federal regulations 
has made incorporating the precautionary principle 
into local decision making even more important. And 
local governments are increasingly doing so, increas-
ing water testing of public and private drinking water 
sources, installing water filtering equipment in pub-
lic water systems, providing resources to people who 
get their water from unregulated water sources (eg 
private wells), and switching to safer drinking water 
sources.60

As different communities may reflect different 
risk tolerances61 the incorporation of precautionary 
thinking should be set through a local participatory 
decision-making processes, enabling representation 
of communities facing disproportionate environmen-
tal risks.62 Additionally, a health justice utilization of 
this principle incorporates an appreciation for the 
increased risk frontline communities face, the cumu-
lative effects of harmful exposures on those popula-
tions, and the relative distribution of risk for those 
populations in order to rectify the harms stemming 
from the prioritization of the “common good” implicit 
in CBA.63

3. Utilize Targeted Universalism in Policies and 
Programs
Under a targeted universalism framework, univer-
sal goals are set for all groups and pursued through 
targeted processes based on how various groups are 
situated within structures, culture, and across geogra-
phies.64 This contrasts with targeted strategies, which 
are based on selected groups without an overarch-
ing universal goal, and universal strategies (utilized 
within the federal environmental framework), which 
serve all without regard to group membership. A tar-
geted universalism approach requires an understand-
ing that disparities in environmental exposures and 
sensitivities necessitate a differential and targeted 
local government response.

Local governments can utilize targeted universal-
ism in policies and programs to address failures in the 
federal framework that allow concentrated environ-
mental harms to occur at the community and neigh-
borhood level, and redress local decisions that have 
compounded those harms. Local governments can do 
this by identifying health and environmental dispari-
ties and implementing remedies that improve health 
and environmental outcomes for all, but that priori-
tize those who were most impacted. For example, local 
governments can implement jurisdiction-wide envi-
ronmental and health protections that provide the 
greatest benefit to neighborhoods most impacted by 
redlining and highway construction while also priori-
tizing investments in environmental and health pro-
moting infrastructure in those neighborhoods. 

One city that has utilized this approach is Los Ange-
les, which adopted its “Clean Up Green Up” policy in 
2016 to address concentrated pollution exposures in 
the city. While some aspects of the policy apply city-
wide, other provisions are designed to help the com-
munities that currently experience a disproportionate 
environmental burden. For example, while the policy 
includes mandatory air filters for all new and expanded 
development (residential, commercial, industrial) 
within 1,000 feet of freeways, it also establishes three 
pilot “Green Zones” in historic “environmental justice” 
areas, which include additional restrictions on air pol-
luting activities, such as buffer zones for auto-related 
operations and enclosure requirements for air pollut-
ing uses.65

4. Address the Cumulative Impacts of Environmental 
Exposures to Individuals and Communities
Addressing cumulative impacts means acknowledg-
ing both the immediate harms resulting from envi-
ronmental exposures and the social, political, and 
economic factors that increase some people’s sensitivi-
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ties to such exposures. This necessitates going beyond 
ending implicit and overt bias in local decision-mak-
ing and halting discriminatory practices, to taking 
concrete steps to affirmatively remedy the cumula-
tive environmental and health harms communities of 
color and low-income communities have endured by 
providing supports to those individuals and commu-
nities to mitigate those other increased sensitives. 

Consider a factory sited near a low-income commu-
nity. The factory degrades air quality in that commu-
nity so that children there begin developing asthma 
at significantly higher rates. A locality addressing the 
immediate impacts might require that factory to install 
new filtration technology to lower emissions of pollut-
ants and provide inhalers to the community at no-cost. 
A locality that addresses the cumulative impacts how-
ever, will seek to minimize and rectify the “cumulative, 
and potentially synergistic, effects of environmental 
and social stressors on the health of communities.” 
For example, the locality might consider what other 
stressors exacerbate children’s asthma and consider 
policies to address those stressors — such as policies 
to improve housing quality — as well as policies to 
increase access to protective resources, like construct-
ing nearby indoor recreational space and providing 
programming that supports coping responses. 

