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I. Annual Meeting Overview









The meeting will occur over three days.
The main meeting will begin on the afternoon of Day 1 (Wednesday) and continue into the early
afternoon on Day 3 (Friday).
Satellite meetings for the Research Translation and Community Engagement Cores and for Trainees
will occur on Day 1, Wednesday November 12, beginning in the morning.
Venue will be: Dolce Hayes Mansion, South San José California http://www.hayesmansion.com/
The closest airport is San Jose (SJC). The hotel runs a shuttle for $35 one way, which should be
reserved in advance. You can also fly into San Francisco International (SFO) or Oakland (SFO), both
located about 50 miles from the meeting venue. Pooled van service can be arranged from either
airport. Taxis will likely cost more than $100.
Registration information and hotel reservations are available at
http://www.srpannualmeeting.org/
Registration for the RTC/CEC Satellite Meeting is now closed

II. Pre‐Meeting Materials
Meeting hashtag: #SRPMtg14
Evaluation
For a session and discussion about evaluation, we recommend that you review the PEPH Evaluation
Metrics Manual, particularly Chapter 7, on the Principles of Evaluation. Chapter 7 is attached in
the appendix to this meeting plan. The manual was developed by NIEHS for use by the Research
Translation, Outreach, and Community Engagement Cores. The site for the full manual is at
http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/dert/programs/peph/metrics/
There is also an interactive tutorial that is recommended by our session organizers. You can reach
the tutorial from the link above.
Partnerships in Technology Assistance Program (PTAP): Past and Future
Materials related to the PTAP program are included in the appendix to this meeting plan.
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III. Recommended Schedule for RTC CEC Participants
Wednesday November 12
8:00

Breakfast Buffet (full breakfast) for RTC CEC participants and registration

9:00

RTC CEC Satellite Meeting Begins (Full agenda below)

3:15

Adjourn RTC CEC Satellite Session

3:30

First Plenary Session for Main Meeting (Agenda posted at web site
http://www.srpannualmeeting.org/)

5:00

Break

5:30

Poster Session One

7:00

Dinner on site

Thursday November 13
8:00

Buffet breakfast (full breakfast) for RTC CEC participants in the main dining hall

9:00

Plenary Session of Main Meeting Begins (Agenda is posted at conference web site;
lunch is on site)

5:00

Adjourn Plenary Session of Main Meeting

5:30

Second Poster Session and Reception

7:30

Dinner at the hotel for RTC/CEC participants – separate ticket required

Friday November 14
7:30

Buffet breakfast (full breakfast) for RTC CEC participants in the main dining hall

8:30

Plenary Session of Main Meeting Begins

12:30 Lunch on site
2:00

Adjourn
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IV. Draft Agenda for RTC/CEC Satellite Session Wednesday November 12
Note New Room: Monterey Room at the Dolce Hayes Mansion | South San José, California
8:00

Buffet breakfast for RTC CEC participants in the lower lobby area.

Five two‐sided poster boards are available near the meeting room. Posters can be put up at any
time. Use half a board for your poster. Pick your own spot.
9:00

A. Opening session




9:45

Welcome by Beth Anderson
Review of plan for the day by Amy D Kyle
Introductions and icebreaker led by Naomi Hirsch and Beth Anderson

B. Future plans and prospects for the SRP and its research translation and community
engagement programs by William Suk, Superfund Research Program Director

10:00 C. Evaluation for SRP translation and engagement. Margaret Reams (LSU), session
leader. (Detailed description is below)
10:00 Overview of Program Evaluation by Sarah Yelton, University of North Carolina 10:15
Breakout Round 1 – at the round tables
10:45 Breakout Round 2 – at the round tables
11:00 Open Discussion and wrap up led by Margaret Reams
11:15 D. Activities and Ideas: Small Group Discussions and Flash Feedback. Michelle Heacock
(NIEHS), session leader. (Detailed description with list of topics is below)
11:15 Introduction to approach and setup
11:25 – 11:45 Round 1 of Small Group Discussions at the Round Tables
11:50 – 12:10 Flash Feedback at Flip Charts
12:15 – 12:35 Round 2 of Small Group Discussions at the Round Tables
See the detailed write‐up for lists of discussion topics, flash feedback topics, discussion
moderators, and feedback hosts.
12:45 Buffet lunch in the lower lobby. View RTC CEC posters, located near meeting room
1:45

E. Public Participation in Scientific Research. Denise Moreno (Arizona), session leader
1:50
2:00
2:20

2:40

The State of Public Participation in Scientific Research by Monica Ramírez
Andreotta, Northeastern University
Public participation in natural resources and ecological studies by Alison Young,
California Academy of Science
Public participation in science about endocrine disruptors with youth researchers
by Kim Harley, UC Berkeley; Kimberly Parra, Community PI; and Carolina Mundo,
Youth Researcher
Discussion facilitated by session leader Denise Moreno

3:00 G. Closing Session
3:15 Adjourn Satellite Session
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Objectives for RTC/CEC Satellite Meeting






To provide opportunities for individuals in the RTC and CEC cores, relevant agencies, and other
partners to share ideas, strategies, lessons learned, and similar information and to learn from each
others’ experiences;
To provide opportunities for participants to identify opportunities and needs for collaboration
across centers;
To conduct training and/or identify topics for and/or to arrange for additional training or speakers
for participants;
To provide opportunities for participants to work on topics or projects of mutual interest including
development of white papers;
To provide for exchange of information between NIEHS and the other participants.

Session C Detailed Description – Evaluation for SRP Translation and Engagement
Overview of Session
We acknowledge that everyone is in a different place regarding evaluation for SRP
programs; regardless, there is general interest in enhancing evaluation within the SRP.
During this session we will provide a quick overview of evaluation, keeping in mind that
evaluation can and should be conducted at all levels; i.e., for a specific activity, a core, a
center, or even for the SRP as a whole.
This will set the stage for two short, but substantive, breakout rounds regarding the
collective RT/CE groups’ challenges and resources related to evaluation. During our wrap‐
up discussion, we will develop strategies for ways we can work together in the coming year
to meet the groups’ needs. Please review the pre‐meeting materials for this session.
Agenda elements
Introduction (led by Sarah Yelton, UNC SRP, 10 minutes)
A quick overview of the five areas of program evaluation, with SRP‐relevant examples.
Breakout Round 1 (20 minutes)
Divide into groups for small group discussion on challenges, needs, resources, success
examples. This discussion will be organized by self‐reported experience with evaluation.
Select table leaders/recorders, note cards at table.
Breakout Round 2 (20 minutes)
Grouped by RT vs. CE. Select table leaders/recorders, note cards at table.
Wrap‐Up Discussion (led by Margaret Reams, LSU SRC, 20 minutes)
Whole Group

