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INTRODUCTION

Established in 2011, the National Environmental
Health Partnership Council (NEHPC) is a strong

and thriving consortium of leaders, including those from
nearly 20 national environmental and public health-focused
organizations. NEHPCs mission is to expand and sustain
awareness, education, policies, and practices related to
environmental health. It represents many facets of envi-
ronmental health—from protecting children, the elderly,
and the public from harmful environmental exposures to
building the capacity of environmental health profession-
als; from representing state, territorial, county, local, and
tribal environmental health officials to academics shaping
educational programs at the beginning of the workforce
pipeline to frontline community-based partners. This broad
scope provides the Partnership Council an optimal vantage

point from which to learn from the fields’ successes, as well
as to identify where it could benefit from additional re-
search, support, and resources. Moreover, in routinely
bringing together environmental health partners from
across the country, the NEHPC serves as one example of an
important convening body, fostering open communications
across diverse groups from the larger environmental health
community, building our environmental health capacity
through knowledge gained from diverse perspectives and
areas of expertise. This fosters collaborations across a va-
riety of regional and national organizations, and an end
result is a deepening of our collective impact.

This article focuses on a factor central to the Part-
nership Council’s work and vital to the field of envi-
ronmental health: raising awareness of environmental
health issues. The Partnership Council defines environ-
mental health as, ‘‘the branch of public health that fo-
cuses on the relationships between people and their
environment, promotes human health and well-being
and fosters healthy and safe communities. Environmental
health is a key part of any comprehensive public health
system. The field of environmental health works to ad-
vance policies and programs to reduce chemical and
other environmental exposures in air, water, soil and food
to protect people and provide communities with healthier
environments.’’1 While this definition is second nature
to public health practitioners, it is not well understood
by the general public in the United States. The evidence
presented throughout this article demonstrates that the
disconnect between the environmental health profession
and the people it serves affects the field’s ability to ad-
vance important environmental health metrics.

In this era of complex information and uncertainty,
it is critical to clearly communicate the importance of
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environmental health to audiences that include govern-
ments, policymakers, the private sector, the media, sci-
entists, professional organizations, and the general
public.2 We begin with an illustrative example of pro-
fessional and lay language surrounding the field and then
discuss the sustainability of the field as a whole. We offer
tools and considerations for more effective communi-
cation and examine the disconnect at different levels of
environmental health discourse. We conclude with a
summary of opportunities for action and practical appli-
cations of these insights.

CHALLENGES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
HEALTH MESSAGING

The field of environmental health is not well under-
stood outside the professional sphere. From the public’s
standpoint, this can be illustrated by the type and fre-
quency of words used when discussing ‘‘environmental
health’’ and those used when discussing ‘‘environment
and health.’’ Tweets pulled from keyword searches in
those groupings reveal the extent of the disconnect be-
tween the professional and public understanding of en-
vironmental health.

As can be seen in the resulting wordclouds below,
‘‘environment and health’’ are frequently used in tweets
around sustainability or topics relating to the health of the
environment (as opposed to environmental health or the
environment’s influence on health). However, a search of
‘‘environmental health’’ clearly draws from members of
this profession (Fig. 1). In fact, the wordcloud from this
search suggests the source tweets are job postings or
discussions of jobs. From an even broader perspective,
media stories analysis shows that only 10% of terms
pertaining to environmental health are actually described
as environmental health topics.3 These examples provide
a window into an important divergence between how

professionals speak about environmental health and how
the public and media understand environmental health.

The public’s awareness of the mission of environ-
mental public health agencies is generally lacking.4 That
is, at least, until some tragic event raises awareness of
its existence, such as the devastation associated with
Hurricane Katrina and its impact on health more than a
decade ago.5 Even in these instances, however, the crit-
ical role that environmental health plays is often lost in a
sea of messages about local, state, and federal agency
involvement. This is largely because the role of public
health agencies is frequently subordinate to frontline
emergency response (e.g., ensuring medical and public
health protections are in place as the frontline emergency
responders move people from dangerous conditions).
While environmental health plays a vital role in high-
profile missions by ensuring ongoing public health
safety, this work is largely invisible to the general pub-
lic.II Multisectoral collaboration is sometimes ineffective
because public health professionals are assumed to be
impractical researchers and not action takers.6 This, com-
bined with the multiple layers of bureaucracy and a host
of other issues, makes communicating environmental
health risks challenging.