Los Angeles’ “Clean Up Green Up” policy pro-
vides an example of how localities can address this 
element of the health justice framework as well. In 
addition to incorporating a targeted universalism 
approach to prioritize investments and regulations 
in neighborhoods that have suffered disproportion-
ate environmental exposures, “Clean Up Green Up” is 
also intended to address the cumulative harms those 
exposures have had on the people that live there, with 
new and expanded developments subject to standards 
regarding noise and lighting, landscaping and buff-
ering treatments, and building set-backs and design 
features, among others intended to reduce impacts on 
neighborhood residents. 

Efforts such as Seattle’s Race and Social Justice Ini-
tiative, a citywide effort to end institutionalized racism 
and race-based disparities in City government,66 also 
provide a strong launching pad for this work. Tools to 
audit local government policies and practices, such as 
the city’s Racial Equity Toolkit, can help local govern-
ments identify and change underlying systems and 
regulations that ccreate race-based disparities in envi-
ronmental exposures and access to health-promoting 
resources like jobs, education, and housing.67 These 
efforts and tools can help identify legislative and pro-
grammatic barriers to equitable environmental and 
health outcomes, such as inequitable spending, ineq-

uitable decision making power, or inequitable distri-
bution of exposure to polluting land uses, and help 
local governments begin to create a coordinated plan 
to remedy the harms stemming from them, whether 
through budgeting, participatory decision making, 
rezoning, or otherwise.

Conclusion
Failures in our environmental regulations have cre-
ated environmental and health harms that are dis-
proportionately experienced by communities of color 
and low-income communities. Given that disparities 
in environmental exposures are due to longstanding 
structural racism and systemic factors, a health jus-
tice approach means understanding the interconnec-
tions and interdependencies between various struc-
tural drivers of inequities and social determinants 
of health, such as housing discrimination, economic 
exclusion, environmental degradation, and political 
marginalization. 

Governments, institutions, and communities need 
to work together to alter the systems and policies that 
perpetuate inequity, replacing them with new poli-
cies that purposefully lead to health, racial, and envi-
ronmental justice, especially for those with the few-
est resources and greatest exposures to pollution and 
other environmental health risks. Local governments 
can begin doing this by expanding their conception 
of environmental health justice work expanding their 
conception of environmental justice work in recog-
nition of cumulative impacts and the complex inter-
play between environmental harms and other social 
determinants of health, such as housing, education, 
and economic opportunity. When so construed, envi-
ronmental justice work can include a broad range of 
policies to advance social and racial justice, such as the 
adoption of living wage ordinances, expanding and 
defending voting rights, equitable enforcement of fair 
housing laws and increasing the supply of affordable 
housing.68

Environmental health justice is intertwined with 
other justice movements, sharing a focus on disman-
tling structural discrimination embedded in laws, 
policies, and government processes. As a result, it can 
be difficult to know where environmental health jus-
tice ends and other justice initiatives begin. Local gov-
ernments working to address environmental health 
injustices should recognize how working on issues 
foundational to these other justice movements can 
help them broaden support for environmental health 
justice work. Local laws and policies that are not 
directly related to environmental health justice, may 
nevertheless help mitigate and remedy the harms of 
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environmental health injustices. Ultimately, a whole 
community approach is critical to addressing the his-
toric roots and enduring effects of these disparities.

Note
The authors report eports grants from the Robert Wood Johnson 
Foundation and the JPB Foundation,  during the conduct of the 
study.

References
1. L.O. Gostin, J. T. Monahan, J. Kaldor, M. DeBartolo, E. A. 

Friedman, K.Gottschalk, S. C. Kim, et al., “The Legal Deter-
minants of Health: Harnessing the Power of Law for Global 
Health and Sustainable Development,” The Lancet 393, no. 
10183 (2019): 1857–1910. 