Session D Detailed Description – Activities and Ideas
This session will offer opportunities for discussion and engagement on topics identified by
RTC/CECs and by NIEHS as being of interest. The goal of the session is to allow direct interaction.
There are multiple topics. Each is presented in one of two formats ‐ ‐ moderated table discussions
or hosted flip charts for flash feedback.
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Moderators of the discussion tables and hosts of the flash feedback flip charts will introduce the
topic and facilitate the conversation. Moderators (or their assistants) will record key discussion
points.
Hosts of flash feedback flip chart hosts will provide opportunities for participants to respond on
paper to guided questions.
Ideas generated during the session will be used and further developed for planning future
undertakings by the RT/CE network.
The session has three segments. The first segment is for Round 1 at discussion tables. You pick one
discussion table. The second segment is for flash feedback at hosted flip charts. You may visit
more than one flip chart. The third segment is for Round 2 at discussion tables. You pick one
discussion table.

Topics for Discussion Tables
1. NIEHS’s Document about Obtaining Access to Superfund Sites
NIEHS is working with EPA to develop a site access best practices/tips document, which is in near
final draft. NIEHS is looking to raise awareness for the document and welcome any feedback on the
content from the group.
Round 1: Moderated by Larry Reed, contractor to the NIEHS.
Round 2: Moderated by Maureen Avakian, contractor to the NIEHS
2. Technology Transfer
The work of the SRPs is, in part, to develop and facilitate technology transfer from research projects
to users. The objective of this table will be to determine how RTC participants define Tech Transfer
in the context of SRP, to discuss strategies to facilitate tech transfer, and discuss limitations SRP
grantees may be experiencing.
Round 1: Moderated by Michelle Heacock of NIEHS.
Round 2: Moderated by Beth Anderson, formerly of NIEHS.
3.

Ideas for New SRP Work groups (e.g., FishNet)

This table will discuss the needs for and ideas towards developing new SRP workgroups to facilitate
information exchange and assist in leveraging ideas among SRP grantees. Examples of topics that
could be considered for work groups include GIS and urban/rural gardening. The current FishNet
workgroup will be used as an example.
Round 1: Moderated by Beth Anderson formerly of NIEHS.
Round 2: Moderated by Michelle Heacock, NIEHS.
4. Research to Risk Assessment (R2RA) ‐ Partnerships with EPA
This table will provide the opportunity to discuss partnerships with EPA, including R2RA. NIEHS
developed R2RA as a way to partner with EPA and ATSDR to move SRP research, technologies and
expertise forward to end users. At this table we will talk about areas of research and activities that
may be ready for consideration by EPA and ATSDR and thereby incorporated into R2RA. We will
also brainstorm other connections with EPA. Participants are encouraged to present questions for
discussion to the moderator.
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Round 1: Moderated by Kathleen Raffaele of the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response or
Mike Adam of the Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation at EPA and
Maureen Avakian, contractor to NIEHS SRP.
Round 2: Moderated by Kathleen Raffaele of the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response or
Mike Adam of the Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation at EPA and Larry
Reed, contractor to NIEHS.
5. Data Sharing
As the SRPs generate more and more data, we need to figure out meaningful, transparent and
efficient ways to share the data within SRPs, across SRPs and with other communities that want
access to the data. We would like to know how your Center manages data from its projects and
cores, shares the data internally, and provides access to others interested in using the data for
research, regulations, and education. What options are available to promote and implement data‐
sharing? What are some of the challenges and how can they be addressed?
Round 1: Moderated by Wendy Heiger‐Bernays, Boston University.
Round 2: Moderated by Meredith Golden, Columbia University.
6. CalEnviroScreen and Sustainable Communities
The EnviroScreen tool developed by the California Environmental Protection Agency identifies
California communities disproportionately burdened by multiple sources of pollution and is
intended to support strategies for greater attention to highly impacted communities. This session
will offer a brief introduction to the tool followed by informal discussion of the utility of this and
related approaches.
Round 1: Moderated by Amy D Kyle of the University of California Berkeley.
Round 2: Not offered
6. Partnerships in Technology Assistance Program (PTAP): Past and Future
The Partnerships in Technology Assistance Program (PTAP) has been beneficial to the Oregon State
University SRP, the EPA and the impacted community; however, there are barriers to expansion of
this program. We would like to capture what you consider to be benefits and barriers? Also, EPA is
starting a new PTAP initiative focused on the risk communication of bioavailability and we would
like your comments on this topic. Please see the item in the pre‐meeting materials about this.
Round 1: Not offered
Round 2: Moderated by Naomi Hirsch of Oregon State University and Yolanda Sanchez of US EPA.
7.

Open Table

Topics for Flash Feedback at Hosted Flip Charts During Session D
FC1. Communicating with the SRP at NIEHS
NIEHS requests that all grantees use the Data Collection Tool, its key communication mechanism.
NIEHS wants to know how they can make it more efficient. Other thoughts and comments on this
tool are also welcome, as are general NIEHS concerns that you would like to pose. Hosted by Sarah
Mishamandani, contractor to NIEHS.
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FC2. Community Advisory Groups (CAGs)
Recently one Core Leader expressed interest in connecting with others working with CAGs or other
like groups. If you work in this area please sign the flip chart and add a brief description of your
work in this area. Based on this information, NIEHS will decide the next step. Hosted by Beth
Anderson, formerly of NIEHS.
FC3. Sustainable Communities
Many are exploring the topic of sustainable communities. NIEHS would like to learn about who has
done what and what considerations should be given when working in this area. Hosted by Denise
Ramirez‐Moreno, University of Arizona.
FC4. Partnerships for Environmental Public Health (PEPH)
The objective for this flipchart is to build interest in PEPH and to identify the barriers to
participation. SRP grantees have a voice in choices for topics covered in podcast, webinar,
newsletters, etc. What would topics and formats are of interest to you? In addition we will discuss
whether we want to have a separate SRP clearinghouse section in the PEPH resource center. We
could explore what this would look like. Hosted by Margaret Reams, LSU.
FC5. Challenges and Opportunities using Social Media to Communicate with Stakeholders
At this flipchart, we will discuss challenges and opportunities in using social media. NIEHS
advocates the use of social media. Do you find it effective? Do you have problems using it? What
do you see on the horizon? Hosted by Carol Kelly, Contractor to NIEHS.
FC6. Entrepreneurship Training
We ask participants to identify their level of interest in entrepreneurship and related training. If
you are currently conduct this type of training, leave your name. If you have interest, leave your
name. Also you can leave questions or comments about the topic. Based on the information
provided, NIEHS will decide the next step. Hosted by Candace Spier Bever, UC Davis.