More often than not, environmental health leaders face
economic, legal, scientific integrity, and other challenges
as they wrestle to find the important balance of com-
municating the right message at the right time, all while
considering the unknowns that may exist. Here, too, the
involvement of numerous agencies with varying missions
and their necessary and complementary activities in-
volve messages that sometimes diverge. These divergent
messages across agencies can result in a confused and

FIG. 1. Wordclouds
of Twitter results. https
features prominently
due to linked articles or
websites in tweets.
Dates: September 1,
2015, to July 31, 2016.
Color images are
available online.

2Peter Calow. Handbook of environmental risk assessment
and management. (Wiley-Blackwell, 1998).

3Moira O’Neil, Adam Simon, Abigail Haydon, and Nat
Kendall-Taylor. ‘‘The Media Narrative of Environmental
Health.’’ FrameWorks Institute, 2012. <https://www.frame
worksinstitute.org/publication/the-media-narrative-of-environmen
tal-health/>. (Last accessed on March 15, 2021).

4Kim Krisberg. ‘‘Public Health Messaging Helps Public
Understand Environmental Health: Toolkit Available.’’ The
Nation’s Health 45 (2015): 1–12.

5Sandra Quinn. ‘‘Hurricane Katrina: A Social and Public Health
Disaster.’’ American Journal of Public Health 96 (2006): 204.

6Emilie L’Hôte, Andrew Volmert, Catasha Davis, and Leann
Down. ‘‘Public Health Reaching Across Sectors.’’ FrameWorks
Institute (2019): 8. <https://www.frameworksinstitute.org/
publication/public-health-reaching-across-sectors-mapping-the-
gaps-between-how-public-health-experts-and-leaders-in-other-
sectors-view-public-health-and-cross-sector-collaboration/> (Last
accessed on March 15, 2021).
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distrustful public.7 Numerous examples of this reality
play out in the media on a weekly basis and include the
safety of artificial turf, perfluoroalkyl substances in
drinking water, and radiofrequency radiation related to
cell phone use.

Increasing awareness about the impact of the envi-
ronment on health is essential for designing policies
that sustain our planet and ourselves. An informed
public (encompassing youth, families, patients, advo-
cates, community partners, industry, and more) that is
meaningfully involved, interested, and solutions-
oriented can help drive public policy.9 The messaging
obstacles mentioned in the preceding section, along
with resource limitations, present unique challenges
toward achieving these goals. Given this, it is not sur-
prising that environmental health services vary from
one state to another in quantity, quality, and organiza-
tion. A recent report found that only 60% of states
provide information for the public on environmental
health services and only 52% of the services available
provide a link online.10 The public often learns about
environmental health services through others in the
public, often at forums.

Economic evidence of a field’s impact is essential for
its sustainability. Environmental health interventions re-
main rooted in prevention and provide benefits by im-
proving health status, increasing economic productivity
and reducing expenditures (e.g., medical). According to
the report, ‘‘Value of Environmental Health Services:
Exploring the Evidence,’’ there is a need for more eco-
nomic research demonstrating the benefits of environ-
mental health interventions.11 Until this connection is
scientifically documented, it remains challenging for
environmental health practitioners to convince decision
makers and influencers about its economic benefits.12

The report also provides evidence that investment in
environmental health services is more effective in re-
ducing deaths compared with provision of health care.13

The field’s success depends on its ability to effectively
communicate its achievements in planning, saving
money, and reporting, leading to a key set of actions to
improve the health of all communities across the United
States.12