2. P.A. Braveman, E. Arkin, D. Proctor, T. Kauh, and N. Holm, 
“Systemic And Structural Racism: Definitions, Examples, 
Health Damages, And Approaches To Dismantling: Study 
Examines Definitions, Examples, Health Damages, and Dis-
mantling Systemic and Structural Racism.” Health Affairs  41, 
no. 2 (2022): 171-178.

3. ChangeLab Solutions, A Blueprint for Changemakers: Achiev-
ing Health Equity Through Law & Policy, 2019; G. Singh, 
M. Siahpush, R. E. Azuine, and S. D. Williams, “Widening 
Socioeconomic and Racial Disparities in Cardiovascular Dis-
ease Mortality in the United States, 1969-2013,” International 
Journal of MCH and AIDS (IJMA) 3, no. 2 (2014); C.B. Fred-
erick, K. Snellman, and R. D. Putnam, “Increasing Socioeco-
nomic Disparities in Adolescent Obesity,” Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences 111, no. 4 (2014): 1338–1342; 
C. Wildeman and E. A. Wang, “Mass Incarceration, Public 
Health, and Widening Inequality in the USA,” The Lancet 389, 
no. 10077 (2017): 1464–1474.

4. J.D. Kaufman and A. Hajat, “Confronting Environmental 
Racism,” Environmental Health Perspectives 129, no. 5 (2021): 
051001.

5. C. Lee, “Toxic Waste and Race in the United States,” in Race 
and the Incidence of Environmental Hazards (Routledge, 
2019).

6. L. Fleischman and M. Franklin, “Fumes across the Fence-
Line: The Health Impacts of Air Pollution from Oil and Gas 
Facilities on African American Communities” (2017).

7. R. Morello-Frosch and R. Lopez, “The Riskscape and the 
Color Line: Examining the Role of Segregation in Environ-
mental Health Disparities,”  Environmental Research  102, 
no. 2 (2006): 181-196; G.C. Gee and D. C. Payne-Sturges, 
“Environmental Health Disparities: A Framework Integrat-
ing Psychosocial and Environmental Concepts,”  Environmen-
tal Health Perspectives  112, no. 17 (2004): 1645-1653; D. S. 
Massey, “Residential Segregation and Neighborhood Condi-
tions in US Metropolitan Areas,”  America Becoming: Racial 
Trends and their Consequences  1, no. 1 (2001): 391-434; M. 
Pastor, J. Sadd, and J. Hipp, “Which Came First? Toxic Facili-
ties, Minority Move‐In, and Environmental Justice,”  Journal 
of Urban Affairs 23, no. 1 (2001): 1-21.

8. Water Law: An Overview, available at <https://nationala-
glawcenter.org/overview/water-law/> (last visited August 15, 
2022); An Overview of PUC s for State Environment and 
Energy Officials, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency State 
Climate and Energy Technical Forum Background Document, 
May 20, 2010.

9. We recognize that federal environmental laws touch on a wide 
range of topics; for purposes of this article the term “federal 
environmental regulatory framework” means the regulation of 
pollution and hazardous materials and waste for the purpose 
of protecting human health.

10. R. Beiras, Marine Pollution: Sources, Fate and Effects of Pol-
lutants in Coastal Ecosystems (Elsevier, 2018).

11. For example, the U.S. Environmental Protections Agency 
(EPA) recently suffered a setback in its efforts to regulate 
“outside the lines” pollution from power plants in a recent 
decision by the Supreme Court in West Virginia v. EPA, No. 
20-1530, ___ (2022), which found that EPA lacked the statu-
tory authority to enact such regulations and which will likely 
lead to increased judicial scrutiny of federal environmental 
rulemaking.

12. R.D. Bullard and G.S. Johnson, “Environmental Justice Grass-
roots Activism and its Impact,” in Environmental Sociology: 
From Analysis to Action, ed. L. King and D. McCarthy (Row-
man & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2009); O.C. Nweke, and C. 
Lee, “Achieving Environmental Justice: Perspectives on the 
Path Forward through Collective Action to Eliminate Health 
Disparities,”  American Journal of Public Health  101, no. S1 
(2011): S6-S8.