Session E Detailed Description – Public Participation in Scientific Research
Public participation in scientific research (PPSR) is a method of incorporating citizens in the
scientific process, and aims to educate and empower to ultimately influence decision‐making. The
process can be initiated by either scientist, community member, or through a community‐academic
partnership. It has been gaining attention by community‐engagement scholars and is becoming an
accepted method to co‐generate and co‐disseminate data (Bonney et. al., 2009). The umbrella
term, PPSR, encompasses citizen science, personal/community‐based monitoring, and volunteer
observation. There are various types of PPSR approaches that are implemented with the goal of
improving environmental health and achieving environmental justice. The objective of the panel is
to present the diversity of topics and methods that can be applied to nurture the co‐creation of
research agendas and data.
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V. Planning Leaders and Steering Committee
Planning Leaders
Beth Anderson of the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (formerly
beth.anderson@nih.gov and now Bethellenwatermellon@gmail.com)
Amy D Kyle of the University of California Berkeley <adkyle@berkeley.edu>

Steering Committee
Meredith Golden
Michelle Heacock
Wendy Heiger‐Bernays
Naomi Hirsch
Denise Moreno
Margaret Reams
Candace Speir

<mgolden@ciesin.columbia.edu>,
< HeacockM@niehs.nih.gov>,
<whb@bu.edu>,
<naomi.hirsch@oregonstate.edu>,
< dmoreno@pharmacy.arizona.edu>,
< mreams@lsu.edu>,
< crspier@ucdavis.edu>

Charge for the Steering Committee for the RTC/CEC Meetings
The charge of the steering committee is to assist with the development of the program for the
Research Translation Cores and Community Engagement Cores for the 2014 Annual Meeting.
Specifically, the Steering Committee will be providing assistance on:







Timing of sessions and activities;
Objectives of the sessions and activities;
Themes and topics;
Formats for sessions and activities (speakers, panels, training, discussion groups,
writing sessions, work sessions, planning sessions, breakouts, networking,
demonstrations, etc.)
Speakers, moderators, and session leaders;
Topics, format, and timing of posters and poster session(s).

VI. RTC/CEC Poster Session
Each SRP program is expected to present a poster related to its RTC/CEC core(s). Half of one board will be
allocated for each institution, for a total of 20. Posters will be vertical. You may put up your poster on the
boards near the meeting room. Pick your own spot and use only half of the board.

Objectives of the RTC/CEC poster session:



To focus on a few specified areas of work and promote an in‐depth discussion among those
working in the specified area, engaging partners and science researchers as well.
To “tell a story” about how the program has worked through a partnership to achieve something
important.

The Call for Posters distributed in September is in the Appendix to this document, and the abstracts for
posters are in a separate document available at the web site for the meeting.
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VII. Research Translation and Community Engagement in the Main Meeting
Communications Approach for Day Two (Thursday) Plenary Presentations
All speakers are to prepare their presentations and materials to be understandable by an
interdisciplinary or multidisciplinary audience. This means, for example, that presentations by
engineering scientists should be understandable by health scientists and presentations by health
scientists should be understandable by engineering scientists.
Each presentation is to identify the pertinent steps toward research translation/community
engagement.
Communications Approach for Day Three (Friday) Plenary Presentations
All speakers are to prepare their presentations and materials to be understandable by an engaged
lay audience. This means that presentations should be understandable without specialized
technical or quantitative training.
Translational assistance during Plenary Presentations
The selected speakers are to consult with the research translation and/or community engagement
cores for their institution to ensure that their presentations reflect the required communications
style.
Communications Style for Posters
In additional to their abstract targeted toward a scientific audience, each poster submission is to
include a title and abstract that is appropriate to and understandable by an engaged lay audiences.
Posters lacking the abstract for a lay audience will not be accepted. Each poster is to include
information indicating the path toward translation of the research.
RT/CEC Session during Main Meeting
A session for speakers discussing RTC/CEC projects was added to the afternoon of Day Two as a
plenary session.
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Appendix A. Expected Participants
Beth

Anderson

beth.anderson@nih.gov

NIH/NIEHS

veena

Antony

vantony@uab.edu

UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA AT
BIRMINGHAM

Liza

Anzalota Del
Toro

liza.anzalota@upr.edu

University of Puerto Rico‐Medical
Sciences Campus

Maureen

Avakian

mavakian@michaeldbaker.com

MDB, Inc.

Sandra

Baptista

sbaptist@ciesin.columbia.edu

Columbia University, Superfund
Research Program

Frances

Barg

bargf@uphs.upenn.edu

Komal

Basra

komalb@bu.edu

University of Pennsylvania School of
Medicine
Boston University

Candace

Bever

crspier@ucdavis.edu

UC Davis

Stuart

Braman

sbraman@ldeo.columbia.edu

Columbia University

Phil

Brown

p.brown@neu.edu

Northeastern University

Andres

Cardenas

cardenaa@onid.oregonstate.edu

Oregon State University

Michael

Carvan

carvanmj@uwm.edu

University of Wisconsin‐Milwaukee

Celia

Chen

celia.chen@dartmouth.edu

Dartmouth College

Charlotte

Clark

cclark@duke.edu

Duke University

Jeff

Cox

coxjeff1@msu.edfu

Michigan State University

Shannon

Cruz

cruzshan@msu.edu

Michigan State University

Jim

Dearing

dearjim@msu.edu

Michigan State University

Ning

Ding

nding@salk.edu

Salk Institute

Edward

Emmett

emmetted@mail.med.upenn.edu

University of Pennsylvania

Katie

Frevert

kfrevert@uw.edu

Clement

Furlong

clem@uw.edu

University of Washington RT/CE
Core
Univ. of Washington

Lisa

Gaetke

lgaetke@email.uky.edu

University of Kentucky

Meredith

Golden

mgolden@ciesin.columbia.edu

Columbia University Superfund
Research Program

Christine

Gordon

c.gordon@neu.edu

Northeastern University
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Rolf

Halden

Rolf.Halden@asu.edu

The Biodesign Institute

Anna

Harding

anna.harding@oregonstate.edu

Oregon State University

Michelle

Heacock

heacock@niehs.nih.gov

NIH/NIEHS

Wendy

Heiger‐Bernays

whb@bu.edu

Boston University

Naomi

Hirsch

naomi.hirsch@oregonstate.edu

Oregon State University

Anna

Hoover

anna.hoover@uky.edu

University of Kentucky

Robert

Hurt

Robert_Hurt@brown.edu

Brown University

Wei‐Ting

Hwang

whwang@mail.med.upenn.edu

University of Pennsylvania

Craig

Just

craig‐just@uiowa.edu

University of Iowa

Carol

Kelly

ckelly@michaeldbaker.com

MDB, Inc.