Case Example: Environmental Health Messaging
with Radiofrequency Radiation

In May 2018, the National Institutes of Environ-
mental Health Science National Toxicology Program
(NTP) released its final report on radiofrequency ra-
diation (RFR) exposure related to cell phone use.8 The
study found an increased risk of rare heart tumors
(schwannomas) and brain cancers (malignant gliomas)
primarily in male rats. Some evidence of risk was
observed in female rats, but those findings were less
clear. In response to these findings, the industry was
quick to make clear that the RFR exposures consid-
ered in the NTP study were related to older equipment
and exposure levels that were not comparable to cell
phones in use today. The Food and Drug Adminis-
tration (FDA) response noted the limitations of the
NTP study and said that it must be weighed in relation
to the entire body of information on the subject. The
FDA is charged with ensuring the safety of electro-
nic equipment, such as cell phones, but relies on the
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) for set-
ting standards for safe RFR exposure limits. Along
with the NTP and other organizations, the FDAs pub-
lic statement advised that the ‘‘findings should not be
directly extrapolated to human cell phone use.’’ Other
groups, including public health agencies, have mes-
sages on their websites that address the safety of cell
phone use, including for children. Those messages
suggest effective ways to reduce exposure to low-dose
nonionizing radiation from cell phones, including use
of speaker phones and corded headsets, and storing
phones away from the body when not in use. Each
organization’s message varies in tone and recom-
mendation. This lack of cohesion presents an ongoing
challenge for the general public as it struggles to make
evidence-based decisions to safeguard the health of
the entire family. Local public health agencies in co-
ordination with national agencies should procure a
unified message to help the general public understand
environmental health risk more effectively.

7Maida Galvez, Richard Peters, Nathan Graber, and Joel
Forman. ‘‘Effective risk Communication in Children’s Envir-
onmental Health: Lessons Learned from 9/11.’’ Pediatrics
Clinics of North America 54 (2017): 33–46.

8National Toxicology Program. ‘‘Toxicology and Carcino-
genesis Studies in Hsd: Sprague Dawley SD Rats Exposed to
Whole Body Radiofrequency Radiation at a Frequency
(900MHz) and Modulation (GSM and CDMA) Used by Cell
Phones.’’ 2018. <https://ntp.niehs.nih.gov/ntp/htdocs/lt_rpts/
tr595_508.pdf?utm_source=direct&utm_medium=prod&utm_cam
paign=ntpgolinks&utm_term=tr595> (Last accessed on March 15,
2021).

9World Health Organization. ‘‘Water Quality: Guidelines,
Standards and Health.’’ 2001. <https://www.who.int/water_
sanitation_health/publications/whoiwa/en/> (Last accessed on
March 15, 2021).

10American Public Health Association. ‘‘Protecting the
Health of Children: A National Snapshot of Environmental
Health Services.’’ 2019. <https://www.apha.org/topics-and-
issues/environmental-health/child-health> (Last accessed on
March 15, 2021).

11National Environmental Health Partnership Council. ‘‘The
Value of Environmental Health Services.’’ 2016. <https://
apha.org/-/media/Files/PDF/topics/environment/EH_Values.ashx>
(Last accessed on March 15, 2021).

12World Health Organization. ‘‘Use of Economic Tools.
Bonn, Germany.’’ 2012. <http://www.euro.who.int/__data/
assets/pdf_file/0016/231532/e96937.pdf> (Last accessed on
March 15, 2021).

13National Environmental Health Partnership Council. ‘‘The
Value for Environmental Health Services: Exploring the Evi-
dence.’’ 2016. <https://www.apha.org/-/media/files/pdf/topics/
environment/eh_values.ashx?la=en&hash=6F6BE07BDA09712
818CF5489941CF8169B2598ED> (Last accessed on March 15,
2021).
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EFFECTIVE
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH MESSAGING

There is an opportunity to proactively evaluate mes-
saging campaigns for the multiple audiences and mes-
saging platforms that exist. Messages could be developed
and evaluated under the paradigm of comprehensive
solutions, rather than focus on any particular crisis. For
example: The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
awarded more than $100 million to Flint to address lead
hazards in a special, one-off funding award; however, the
general lead budget for the whole country is less than
$11 million. (Note: $21 million was also allocated to the
U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention for a
health registry in Flint.) Tragic, highly publicized events
garner financial support beyond the norm, but general
operations that could proactively address underlying
causes are often less well known and less well financed.

Evaluating the effectiveness of messaging is critical to
creating a long-term, consistent, and successful strategy.
Before launching a communication strategy, however, it
is useful to identify a target audience and assess the best
way to reach it. This planning could lead to an increased
understanding of the target audience’s beliefs, interests,
characteristics, values, and influencers to develop more
effective messaging.15 In an age where any given mes-
sage can be amplified in an online community or die in
obscurity, it is ever more crucial to match the message to
the audience.