13. E.A. Benfer, “Health Justice: A Framework (and Call to 
Action) for the Elimination of Health Inequity and Social 
Injustice,” American University Law Review 65 (2015): 275.

14. Mortality Risk Valuation, Environmental Protection Agency 
Website, available at <https://www.epa.gov/environmental-
economics/mortality-risk-valuation> (last visited August 15, 
2022); Order 12866 of September 30, 1993, Regulatory Plan-
ning and Review,” Federal Register 58, no. 190 (October 4, 
1993), available at <https://www.archives.gov/files/federal-
register/executive-orders/pdf/12866.pdf> (last visited Nov. 11, 
2022). 

15. D. Farber, “Cost-Benefit Analysis: Faqs,” Legal Planet (Octo-
ber 2021), available at <https://legal-planet.org/2021/10/25/
cost-benefit-analysis-faqs/> (last visited Nov. 15, 2022). 

16. F. Ackerman and L. Heinzerling, “Pricing the Priceless: Cost-
Benefit Analysis of Environmental Protection,”  University of 
Pennsylvania Law Review 150 (2002): 1553-1584.

17. K. Hwang, “Cost‐Benefit Analysis: Its Usage and Cri-
tiques,”  Journal of Public Affairs  16, no. 1 (2016): 75-80; S. 
Rose-Ackerman, “Putting Cost-Benefit Analysis in its Place: 
Rethinking Regulatory Review,”  University of Miami Law 
Review  65 (2010): 335-367; W. Harrington, L. Heinzerling, 
and R. D. Morgenstern, eds.  Reforming Regulatory Impact 
Analysis (Routledge, 2010); F. Ackerman and L. Heinzer-
ling,  On Knowing the Price of Everything and the Value of 
Nothing (The New Press, New York, 2004); Ackerman, supra 
note 16; M.D. Adler and E. A. Posner, “Rethinking Cost-Bene-
fit Analysis,” Yale Law Journal 109 (1999): 167-259; T. K. Yuen 
and D. C. Payne-Sturges, “Using Health Impact Assessment to 
Integrate Environmental Justice into Federal Environmental 
Regulatory Analysis,”  NEW SOLUTIONS: A Journal of Envi-
ronmental and Occupational Health Policy  23, no. 3 (2013): 
439-466.

18. 42 U.S.C. §§ 7408(a)(1), 7409, Air quality criteria and control 
techniques.

19. 42 U.S.C. § 7407, Air quality control regions.
20. A.E. Carlson, “The Clean Air Act’s Blind Spot: Microcli-

mates and Hotspot Pollution,”  UCLA Law Review  65 (2018): 
1036-1090.

21. Superfund: CERCLA Overview, Environmental Protection 
Agency Website, available at <https://www.epa.gov/super-
fund/superfund-cercla-overview> (last visited August 15, 
2022).

22. National Environmental Justice Advisory Council. “Superfund 
Remediation and Redevelopment for Environmental Justice 
Communities,” EPA. Environmental Protection Agency, May 
2021, available at <https://www.epa.gov/environmentaljus-
tice/superfund-remediation-and-redevelopment-environmen-
tal-justice-communities> (last visited Nov. 15, 2022). 

23. M. Allaire, H.Wu, and U. Lall, “National Trends in Drinking 
Water Quality Violations,”  Proceedings of the National Acad-
emy of Sciences 115, no. 9 (2018): 2078-2083.