Gretchen

Kroeger

glk@duke.edu

Duke University

Amy D

Kyle

adkyle@berkeley.edu

University of California Berkeley

Catherine

Larsen

calarsen@ucsd.edu

UCSD Superfund/CEC & RTC

John

McKernan

McKernan.John@EPA.gov

U.S. Public Health Service

Sara

Mishamandani

smishamandani@michaeldbaker.com

MDB, Inc.

Denise

Moreno

dmoreno@pharmacy.arizona.edu

University of Arizona

Brad

Newsome

bradley.newsome@uky.edu

University of Kentucky

Christie

Oliver

christie.oliver@uky.edu

University of Kentucky

Lindell

Ormsbee

lindell.ormsbee@uky.edu

University of Kentucky

David

Osterberg

david‐osterberg@uiowa.edu

UNIVERSITY OF IOWA

Kelli

Palmer

kpalm13@lsu.edu

Louisiana State University Superfund
Research Program

Kelly G.

Pennell

kellypennell@uky.edu

University of Kentucky

Keith

Pezzoli

kpezzoli@ucsd.edu

UCSD Superfund

Monica

Ramirez‐
Andreotta

m.ramirezandreotta@neu.edu

Northeastern University
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Laurie

Rardin

laurie.rardin@dartmouth.edu

Dartmouth College

Peter

Raynor

praynor@umn.edu

University of Minnesota

Margaret

Reams

mreams@lsu.edu

Louisiana State University

Larry

Reed

lreed@michaeldbaker.com

MDB, Inc.

James

Rice

James_Rice@brown.edu

Brown University

Madeleine

Scammell

mls@bu.edu

Boston University

Marcella

Thompson

Marcella_Thompson@brown.edu

Brown University

Eileen

Thorsos

eileen.thorsos@duke.edu

Duke University

Brad

Upham

upham@msu.edu

Michigan State University

Carmen

Velez Vega

carmen.velez2@upr.edu

University of Puerto Rico

Savannah

Volkoff

sv86@duke.edu

Duke University

Maud

Walsh

evwals@lsu.edu

Louisiana State University/LSU
Superfund Research Center

Sarah

Wilkinson

wilkinso@pharmacy.arizona.edu

University of Arizona

Sarah

Yelton

sarah.yelton@unc.edu

UNC Superfund Research Program

Jackie

Zhuang

zhuangj1@msu.edu

Michigan State University
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Appendix B. Call for Posters on Partnerships for Research Translation
Please note that the abstracts for the posters are distributed as a separate document and may be
found at the conference web site.
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Superfund Research Program | 2014 Annual Meeting

Call for Posters
Partnerships for Research Translation and Community Engagement
For the 2014 Annual Meeting of the Superfund Research Program (SRP), the planning team for the
meeting of the Research Translation/Community Engagement (RT/CE) Cores is soliciting posters for a
topical session. Each SRP Center is invited to present one poster for this RT/CE Poster Session.
The topic for this session is how SRP investigators have partnered or engaged with stakeholders
concerned with or affected by toxic chemicals.
Each poster is to present one story about a partnership built around investigator‐initiated research
translation and/or community engagement. Overall, the poster should illustrate the paths, stages, and
timelines that made the partnership and communications with the key stakeholders successful.




The partnership associations and interactions could be with representatives from state,
local, or federal government agencies; commercial enterprises; professional
organizations; non‐profit groups; potentially affected communities; non‐governmental
organizations; networks; or any other stakeholders who collaborate with SRP
investigators and scientists.
The poster should show how the interaction guided the direction of research or
enhanced the usefulness or application of research, by taking into account stakeholders’
knowledge, perspectives, networks, needs, or contexts.

Abstracts for the Posters
Abstracts for these posters are due by October 15 and should be submitted by email to
<adkyle@berkeley.edu> and <beth.anderson@nih.gov>.
Each abstract should include the following information pasted into the body of the email:




Poster Title in Headline Format (Capitalize Main Words in title).
Poster author(s) with institutional, organizational, or community affiliation for each.
Narrative abstract up to 250 words.

A visual abstract may be submitted in addition to the standard abstract. This is optional. This should be
included as an attached image file.

Format for the Posters

Posters will have a vertical orientation. The maximum size is 48 inches high by 36 inches wide. Posters
will be presented on free standing boards that are 48 inches high by 96 inches wide, with two posters on
each side of the board. Information about where to put up posters will be available at the venue. Tacks
will be provided to affix your poster.

Appendix C. Pre‐meeting materials
1. Chapter 7 from the Evaluation Metrics Manual
2. Information about the PTAP from NIEHS.
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Partnerships for Environmental Public Health

Evaluation Metrics Manual

Chapter 7:
Principles of Evaluation
Chapter Contents
Introduction . ............................................................................................................................................. 200
Logic Models . ............................................................................................................................................ 202
Types of Evaluations............................................................................................................................... 208
Planning an Evaluation......................................................................................................................... 209

199

Chapter 7: Principles of Evaluation
Introduction
In previous chapters, we provide information about how to develop evaluation metrics for specific aspects of
environmental public health programs. This chapter provides an overview of basic evaluation principles, including:
• Logic models
• Types of evaluations
• Components of evaluation plans
Readers can apply these principles in the planning and implementation of their environmental public health
programs to ensure that they are able to document and publicize their successes.
Why evaluate?
Evaluation “involves the systematic collection of information about the activities, characteristics and outcomes
of programs, personnel, and products…to reduce uncertainties, improve effectiveness and make decisions with
regard to what those programs, personnel, or products are doing and affecting.” 65 The benefits of evaluations
include the ability to:
• Assess effectiveness and impact
• Determine factors that lead to program success (or failure)
• Identify areas for program improvement
• Justify further funding
• Identify new audiences and applications for projects
When to evaluate?