If a message is intended for only a professional audi-
ence, keeping it within those bounds is as easy as making
liberal use of technical shorthand. If the content is meant
to reach a broader audience, it is important to consider
how that audience would naturally speak about the topic.
Furthermore, issuing a message when a topic is already
salient can provide an additional signal boost as de-
scribed above.

Case Example: Online Discussion During the
Flint Water Crisis

To help design effective health communication,
studying prior well-publicized environmental health
events can offer insight. Evaluating trends in commu-
nication, both in the professional and public spheres,
yields a better understanding of what messaging does
and does not work. General website tracking, infor-
mation about the volume and timing of calls/inquiries,
social media posts, and views and event attendance can
all enhance our understanding of how public health
information is being consumed. What data are useful,
available, and readily accessible will vary depending
on the nature of the problem being addressed, but it is
important to consider these various sources to better
match messages to audiences.

An exploratory study of descriptive data around
online communication during the Flint Water Crisis
highlights some opportunities for enhanced messag-
ing strategies. By delving into counts and timing of
tweets (and other Twitter metrics) and news men-
tions, we can begin to see a pattern emerge. Among
blogs, forums, news sources, and Twitter, the Syso-
mos platform identified 6 million mentions of the
Flint Water Crisis (search term: Flint) from Sep-
tember 1, 2015, to July 31, 2016. Of those mentions,
the overwhelming majority were on Twitter, which
makes sense given the nature of the data (5.4 million
or 90% of mentions; tweets being much shorter and
easier to post than the other categories being mea-
sured). Further investigation of these numbers indi-
cates that interest in Flint was localized to a few
areas (Fig. 2). As would be expected, user profiles
from Michigan were heavily represented in the
Twitter mentions as well as major broadcast media
centers, such as California and New York.

Investigating Twitter users’ ‘‘authority’’ (i.e., the
level of influence a user has, partly measured by the
number of followers) and how users are engaging with
the topic sheds further light on the subject. Most users
had low- to medium-level authority (36% low au-
thority, 63% medium authority), which means that,
overall, the people discussing this topic were not the
high-impact ‘‘social influencers’’ and online celebri-
ties. Furthermore, most people (87%) tweeted about
the topic once and were re-tweeting, as opposed to
creating an original tweet or replying to a tweet (57%,
39%, and 5%, respectively). These data suggest that
people are prone to echo messages that resonate; if
environmental health officials can communicate the
right message at the right time, the audience could
very well amplify it. Layering these count data onto a
time series adds nuance to the picture. It is not sur-
prising that news and Twitter mentions seem to spike
around major events. It is nonetheless important to
recognize and potentially capitalize on that informa-
tion since they represent important opportunities to
enhance the public’s understanding of environmental
health.

When large charitable or political events (e.g.,
Justice for Flint or Michigan’s State of the State;
Fig. 3) are scheduled around an environmental health
topic, professionals can anticipate a corresponding
uptick in the online conversation. Furthermore, using
the value of ‘‘Fairness Between Places’’ that has
been identified as the most effective in drawing the
public’s support toward the field of environmental
health will amplify even further any environmental
health messaging.14

14Adam Simon, Nathaniel Kendall-Taylor, and Eric Lindland.
‘‘Using Values to Build Public Understanding and Support for
Environmental Health Work.’’ FrameWorks Institute (2013): 5–6.
<https://www.frameworksinstitute.org/publication/using-values-
to-build-public-understanding-and-support-for-environmental-
health-work/> (Last accessed on March 15, 2021).

15Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. ‘‘CDCynergy
‘‘Lite.’’’’ 2010. <https://www.cdc.gov/healthcommunication/
CDCynergyLite.html> (Last accessed on March 15, 2021).
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It is critical to create messages that educate decision
makers and inform public policy. The most effective
messages give policymakers insight into a state’s ability
to advance environmental health and alleviate public
health threats and how best to direct resources. Promot-
ing healthy families and communities requires a com-
munications strategy that encompasses several aspects of
environmental public health: community design, child-
care, food safety, water quality, clean air, and sanitation.
But the message must center on environmental health:
both the potential for crises and the positive influences on
the health of families and communities. Messaging to
seek support only for environmental risk exposure will
continue neglecting other sectors relevant to environ-
mental health. It is critical to work toward a compre-
hensive vision of environmental health and stress its
important influence on our lives. Involving communica-
tion scientists routinely in this work from inception to
dissemination is critical to achieving our goal of effective
messaging. One particular area of success is the advent
of U.S. research-based communication centers on climate
change, which has successfully applied research-based
approaches to effective messaging on climate change.
Lessons learned from these centers can provide models
adaptable to the larger environmental health community.