24. R. Morello-Frosch, M. Zuk, M. Jerrett, B. Shamasunder, and A. 
D. Kyle, “Understanding the Cumulative Impacts of Inequali-
ties in Environmental Health: Implications for Policy,” Health 
Affairs 30, no. 5 (2011): 879-887.

https://doi.org/10.1017/jme.2023.17 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/jme.2023.17


health justice: engaging critical perspectives in health law and policy • winter 2022 767

Miao, Michel, and Yuen

The Journal of Law, Medicine & Ethics, 50 (2022): 758-768. © 2023 The Author(s)

25. E. Alcala, P. Brown, J. A. Capitman, M. Gonzalez, and R. Cis-
neros, “Cumulative Impact of Environmental Pollution and 
Population Vulnerability on Pediatric Asthma Hospitaliza-
tions: A Multilevel Analysis of CalEnviroScreen,” International 
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health  16, 
no. 15 (2019): 2683-2695; L. Cushing, J. Faust, L. Meehan 
August, R. Cendak, W. Wieland, and G. Alexeeff, “Racial/Eth-
nic Disparities in Cumulative Environmental Health Impacts 
in California: Evidence from a Statewide Environmental Jus-
tice Screening Tool (CalEnviroScreen 1.1),” American Journal 
of Public Health 105, no. 11 (2015): 2341-2348.

26. L. Fleischman and M. Franklin, “Fumes Across the Fence-
Line: The Health Impacts of Air Pollution from Oil and Gas 
Facilities on African American Communities,” (2017); M. S. 
O’Neill, M. Jerrett, I. Kawachi, J. I. Levy, A. J. Cohen, N. Gou-
veia, P.Wilkinson et al., “Health, Wealth, and Air Pollution: 
Advancing Theory and Methods,”  Environmental Health Per-
spectives 111, no. 16 (2003): 1861-1870; R. Morello-Frosch and 
E. D. Shenassa, “The Environmental ‘Riskscape’ and Social 
Inequality: Implications for Explaining Maternal and Child 
Health Disparities,”  Environmental Health Perspectives  114, 
no. 8 (2006): 1150-1153; G.C. Gee and D. C. Payne-Sturges, 
“Environmental Health Disparities: A Framework Integrating 
Psychosocial and Environmental Concepts,”  Environmental 
Health Perspectives 112, no. 17 (2004): 1645-1653.

27. P. Mohai, P. M. Lantz, J. Morenoff, J. S. House, and R. P. 
Mero, “Racial and Socioeconomic Disparities in Residential 
Proximity to Polluting Industrial Facilities: Evidence from 
the Americans’ Changing Lives Study,” American Journal of 
Public Health  99, no. S3 (2009): S649-S656; P. Mohai and 
R. Saha, “Racial Inequality in the Distribution of Hazardous 
Waste: A National-Level Reassessment,” Social Problems  54, 
no. 3 (2007): 343-370; R. Morello-Frosch, M.Pastor Jr., C. 
Porras, and J. Sadd, “Environmental Justice and Regional 
Inequality in Southern California: Implications for Future 
Research,” Environmental Health Perspectives 110, no. suppl 2 
(2002): 149-154. 

28. Yuen supra note 17; Morello-Frosch, supra note 24. 
29. A. Hajat, C. Hsia, and M. S. O’Neill, “Socioeconomic Dispari-

ties and Air Pollution Exposure: A Global Review,”  Current 
Environmental Health Reports 2, no. 4 (2015): 440-450; G.C. 
Gee and C. L. Ford, “Structural Racism and Health Inequities: 
Old Issues, New Directions,” Du Bois Review: Social Science 
Research on Race 8, no. 1 (2011): 115-132.

30. L. O. Gostin and L. F. Wiley, “Public Health Law in Constitu-
tional Design,” in Public Health Law (University of California 
Press, 2016): 87-88.

31. Advisory Committee on Zoning (1926), A Standard State Zon-
ing Enabling Act: Under which municipalities may adopt zon-
ing regulations  (PDF)  (Revised (1926)  ed.), Washington: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, available at <https://planning-
org-uploaded-media.s3.amazonaws.com/legacy_resources/
growingsmart/pdf/SZEnablingAct1926.pdf> (last visited Nov. 
16, 2022).

32. R. Rothstein, The Color of Law: A Forgotten History of How 
our Government Segregated America (Liveright Publishing, 
2017).

33. D. Solomon, C. Maxwell, and A. Castro, Systemic Inequality: 
Displacement, Exclusion, and Segregation  (Center for Ameri-
can Progress, 2019).