Principles of
Evaluation

Evaluations may be undertaken at any time, and they are generally most effective when they are conducted
as an integral aspect of the program. Evaluations that are conducted throughout a project’s lifespan can provide
opportunities for program improvement as the program is evolving rather than after it is complete. Ongoing
evaluations also provide an opportunity to adapt the evaluations to address project goals and objectives that
may have changed over time. During certain points in a project’s lifecycle, there is value in stepping back to
examine more fully the operations or impacts of the project. Choosing the right timing depends on the specifics
of the project and its particular context. Grantees will likely need to balance many factors, including the evaluation
purpose, scale, cost and program resources, when thinking about the timing of an evaluation.

65

Patton MQ. 1982. Practical Evaluation. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 15.

Principles of Evaluation: Introduction
200

Metrics in Action 7.1: The Detroit Community-Academic Urban Research Center (URC)
incorporates evaluations into its overall program planning and development activities. The
Detroit URC links a university, eight community-based organizations, a city health department
and a healthcare system to identify problems affecting the health of residents of Detroit, Michigan.
The partners also promote and conduct interdisciplinary research, which assesses, leverages and
enhances the resources and strengths of the communities involved. The URC Board conducts its
work in accordance with a set of Community-Based Participatory Research (CBPR) principles
adopted by the URC Board that foster, for example, equal participation by all partners in all
aspects of the Center’s activities and recognition that community-based participatory research
is a collaborative process that is mutually beneficial to all partners involved. The 15 member
board provides leadership for the group and annually evaluates the partnership and its activities
in order to assess the extent to which the partnership is following its key principles of collaboration,
participation and equity. The board uses the evaluation findings to build on successes of the
program and to share outputs and short-term outcomes with partners. In addition, the findings
often lead to changes in board activities, policies or research focus. Conducting annual evaluations
allows the Detroit URC to be responsive to short-term changes and to work towards the best
possible outcomes.
For more information about the Detroit URC, visit: http://www.detroiturc.org.

Ethical considerations
Because PEPH researchers and evaluators often interact with the community and solicit personal information,
it is advisable that they understand their legal and moral obligations to human subjects who participate
in research and the evaluation of that research. This understanding can lead to greater trust by their partners
and fewer conflicts or misunderstandings down the road. Partners can become familiar with the principles of: 66
• Ethics
• Confidentiality
• Accountability
• Competency
• Relevancy
• Objectivity

For example, university researchers must comply with federal laws and follow the guidelines set out by their
institutional review boards (IRBs).67 When publicizing evaluation findings, partners must remember to keep
sensitive information confidential and protect the identities of their subjects.
66

For more information, see also, U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO). 2007. Government Auditing Standards, July 2007 Revision.
Available: http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d07731g.pdf [accessed 16 December 2011]; American Evaluation Association (AEA). 2004. Guiding Principles
for Evaluators. Available: http://www.eval.org/publications/guidingprinciples.asp [accessed 16 December 2011].
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Penslar RB, Porter JP. 1993. Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP) IRB Guidebook. United States Department of Health and Human Services (HHS).
Available: http://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/archive/irb/irb_guidebook.htm [accessed 15 February 2012].

Principles of Evaluation: Introduction
201

Principles of
Evaluation

• Independence

Logic Models
This Manual makes extensive use of logic models as an approach to developing metrics. A logic model
“presents a plausible and sensible model of how the program will work under certain conditions to solve
identified problems.” 68 It is a framework for showing the relationship between the activities a project conducts
and the ultimate impacts or outcomes it achieves. Logic models illustrate the key elements of a project, help
identify the relationships between project activities and goals, and describe the intended impacts and how
they can be measured. Perhaps most importantly, logic models are a tool for showing the cause-and-effect
relationships between the project and its goals.69
There are many benefits of using a logic model. The process of developing program logic models may contribute
to strategic planning by providing partners with a way to build consensus about a project’s purpose and by
identifying necessary resources. A completed logic model can be a useful tool to illustrate the project design
and objectives for staff, partners, funders and decision-makers. The logic model can be used as a communication
tool with both partners and parties external to the project. Finally, logic models can provide a framework for
identifying metrics to measure project success as well as for identifying areas that need improvements. Such a
framework can be used to develop an evaluation plan and provide feedback mechanisms for project leadership.
For simplicity (and to enable a greater focus on how to develop project metrics), the logic models described
in Chapters 2 through 6 of this Manual have focused primarily on activities, outputs and impacts (Figure 7.1).
However, logic models typically include several other components to further illustrate and describe various
program processes and characteristics. In this section, we describe inputs, contextual factors and ultimate
impacts, and we provide examples of how these elements may be useful for project planning and evaluation.
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Figure 7.1 Format of the Logic Model Example Used in the PEPH Evaluation Metrics Manual
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McLaughlin JA, Jordan GB. 1999. Logic Models: A tool for telling your program’s performance story. Eval Program Plann 22(1).

69

Watson S. 2002. Learning from Logic Models in Out-of-School Time. Harvard Family Research Project.
Available: http://www.hfrp.org/evaluation/the-evaluation-exchange/issue-archive/evaluating-out-of-school-time/logic-models-in-out-of-school-time
[accessed 15 February 2012].
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Inputs
Inputs encompass all of the assets available to partners to allow them to accomplish their project goals, and
they include human, financial, organizational and community resources. Inputs can be tangible, such as a group
of volunteers or grant funding, or intangible, such as a partnership. They can also be intellectual (ideas), material
(equipment) and logistical (people’s time). Lastly, inputs may include the major forces that influence the
organization or program, such as the regulatory framework or political state of affairs. As an example, we
provide the program logic model for the Community Outreach and Ethics Core (COEC) at the Center for
Ecogenetics and Environmental Health (CEEH) at the University of Washington (see Figure 7.2).
In this example, environmental health researchers and community members are the human resource inputs.
The model highlights the role that leveraging and capacity building can play in a PEPH project, demonstrating
how leveraging community partners and CEEH researchers can lead to increased community and CEEH capacity.
The methods outlined in Chapters 3 and 6 on leveraging and capacity building provide more information about
assessing and gathering initial inputs, as well as building upon existing resources.
Figure 7.2 Logic Model of the Community Outreach and Ethics Core (COEC)
at the University of Washington70
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Center for Ecogenetics and Environmental Health (CEEH) at the University of Washington. 2010. CEEH Outreach.
Available: http://depts.washington.edu/ceeh/community_ceeh.html [accessed 16 December 2011].
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Contextual factors
Contextual factors describe the economic, social and political environment that might influence the
implementation or the impacts of the program and are beyond the control of the program staff. Examples
of contextual factors include a disease outbreak, a storm that disrupts data collection, election results and state
or federal budget reductions. While program staff cannot control contextual factors, they can anticipate, plan for
and adapt to them.71

Ultimate impacts
Ultimate impacts refer to the future societal change grantees hope to achieve with a project. These are
sometimes called long-term outcomes or impacts and can appear decades after project activities have begun.
They generally fall into two categories: 1) improved human health and well-being and 2) benefit to the economy.
The ultimate impacts on human health and well-being of a PEPH project could include a decrease in disease
or other adverse health outcomes associated with environmental health agents. A decrease in adverse
environmental health hazards and illness may ultimately benefit the economy through a reduction in
work and school absences, improvement in worker productivity and a decline in health care costs. The
target population could also reap the ecological benefits of a healthier environment and ecosystem. Figure
7.3 shows possible impacts stemming from a PEPH project grant in the short-term, mid-term, long-term and
ultimate time frames.

