
EQB Advisory Panel 
Meeting Summary 

August 10, 2017 

10:00 am - 2:00 pm  

Duluth, MN 

Present Members: Willis Mattison, Peder Larson (on the phone), Jason Aagenes, Lucas Sjostrom, Michele Ross, 

Carissa Slotterback, Timothy Nelson, Andi Moffatt, Randall Doneen, Louise Miltich, Tim Culver (substitute for 

Kathryn Hoffman) 

Other Attendees: Kristin Raab (Minnesota Department of Health), Dr. Emily Onello (Minnesota Academy of 

Family Physicians), Dr. Kristan Wegerson (Minnesota Academy of Family Physicians) 

EQB Staff: Will Seuffert, Courtney Ahlers-Nelson, Mark Riegel, Denise Wilson. 

Management Analysis & Development (MAD) Staff: Kris Van Amber and Henriët Hendriks 

Welcome, agenda review, and updates 

Courtney opened the meeting and welcomed everyone.  

Courtney provided background to the panel topic of health in environmental review. 

Panel members introduced themselves. 

Health in environmental review 

Each panel member provided his or her perspective on the extent to which human health considerations are 

currently incorporated into environmental review as all as how health should be defined. Detailed notes can be 

found in the supporting document with flip chart notes for this meeting. 

Overview of health and environmental regulation and 

health impact assessments 

Kristin Raab from the Department of Health gave a presentation on how human health is represented in the 

regulatory context. 

Afterward, panel members were able to ask questions and provide comments: 

 Jason noted that on one of the slides (slide 12), the information is not correct regarding 
Canada/Australia.  In addition, in Alaska the health impact assessment (HIA) is a screening sheet and not 
a part of the state’s environmental review. The HIA is optional and Alaska provides incentives.  They 



defer to NEPA. MN is one of five states that has supplemental review above the NEPA.  The panel 
member wondered how can these items not be scoped into an EIS? 

 Lucas noted that the scope of the Minnesota Academy of Family Physicians’ request had changed from 
the video [provided to the panel as homework].  Not all projects would need HIAs.  The panel member 
wondered whether their concern is with mining and transportation.  And whether they had determined 
which projects are in or out.  Why not a broader view?   

o Kristin Raad clarified that she represents MDH and that MDH thinks that large projects that are 
irreversible, large in scope, those are the projects for which MDH thinks EQB could consider HIA. 
It isn’t one particular project size, but the degree of the impacts that should determine whether 
an HIA is needed.   

 Lucas asked whether this information has only been presented to the EQB. 
o Kristin Raab responded that yes, MDH has been asked [about HIA in environmental review] by 

legislators but this information was presented at the EQB. 

 Carissa asked whether the MDH presentation was meant as a promotion of HIA as a tool beyond 
EAW/EIS or whether the proposal is to incorporate health into EAW/EIS. 

o Will Seuffert responded that the reason the panel is having this conversation isn’t just the 
petition [from the Minnesota Academy of Family Physicians], but what the EQB has heard from 
others and whether it is considering community health. The discussion is around HIA in 
environmental review and the broader definition of health.  EQB is interested in looking for 
alternatives or supplements or portions of the HIA to include, and actionable ideas to consider.   

Presentation by representatives from the Minnesota 

Academy of Family Physicians 

Dr. Kristan Wegerson and Dr. Emily Ornell presented the request from the MN Academy of Family Physicians to 

include HIAs into the environmental review process as to the EQB in the fall of 2016, noting that the scope of the 

request had changed to include HIAs for all projects undergoing environmental review, not just mining projects. 

Panel members asked questions after the presentation. 

Health Impact Assessment in Environmental Review 

Panel members discussed the pros and cons of the recommendations that were part of the MDH presentation 

by Kristin Raab. Full notes on this discussion can be found in the supporting document with the flip chart notes 

for this meeting. 

Recommendations 

Panel members each provided one recommendation to the EQB staff to consider for future steps on health 

environmental review. A full list of recommendations can be found in the supporting document with the flip 

chart notes for this meeting. 



Public comment 

Commenter #1 (Physician): We do not have enough information on which to base health decisions. We are 

putting communities at risk since we are not addressing health ahead of time. No projection if water collection 

system (dam failure) fails. Do health assessments upfront; take time to address long-term effects. 

Commenter #2 (MAFP Director): We represent 3,100 physicians plus the additional 40,000 health care workers 

who support what the physicians are saying. 

Commenter #3 (Paula Maccabee): I have 36 years practicing public interest law. I am gratified that no one is 

saying health isn’t important. There are gaps in the current environmental review processes. Public Utilities 

Commission has more HIAs because of how the issue is defined—aesthetics and degradation to community. 

There is a lag in time and lack of scientific knowledge for health impacts. Cumulative effects of mercury is 

harmful. 

Commenter #4 (Lea Foshee): Environmental justice around Enbridge Line 3 proceedings; chapter 11 on 

environmental justice. The chapter did not talk about environmental justice but about environmental racism. 

Panel needs to examine what environmental justice is, as defined by Executive Order 1298. It is protection for 

everybody; all of us. That means indigenous people have to be protected too. 

(These comments were condensed and edited for ease of reading). 

Next meeting 

The next meeting is on September 8, 2017, at the EQB offices in St. Paul. Part of the meeting will focus on 

stakeholder engagement in the environmental review process and part of the meeting will be devoted to the 

report writing. 

The meeting ended at 2pm. 