34. C. Davis, M. Hill, and M. Wiehe, Taxes and Racial Equity: 
An Overview of State and Local Policy Impacts,  Institute on 
Taxation and Economic Policy (ITEP), available at <https://
itep.org/taxes-and-racial-equity> (last visited Nov. 16, 2022).

35. S. Stasi, J. Spengler, J. Maddock, L. McKyer, and H. Clark, 
“Increasing Access to Physical Activity within Low Income 
and Diverse Communities: A Systematic Review,”  American 
Journal of Health Promotion 33, no. 6 (2019): 933-940.

36. D.H. Locke, B. Hall, J. M. Grove, S.T.A. Pickett, L. A. Ogden, 
C. Aoki, C. G. Boone, and J. P.M. O’Neil-Dunne, “Residential 
Housing Segregation and Urban Tree Canopy in 37 US Cit-
ies,” NPJ Urban Sustainability 1, no. 1 (2021): 1-9.

37. T.C. Bryant-Stephens, D. Strane, E. K. Robinson, S. Bhamb-
hani, and C. C. Kenyon, “Housing and Asthma Dispari-
ties,”  Journal of Allergy and Clinical Immunology  148, no. 5 
(2021): 1121-1129.

38. E. Lemire, E. A. Samuels, W. Wang, and A. Haber, “Unequal 
Housing Conditions And Code Enforcement Contribute To 
Asthma Disparities In Boston, Massachusetts: Study Exam-
ines Housing Conditions, Code Enforcement, and Asthma 
Disparities in Boston, Massachusetts,” Health Affairs 41, no. 4 
(2022): 563-572.

39. E. Lemire, E. A. Samuels, W. Wang, and A. Haber, “Unequal 
Housing Conditions And Code Enforcement Contribute To 
Asthma Disparities In Boston, Massachusetts: Study Exam-
ines Housing Conditions, Code Enforcement, and Asthma 
Disparities in Boston, Massachusetts,” Health Affairs 41, no. 4 
(2022): 563-572.

40. K. Terrell and W. James, “Air Pollution and COVID-19: A Dou-
ble Whammy for African American and Impoverished Com-
munities in Cancer Alley,” Environmental Law Clinic  (2020): 
1-26.

41. L. Villarosa, “Pollution is Killing Black Americans. This Com-
munity Fought Back,” The New York Times Magazine, July 28, 
2020; Terrell, id.

42. A. Boyd, “Planting Cancer and Injustice in the Midst of Pov-
erty: A Look Into Environmental Racism in Southern Loui-
siana,” SSRN,  available at <https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=3576247> (last visited Nov. 16, 2022); 
S. Canfield, “Https://Www.courthousenews.com/Scathing-
Report-Calls-Cancer-Alley-Land-Use-Changes-Deceitful/.” 
Courthousenews.com, June 13, 2019, available at <https://
www.courthousenews.com/scathing-report-calls-cancer-alley-
land-use-changes-deceitful/> (last visited Nov. 16, 2022). 

43. I.G. Castellon, “Cancer Alley and the Fight Against Environ-
mental Racism,”  Villanova Environmental Law Journal  32, 
no. 1 (2021): 15-43; Boyd, supra note 42.

44. Benfer, supra note 13.
45. Benfer, supra note 13.
46. Preemption, a legal doctrine that allows a higher level of 

government to limit or even eliminate the power of a lower 
level of government to regulate a specific issue, can present a 
structural challenge for local policymaking. Often propelled 
by trade association and business lobbying, many preemp-
tive state laws are part of long-term strategies by corporate 
interests to consolidate power at the state level to protect 
their financial interests and thwart local efforts to enact poli-
cies aimed at advancing health equity. Since 2011, many con-
servative state legislatures have increasingly turned to the use 
of preemption to prevent generally more progressive local 
governments from enacting laws that could reduce inequi-
ties and enhance community health. For example, states have 
passed laws preempting local regulations on paid sick leave, 
local minimum wage, smokefree air, and anti-discrimination 
laws. Nevertheless, local government serves as a locus for 
policy innovations with the potential to improve health out-
comes and reduce health inequities and organizations such as 
the Local Solutions Support Center and ChangeLab Solutions 
exist to help local governments navigate and combat reaction-
ary preemption efforts. Assessing & Addressing Preemption: 
A Toolkit for Local Policy Campaigns, ChangeLab Solutions, 
2020.