Arrows
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Other important features of logic models that are not included in our simplified version are the arrows that show
the interactions between the various components of the logic model. The direction and flow of the arrows can be
adapted to reflect the unique characteristics of each program.
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Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). 1999. Framework for program evaluation in public health. MMWR 48(RR-11).
Available: http://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/pdf/rr/rr4811.pdf [accessed 16 December 2011].
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Figure 7.3 Project Evaluation Timeline Showing Examples of Short-term, Mid-term, Long-term
and Ultimate Impacts72

Use of Logic Models at NIEHS
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Adapted from, Ruegg, R. 1999. Assessment of the ATP. In: The Advanced Technology Program, Challenges and Opportunity.
Washington, DC: National Academy Press. 19.
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Engel-Cox J, Van Houten B, Phelps J, Rose S. 2008. Conceptual model of comprehensive research metrics for improved human health and environment.
Environ Health Perspect 116(5): 583-92. Available: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2367676/?tool=pubmed [accessed 16 December 2011].
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Orians CE, Abed J, Drew CH, Rose SW, Cohen JH, Phelps J. 2009. Scientific and public health impacts of the NIEHS extramural asthma research program:
Insights from primary data. Res Evaluat 18(5):375-385.
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In recent years, NIEHS has been using logic models to examine the long-term impacts of its investments
in research grants. For example, a major effort to evaluate the long-term impacts of the NIEHS Asthma
research portfolio was conducted from 1975 to 2005.73, 74, 75 A complex logic model was developed for
this purpose (Figure 7.4). This model illustrates the link between NIEHS-funded activities and outputs,
with the intended ultimate outcome of decreased asthma morbidity and mortality. It also highlights
immediate outcomes, such as task forces, and intermediate outcomes, such as drug development.
Contextual conditions (e.g. healthcare financing policies) are presented across the bottom of the
figure as possible influences on inputs, activities, outputs and outcomes.

Figure 7.4 NIEHS Asthma Research Portfolio Logic Model75

The NIEHS Worker Education and Training Program (NIEHS WETP) also uses a logic model to describe its program,
including the outputs and impacts the project expects to see from grantees (Figure 7.5). The WETP program
provides occupational safety and health training to workers who handle hazardous materials or respond to
emergency releases of hazardous materials. There are five training programs:
• The Hazardous Waste Worker Training Program provides model occupational safety and health training
for workers who are or may be engaged in activities related to hazardous waste removal, containment
or chemical emergency response.
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• The Minority Worker Training Program focuses on delivering comprehensive training to disadvantaged inner
city young adults in order to prepare them for employment in the fields of environmental restoration and
hazardous materials.
• The NIEHS/Department of Energy (DOE) Nuclear Worker Training Program trains workers engaged
in environmental restoration, waste treatment and emergency response at sites in the DOE’s nuclear
weapons complex.

75

Liebow E, Phelps J, Van Houten B, Rose S, Orians C, Cohen J, et al. 2009. Toward the assessment of scientific and public health impacts of the
National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences Extramural Asthma Research Program using available data. Environ Health Perspect 117(7).
Available: http://www.ehponline.org/ambra-doi-resolver/10.1289/ehp.0800476 [accessed 15 February 2012].
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• The Hazmat Disaster Preparedness Training Program enhances the safety and health training of current
hazardous materials workers and chemical responders and augments prevention and preparedness efforts
in a wide variety of high-risk settings.
• The Advanced Training Technology Program focuses on the development of training products for health
and safety training for hazardous materials workers, emergency responders and skilled support personnel.
Nonprofit training centers perform the actual training with the help of a NIEHS grant, but NIEHS WETP
evaluates each of the five overall programs. To assess their progress, the WETP program conducts
annual evaluations focusing on training and job placement as key indicators of success, and it publishes
the results. NIEHS uses evaluation to ensure that the independent training centers are achieving their
intended outputs and impacts.

To see examples of evaluation reports from WETP training programs, visit:
http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/index.cfm?id=92

Figure 7.5 NIEHS WETP’s Logic Model of its Evaluation of Inputs, Activities, Outputs and Impacts
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Types of Evaluation
Grantees may conduct evaluations for a variety of reasons. Different types of evaluations can be used to
answer different types of questions.76 The descriptions below provide an overview of four of the primary
types of evaluations.

PROCESS EVALUATION

OUTCOME EVALUATION

This form of evaluation assesses the extent
to which a program is operating as it was
intended. It typically assesses program
activities’ conformance to statutory
and regulatory requirements, program
design and professional standards
or customer expectations.

This form of evaluation assesses the
extent to which a program achieves its
outcome-oriented objectives. It focuses
on outputs and outcomes (including
unintended effects) to judge program
effectiveness but may also assess program
process to understand how outcomes
are produced.

IMPACT EVALUATION

COST-BENEFIT AND
COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSES

Impact evaluation is a form of outcome
evaluation that assesses the net effect of a
program by comparing program outcomes
with an estimate of what would have
happened in the absence of the program.
This form of evaluation is employed to
isolate the program’s contribution
to achievement of its objectives when
external factors are known to influence
the program’s outcomes.
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These analyses compare a program’s
outputs or outcomes with the costs
(resources expended) to produce them.
When applied to existing programs, they
are also considered a form of program
evaluation. Cost-effectiveness analysis
assesses the cost of meeting a single goal
or objective and can be used to identify
the least costly alternative for meeting
that goal. Cost-benefit analysis aims to
identify all relevant costs and benefits,
usually expressed in dollar terms.