MOVING TOWARD AN EFFECTIVE
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SYSTEM

There is no one centralized and coordinated environ-
mental health system, but rather a series of systems of-

fered at different levels of government—federal, state,
tribal, and local. The capacity to provide services in each
of these systems varies across a range of fundamental
areas, including safe drinking water, clean air, chemical
and food safety, solid waste management, radiation
protection, and healthy and affordable housing, although
all share the goal of preventing, reducing, or eliminating
the presence of diseases, hazards, exposures, and nega-
tive health outcomes.16,17

This lack of a cohesive system complicates the question:
‘‘Which entity is responsible for ensuring prevention of
certain negative health outcomes during an environmental
health crisis as well as during noncrisis periods?’’ The
NEHPC defines an effective environmental health system
as one that proactively protects and helps communities
attain good health according to the following six tenets18:

1. Integrated infrastructure to consistently collect,
compare, and track critical information over time to
identify problems. Real-time data must also be used
to inform and educate efforts to plan, execute, and
assess environmental health services.

FIG. 2. Concentration of Twitter mentions by state for ‘‘Flint,’’ September 1, 2015, to July 31, 2016. Color images
are available online.

FIG. 3. Events overlaid on news and tweet mentions (search term: Flint). Color images are available online.

16Adam Simon, Nathaniel Kendall-Taylor, and Eric Lindland
(2013). Op. cit.

17World Health Organization. ‘‘Capacity Building in En-
vironment and Health (CBEH) Project. Using Impact Assess-
ment in Environment and Health: A Framework.’’ 2013. <http://
www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/190537/e96852-
final.pdf> (Last accessed on March 15, 2021).

18National Environmental Health Partnership Council (2016).
Op. cit.
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2. Well-trained and highly skilled workforce.
3. Ample and sustainable funding from diverse sour-

ces to proactively safeguard communities with
support by multiple agencies, so that funding is not
contingent on any one agency’s budget.

4. Policy and programs grounded in evidence-based
research.

5. Cross-sectoral partnerships involving all levels of
government.

6. Equitable access to environmental health messages
and services.

The basic infrastructure for state and local environ-
mental health programs does exist. However, depending
on statutory authority, state programs differ, making uni-
form messaging more challenging. Many states have a
Department of Health, which provides environmental
public health services with a nonregulatory approach, and
an environmental agency, which provides services aimed
at complying with state and local laws and regulations. For
the most part, funding and resources are provided to each
agency consistent with their respective authority.

BRIDGING THE GAP: CONNECTING RESEARCH,
POLICY, FINANCING, AND FUNDING

Environmental health is not always a priority area across
diverse sectors, including on legislative agendas, but it im-
pacts children and families across the country, especially
high-risk communities. Decision makers can become over-
whelmed by research that tends to focus on the narrow
complex topics, whereas public policy, including environ-
mental health, focuses on the broad aspects of general wel-
fare. Critically important target audiences for environmental
health messages include the decision makers and policy-
makers, who direct resources where they are needed most.
While scientists work to share their cutting-edge research,
their messages often miss these intended audiences. How
diverse audiences gravitate to an issue is reflective of their
awareness of the seriousness of the health threat and the
media’s interest in the subject. A majority of threats remain
unnoticed unless, or until, a health outbreak occurs.

A way forward may involve connecting research that
leads to policy changes by providing financial and health
benefits. Beyond being a matter of sustaining a healthy
populace, the economic research suggests that environ-
mental health offers a sound return on investment
(Fig. 4). A critical message that must be shared with
decision makers is that investing in health and the envi-
ronment saves lives and saves money. Each dollar spent
can yield a return upward of $100 (e.g., lead paint control
can save $17–$221 per dollar invested.19 Asthma pro-
grams can save $71 per dollar invested).20 The desired

end result is an overall improvement in public health
while providing the basis for fundings and policy change.
As per the recommendations of the NEHPC, to achieve
meaningful implementation of environmental health in
all policies requires coordinated efforts across city, state,
and federal agencies working together with diverse
partners to champion:

1. Prevention: by strengthening protections for heal-
thy environments by enabling federal, state, local,
and tribal governments to promote resilient, equi-
table, and healthy communities.