47. “About • Transform Fresno,” Transform Fresno, March 3, 
2022, available at <https://www.transformfresno.com/
about/> (last visited Nov. 16, 2022); “Transform Fresno – 
California,” available at <https://www.sgc.ca.gov/programs/
tcc/docs/20190201-TCC_Awardee_Fresno.pdf> (last visited 
Nov. 16, 2022); J.R. DeShazo and W. Eisenstein, Transform 
Fresno: 2021 Progress Report on Implementation of the TCC 
Grant, UCLA Luskin Center for Innovation, May 24, 2021, 
<available at https://innovation.luskin.ucla.edu/wp-content/
uploads/2021/05/Transform-Fresno-2021-Progress-Report.
pdf> (last visited Nov. 1, 2022). 

https://doi.org/10.1017/jme.2023.17 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/jme.2023.17


768 journal of law, medicine & ethics

SYMPOSIUM

The Journal of Law, Medicine & Ethics, 50 (2022): 758-768. © 2023 The Author(s)

48. B. Katz and J. Nowak,  The New Localism: How Cities can 
Thrive in the Age of Populism, Brookings Institution Press, 
2018; D. Vlahov, N. Freudenberg, F. Proietti, D. Ompad, A. 
Quinn, V. Nandi, and S. Galea, “Urban as a Determinant of 
Health,” Journal of Urban Health 84, no. 1 (2007): 16-26.

49. D.C. Bellinger and A. M. Bellinger, “Childhood Lead Poison-
ing: The Torturous Path from Science to Policy,” The Journal 
of Clinical Investigation 116, no. 4 (2006): 853-857.

50. L.S. Whitehead and S. D. Buchanan, “Childhood Lead Poi-
soning: A Perpetual Environmental Justice Issue?” Journal 
of Public Health Management and Practice 25, no. 1 (2019): 
S115-S120.

51. K.S. Korfmacher, “Collaborating for Primary Prevention: 
Rochester’s New Lead Law,” Journal of Public Health Manage-
ment and Practice 14, no. 4 (2008): 400-406.

52. K.S. Korfmacher, M. Ayoob, and R. Morley, “Rochester’s Lead 
Law: Evaluation of a Local Environmental Health Policy Inno-
vation,” Environmental Health Perspectives  120, no. 2 (2012): 
309-315.

53. M. Hau, D. Cole, L. Vanderlinden, R. MacFarlane, C. Mee, 
J. Archbold, and M. Campbell, “Development of a Guide to 
Applying Precaution in Local Public Health,”  International 
Journal of Occupational and Environmental Health 20, no. 2 
(2014): 174-184.

54. A. Stirling, “Risk, Precaution and Science: Towards a More 
Constructive Policy Debate: Talking Point on the Precaution-
ary Principle,” EMBO Reports 8, no. 4 (2007): 309-315.

55. The Precautionary Principle: Decision Making under Uncer-
tainty, European Commission, Directorate-General for Envi-
ronment (2017).

56. PFAS Explained, EPA Website, available at <https://www.
epa.gov/pfas/pfas-explained> (last visited August 15, 2022).

57. What are the health effects of PFAS? Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry Website, available at 
<https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/pfas/health-effects/index.
html?CDC_AA_refVal=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.atsdr.cdc.
gov%2Fpfas%2Fhealth-effects.html,;%20https://ntp.niehs.
nih.gov/ntp/ohat/pfoa_pfos/pfoa_pfosmonograph_508.pdf > 
(last visited August 15, 2022); N.T.P. Monograph, Immuno-
toxicity Associated with Exposure to Perfluorooctanoic Acid or 
Perfluorooctane Sulfonate,( Research Triangle Park, NC: Office 
of Health Assessment and Translation, National Toxicology 
Program (NTP), National Institute of Environmental Health 
Sciences, National Institutes of Health, US Department of 
Health and Human Services, 2016).

