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A Developmental Methodology of Environmental Impact Assessment :
Application of Health Risk Assessment
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Abstract

Environmental Impact Assessment(EIA) is defined as an activity designed to identify and predict the impact on the environ-
ment. In the process of an EIA, the quantitative evaluation is generally performed for the air and water quality which have the
national environmental quality standards. But the predicted values for the air and water quality are simply compared to the en-
vironmental standards. At present, the EIA process of Korea has no consideration for the possible human health risk resulting
from the development projects. Environmental Health Impact Assessment(EHIA) is an applied methodology of EIA to est-
mate the acceptable health risk caused by a specified level of environmental pollutants. Estimating the excessive lifetime risk
that is a possibility of dying of a certain disease by environmental contaminants, is useful as an evaluation technique of EHIA.

Tt is recommanded the decision-makers to make efficient use of EHIA not only the development projects but also legislative
proposals, policies and programmes in future.
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Table 1. Comparison of EIA and HRA Process

Steps Environmental Impact Assessment Health Risk Assessment
Step 1 Identification of the Present Hazard Identification
Environment
Step 2 Prediction and Assessment of Dose—response Assessment
the Environmental Impact
Step 3 Presentation of Methods to Reduce Exposure Assessment
the Adverse Effect on the Environment
Step 4 Alternatives and Post Environmental Risk Characterization
Management Plan
Sk HRAS 74 873 2FE4d0] 7T (ingestion), T&
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Characteristics Environmental Impact Assessment Health Risk Assessment

Quantification None Excessive Lifetime Risk

of Health Impact

Exposure None Three Major Pathways(Ingestion,

Consideration Inhalation, Dermal Contact)

Considering Air and Water Pollutants that are Carcinogens (Proven, Probable,

Pollutants Designated in Environmental Possible) and Other Hazadous
Quality Standards Chemicals

Prediction Short,/Long —term Models, Probabilistic Models,

Models Steady —state/Dynamic Reponse Pharmacokinetic Models
Models

Assessment Relatively Simple Relatively Difficult

Technique

Uncertainty Relatively Low Relatively High
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Table 3. Summary of the Process and Limitations of EHIA

Process

= W N =

. Impact Identification  Determination of those Impacts Requiring Investigations,

. Impact Measurement . Determination of Magnitude, Extent, and Probability of Impact,

. Impact Interpretation . Dertermination of Improtance of Impact,

. Impact Communication . Presentation of Information on Advantages and Disadvatages of a

Prosed Project for Decision—making Purposes,

. Impact Mitigation and Monitoring

Limitations

5
J;
2. Limits of Scientific Knowledge
3. Biological Variation

4

. Resource Constrains

. Nature of Environmental Health Impact

Source : Based on Bisset(1984) and Parke(1983)
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