2. Response: measuring environmentally related
disease outcomes; funding and supporting peer-
reviewed research.

3. Action: strengthening the environmental health
workforce; educating the public to make informed
decisions that prevent and reduce exposures.21

SPEAKING WITH ONE VOICE TO CHAMPION
HEALTHY ENVIRONMENTS FOR ALL

To effect change, the NEHPC recommends that
state and local agencies meet with their constituents to
better understand their environmental health needs and
priorities. Additionally, community members need to
be engaged in developing and implementing environ-
mental health communications.22 Community in-
volvement of that nature could be a step toward
communication that is the best match for the intended
audience.

Public sentiment is one of the underlying mechanisms
for policy change. Additional perspectives can serve as a
bridge between science and the public, or science and
policy. This is as true in environmental health as any
other area of scientific inquiry. For example, it has been
argued that nonscientists need to be key messengers in
this conversation. It asserts that it is time for philoso-
phers, playwrights, economists, and comedians to join
the dialogue about the single greatest environmental
health challenge of our time.23 Scientists are rightfully
focused on conducting science, but they need assistance
when it comes to communicating with nonscientists.
Translating the science into real-world case stories and
solutions is necessary to elevate the field of environ-
mental health.

Bringing together diverse perspectives to speak with one
voice, we can affect change at the local, regional, and

19Elise Gould. ‘‘Childhood Lead Poisoning: Conservative Esti-
mates of the Social and Economic Benefits of Lead Hazard Con-
trol.’’ Environmental Health Perspectives 117 (2009): 1162–1167.

20Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. ‘‘National
Asthma Control Program: An Investment in America’s Health.’’
2018. <https://www.cdc.gov/asthma/pdfs/investment_americas_
health.pdf> (Last accessed on March 15, 2021).

21National Environmental Health Partnership Council. ‘‘How
Climate Affects Your Health.’’ <https://apha.org/Topics-and-
Issues/Environmental-Health/Partners/National-Environmental-
Health-Partnership-Council/Investing-in-Environment-text> (Last
accessed on March 14, 2021).

22American Public Health Association (2019). Op. cit.
23Fred Pearce. ‘‘Destruction from Climate Change Will Be

Worse, Much Worse, Than You Think.’’ The Washington Post,
2019. <https://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/destruction-from-
climate-change-will-be-worse-much-worse-than-you-think/2019/
02/21/8cd6ea02-24cd-11e9-ad53-824486280311_story.html>.
(Last accessed on March 13, 2021).
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national level. Coordination across groups—environmental
health professionals, clinicians, scientists, community-
based organizations and advocates, and industry—using
stronger environmental health messaging is critical to
generate support for the field of environmental health as a
whole. We need to link health to the environments where
families live, learn, eat, worship, and play, rather than
responding to a single emergency situation. Likewise, we

tend to focus on potential threats as opposed to potential
benefits. Improved messaging can incorporate the posi-
tive aspects of environmental health that prevent both
acute and chronic health conditions across the life span.
The content and wording of environmental health mes-
saging is vital if it is intended to leverage the strongest
environmental health tool available: awareness and sup-
port from the public and decision makers.

FIG. 4. Case example of the NEHPC messaging. Color images are available online.
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Environmental health professionals can communicate
and translate the strong science that gathers the support
of the public and decision makers. This can influence
public policy and increase the resources available to
provide environmental health programs to the people
who need them. Some success stories have been a direct
result of increased awareness and interest in environ-
mental health policy from the general public, but more
work remains to be done.

This article highlights important areas for improve-
ment in our messaging and offers a tactical way forward.
We need to unite diverse stakeholders in our pursuit of
healthy environments, using language that effectively
communicates beyond the circle of public health practi-
tioners. We need to craft our messages in a way that
resonates with everyone. It is only by speaking with one
voice that we can effectively champion healthy envi-
ronments for all communities.
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