76

U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO). 2011. Performance measurement and evaluation. GAO 11-646SP.
Available: http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11646sp.pdf [accessed 15 February 2012].
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Planning an Evaluation
After identifying the intended activities, outputs and impacts of a program, grantees should have the information
necessary to begin planning an effective program evaluation. An evaluation plan provides a formal opportunity
for grantees to document the steps they will take to conduct a program evaluation.
An evaluation plan typically includes descriptions of the following:
• Purpose of program
• Partner assessment
• Evaluation goals
• Evaluation questions
• Data collection plans
• Data analysis plans
• Dissemination and reporting activities
• Other evaluation products
• Timeline and budget
• Staff responsible for each evaluation activity
In the next section, we provide more details about data collection, data analysis, and reporting
and dissemination.

For sample evaluation plans, check out the following sources:
http://managementhelp.org/evaluatn/chklist.htm
http://www.epa.gov/evaluate/pdf/evalworksheet.pdf
http://www.wmich.edu/evalctr/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/plans_operations1.pdf

Data collection
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A mixed-methods
approach that combines
quantitative and
qualitative data can
provide a more complete
picture of a program.
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Data can be categorized as either qualitative or quantitative.
Qualitative data are descriptions of the characteristics of that which
is being analyzed. Qualitative data are often collected in open-ended
questions, feedback surveys or summary reports. Qualitative data
provide valuable and insightful data but can be difficult to compare,
reproduce and generalize. Quantitative data are numerical or statistical
values used to express the quantities of a variable. This type of data is
relatively easy to store and manage and can be generalized and
reproduced, but it usually fails to provide a complete picture of
a program.

When conducting an evaluation, partners can use different types of evidence: logs and documents directly
associated with their project, data gathered from community members or other participants, research from
external sources and environmental and health data. Some examples of data sources for each type of evidence
are presented below (see Table 7.1). Data collection can be performed by partners or obtained from external
sources. For example, partners can personally gather health data on the incidence of a particular disease in
their community or obtain external government statistics from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC). Likewise, community members can conduct their own environmental study or use data collected by other
organizations, such as the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), National Institute for Occupational Safety
and Health (NIOSH), etc.

Data analysis
Data analysis plans provide an opportunity for
grantees to think about what methods they are
going to use to answer the evaluation questions.
Content analysis, social network analysis and
bibliometric analyses are methods grantees can
use to organize and understand qualitative data.
Often basic spreadsheet and word-processing
software are all that is needed to conduct qualitative
analyses. However, specialized qualitative analysis
software such as Atlas.ti and NVivo are available to
help organize and code data. Qualitative data can
be analyzed on a case-study basis where each
subject is analyzed and understood on its own,
or by grouping similar “subjects” together.

For a list of currently available
software and links to developer
websites, see American Evaluation
Association,“Qualitative Software,”
http://www.eval.org/Resources/QDA.asp.
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See also U.S. General Accounting Office
(GAO),“Quantitative Data Analysis: An
Introduction,” Report to Program Evaluation
and Methodology Division, May 1992, http://
www.gao.gov/special.pubs/pe10111.pdf.
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Table 7.1 Examples of Data Sources for Evaluations
Examples of Data Sources

Project Logs

Lists of partners/attendees at meetings
Activity reports
Meeting summaries
Video and tape recordings

Project Documents

Study questions
Logic model
Project plan
Quarterly/annual reports
Governance agreements/documents
Budget documents
Educational products from project

Data Collected
during Project

Diaries or field notes
Forms
Surveys
Interviews
Anecdotal evidence/stories
Observations
Behavioral data

Research from
External Sources

Official records
Letters
Newspaper accounts
Published data
Ethnographies
Oral histories

Environmental

Exposure to environmental toxins
Water quality data
Air quality data

Health

Incidence/prevalence of diseases or injuries
Health-related behavior, knowledge and skills
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Type of Data Sources

Quantitative analysis describes any method for organizing or understanding numerical data.
Examples of quantitative analysis methods include:
• Descriptive statistics
• Linear models
• Correlations and regressions
• Return on investments
As with qualitative analysis, a basic spreadsheet program is all that is needed to answer most quantitative
evaluation questions. However, software such as SAS, SPSS, and STATA are useful for conducting more complex
statistical analyses.
Metrics in Action 7.2 provides an example from a PEPH program that incorporates both qualitative
and quantitative data analysis.

Metrics in Action 7.2: The University of Texas Medical Branch-Galveston (UTMB) Center
to Eliminate Health Disparities, in conjunction with NIEHS COEC and the Community In-Power
Development Association, Inc. (CIDA) of Port Arthur, Texas, uses data analysis to develop and apply
a cumulative risk framework to address the community’s environmental justice concerns. The Center
partners initially focused on merging environmental and social determinants of health into a single,
integrated assessment. Researchers used the following data sources:
• Census data
• Aggregated Texas Department of State
Health Services health data
• EPA Toxics Release Inventory and Texas Commission
on Environmental Quality monitoring data
• Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) safety data
• Documentation of industrial accidents,
explosions and flaring