58. Regulating Drinking Water Contaminants: EPA PFAS Actions, 
Congressional Research Service (July 2022), available at 
<https://sgp.fas.org/crs/misc/IF11219.pdf> (last visited Nov. 
16, 2022).

59. S. Boden, “Presumptive Innocence v. the Precautionary Princi-
ple: The Story of PFAS Regulation in the United States,” Envi-
rons: Enviromental Law & Policy Journal  44, no. 1 (2020): 
41-66; J.R. Kindschuh and T.S. Lee, PFAS Update: State-

by-State Regulation of PFAS Substances in Drinking Water, 
(March 2022), Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP Website, 
available at <https://www.bclplaw.com/en-US/insights/pfas-
update-state-by-state-regulation-of-pfas-substances-in-drink-
ing-water.html> (last visited August 15, 2022).

60. Parchment / Cooper Township Drinking Water Response, 
Michigan PFAS Action Response Team Website, (March 
2019) available at <https://www.michigan.gov/pfasresponse/
drinking-water/statewide-survey/parchment> (last visited 
August 15, 2022).

61. A.L. Skinner-Dorkenoo, A. Sarmal, K. Rogbeer, C. André, 
B. Patel, and L. Cha, “Highlighting COVID-19 Racial Dis-
parities can Reduce Support for Safety Precautions among 
White US Residents,”  Social Science & Medicine  301 (2022): 
114951-114951.

62. J. A. Tickner and P. Hoppin, “Children’s Environmental 
Health: A Case Study in Implementing the Precautionary 
Principle,” International journal of occupational and Environ-
mental Health 6, no. 4 (2000): 281-288.

63. M. Martuzzi and R. Bertollini, “The Precautionary Principle, 
Science and Human Health Protection,”  Human and Eco-
logical Risk Assessment: An International Journal  11, no. 1 
(2005): 63-68; M. Martuzzi, J.A. Tickner, and World Health 
Organization,  The Precautionary Principle:Protecting Pub-
lic Health, the Environment and the Future of Our Children 
(World Health Organization. Regional Office for Europe, 
2004); J. Thornton, “Beyond Risk: An Ecological Paradigm 
to Prevent Global Chemical Pollution,”  International Journal 
of Occupational and Environmental Health  6, no. 4 (2000): 
318-330.

64. W. Ake and S. Menendian, “Targeted Universalism: Policy & 
Practice” (2019), available at <https://escholarship.org/uc/
item/9sm8b0q8> (last visited Jan. 12, 2023).

65. Clean Up Green Up, LA Collaborative for Environmental 
Health and Justice Policy Brief (August 2015) available at 
<http://www.ceed.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/CUGU-
Policy-Brief-8.12.15.pdf> (last visited August 15, 2022).

66. Race and Social Justice Initiative — About, Seattle Race and 
Social Justice Initiative Website, available at <http://www.
seattle.gov/rsji/about> (last visited August 15, 2022).

67. Racial Equity Toolkit, Seattle Office for Civil Rights Website, 
available at <http://www.seattle.gov/civilrights/what-we-do/
race-and-social-justice-initiative/racial-equity-toolkit> (last 
visited August 15, 2022).

68. E. A. Benfer, E. Coffey, A. E. Gold, M. Hanna-Attisha, B.e 
Lanphear, H. Y. Li, R. Ann Norton, D. Rosner, and K. Walz, 
“Health Justice Strategies to Eradicate Lead Poisoning: An 
Urgent Call to Action to Safeguard Future Generations,” Yale 
Journal of Health Policy Law & Ethics  19, no. 2 (2019): 
146-212. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/jme.2023.17 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/jme.2023.17