Children playing in municipal park next to chemical
refineries in Port Arthur, Texas. Photo by H. Kelley
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• Results of community symptom surveys, community interviews, focus groups and arts-based
popular education and communication interventions
• Maps of key indicators of environmental and social risk using a geographic information system
and community-mapping workshops
Initial results show that multiple stressors and health disparities disproportionately affect West Port
Arthur, and residents in this area are exposed to significant cumulative risk burdens. The use of both
qualitative and quantitative data analysis allowed the Center researchers to accurately map a range
of indicators of the community’s overall risk burden.
For more information on the Center to Eliminate Health Disparities, visit: http://www.utmb.edu/cehd/.
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Reporting and dissemination
Evaluation findings can support actions to improve PEPH projects by identifying strengths and weaknesses
or suggesting modifications to underlying organizational systems. Demonstrating the effectiveness of a PEPH
project via an evaluation can result in improved accountability, quality control or increased project scope or
funding. Evaluations can lead to the generation of new and enhanced knowledge and theories specifically for
environmental public health, or more broadly for human and organizational development. Finally, evaluation
findings can inspire policy changes affecting a population far beyond the original scope of the PEPH project.
Once the project has been evaluated, it is important to consider what to do with the findings. PEPH partners
might want to ensure that the use of the evaluation is consistent with the original purpose of the project.77
For example, if partners choose to evaluate the impact an education program has had on different community
groups, they could share their findings not just with the funding agency, but also with those very community
groups. This could end up furthering the original program goal of education while disseminating the results.
Sharing results could also lead to the improvement of projects other than the one under direct evaluation.78
In planning to share evaluation results, partners can ask:
• What did partners learn from the project evaluation?
• Who might be interested in these results?
• How should the project’s accomplishments be reported?
• How can the partners use these results to improve the program? Do the partners need to change
project activities and objectives?
• How can the partners use the results to secure additional funding?
• How would the partners use these results to assess impacts over a longer time frame?
• What cultural or confidentiality issues do the partners need to address?
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Frechtling J. 2002. The 2002 User Friendly Handbook for Project Evaluation. Arlington, VA: The National Science Foundation, Division of Research,
Evaluation, and Communication. 71-2. Available: http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2002/nsf02057/nsf02057.pdf [accessed 16 December 2011].
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Barnes, H, Jordan G. 2006. EERE Guide for Managing General Program Evaluation Studies: Getting the Information You Need.
Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE), Office of Planning, Budget and Analysis. 57.
Available: http://www1.eere.energy.gov/ba/pba/pdfs/evaluation_mgmt_guide_final_2006.pdf [accessed 16 December 2011].
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Metrics in Action 7.3: Researchers at the Columbia Center for Children’s Environmental Health
(CCCEH) evaluated the effectiveness of using integrated pest management (IPM) to reduce both pest
infestation (cockroaches) and insecticide exposure after documenting widespread exposure to
insecticides among pregnant inner-city women in Harlem, New York. The IPM program uses a
variety of methods, including professional cleaning, sealing of pest entry points, application of
low-toxicity pesticides and education. The evaluation revealed that pest levels significantly decreased
in the IPM intervention households, but not in the control households. Likewise, levels of pyrethroid
insecticides in indoor air samples were significantly lower in intervention households than in control
households (Figure 7.6). Furthermore, researchers detected the presence of insecticides in blood
samples of mothers in the control group, but not in the IPM intervention group. The evaluation
successfully demonstrated the effectiveness of using IPM to reduce pest infestation and insecticide
exposure during pregnancy. The researchers then published their results in Environmental Health
Perspectives to disseminate the findings to the academic community. They also educated the
residents of Harlem on the risks of pesticides for pregnant women and ways to mitigate these risks
using IPM. By reporting the results of their evaluation and performing outreach, the CCCEH shared
its best practices with others.
Figure 7.6 Cockroach Infestation Levels (left: A) and the Use of Piperonyl Butoxide (right: B)
in 2-Week Integrated Air Samples

For more information about the CCCEH, visit: http://www.cumc.columbia.edu/dept/mailman/ccceh.
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Additional Resources
The intent of this chapter is to provide a broad overview of evaluation practice, but it is by no means
comprehensive. See Appendix 4 for additional resources and publications concerning:
• General program evaluations
• Environmental health and health program evaluations
• Logic models
• Evaluation tools
• Process evaluations
• Outcome evaluations
• Online databases
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PTAP RfR

Date of Release: 10/23/14
PTAP Partner Response Due Date: 11/14/14

Partners in Technical Assistance Program (PTAP) Pilot
Request for Response (RfR)‐Information for the General Public on Relative
Bioavailability in Soil at Superfund Sites (Non Site‐Specific)

1. Name of EPA Contact(s):
Michele Burgess, Ph.D. (burgess.michele@epa.gov; 703‐603‐9003)
Science Policy Branch
EPA OSWER, Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation (OSRTI)
Cheryl Hawkins, Ph.D. (Hawkins.cheryl@epa.gov; 703‐603‐8766)
Science Policy Branch
EPA OSWER, OSRTI
2: Region and State:
This proposed project is not site‐specific.

3: Project Description/Services Requested:
Background
EPA defines bioavailability as the amount of a contaminant that is absorbed into the body following skin
contact, ingestion, or inhalation. Relative bioavailability is how much of a contaminant is absorbed from

soil as compared to how much of that contaminant is absorbed from food or water. EPA is incorporating
relative bioavailability information for human exposures at Superfund sites exposed to soil contaminants
via oral pathway. Several guidance documents are available online, which describe 1) a recommended

process for deciding when to collect site-specific information on the oral bioavailability of metals in soils
for use in human health risk assessments and general criteria that EPA normally will use to evaluate

whether a specific bioavailability method has been validated for regulatory risk assessment purposes.

These guidance documents also contain specific information on estimating relative bioavailability of lead
and arsenic in soil. However, there are currently no tools to help the public to understand how

incorporating relative bioavailability in soil data into risk assessments at Superfund sites may influence
site clean-up levels or remedy decisions.
Task 1: Assist OSRTI with developing communication tools for the general public that describe the concept
relative bioavailability in soil (arsenic and lead may be used as examples) and how incorporating this data
in risk assessments can impact clean-up levels at Superfund sites. This tool(s) could be in the form of a
fact sheet; video; slide presentation; group activity, or other format or combination of formats. This
product(s) could be used in communities at any applicable Superfund site.

PTAP RfR

Date of Release: 10/23/14
PTAP Partner Response Due Date: 11/14/14

4. Other Issues:
Suggested Timeline:
December 2014 – kick‐off meeting including focus issues and format (i.e., video, factsheet, etc.)
January 2014 – monthly meeting to discuss update on the issues
February 2015 – monthly meeting
March 2015– monthly meeting or draft materials
April 2015– final materials for EPA management review

Date of Release: 10/22/14
PTAP Partner Response Due Date: 11/14/14

Partners in Technical Assistance Program (PTAP) Pilot
Partner Response to RfR
Information for the General Public on Relative Bioavailability in Soil at
Superfund Sites (Non Site‐Specific Project)
Purpose of the Response to RfR Form: To describe the services that the NIEHS Superfund Research

Program (SRP) PTAP partner is interested in voluntarily providing to meet the technical assistance needs
of a community, as outlined in the Request for Response (RfR).
Please review the attached RfR and consider tasks for which you would like to volunteer your services.
The blue text provides additional explanation of the questions below.
Please email this sheet containing your responses to the questions below to Michele Burgess
(burgess.michele@epa.gov), Cheryl Hawkins (Hawkins.cheryl@epa.gov), and cc: Melissa Dreyfus
(dreyfus.melissa@epa.gov) by Friday, November 14th, 2014. Please limit your response to two pages.

1. Name of SRP Contact: This is who will be responsible for coordinating with EPA with regards to PTAP
assistance on this project.
2. Name of SRP/University Partner:
3. What experience do you have to offer related to this project and/or these tasks?
For example (as applicable):



Does your Program have research expertise in this subject area?;
Does your Program have experience offering or developing tools (webinars/fact sheets/videos)
similar to what is needed by EPA for use with communities near Superfund sites?

4. Why are you interested in providing the services outlined in the RfR?

5. Do you have any restrictions on your ability to provide these services?
For example:


To provide the services outlined above, our Program is only available from January‐May, 2014.
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