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FOREWORD

hildhood agricultural injury prevention efforts in the United States

have come a long way since the 1989 article, “We Kill Too Many

Farm Kids,” was published in Successful Farming magazine. For
more than a decade, there has been an outpouring of energy, concern, and

commitment to protect children from the devastating consequences of agri-
cultural trauma and disease,

In 1996, the National Action Plan for childhood agricultural injury
prevention presented 13 objectives and action steps to serve as a “blueprint”
for success. Five years later we were asking ourselves “Are we on the right
track? Are these efforts likely to reduce injuries?” To answer those questions, we
gathered background information then assembled a multidisciplinary group of
individuals from across the United States. Empirical evidence, combined with
our collective experiences and insights, provided a broad perspective of our
successes and shortcomings. Together, we were able to gain consensus on
priarity tasks for the future with three areas of focus — bystander children,
young workers in agriculture, and leadership/infrastructure,
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This report builds upon the 1996 National Action Plan. It presents
complex information in a synthesized and understandable manner We note
‘. that some of the 1996 objectives, such as those related to policy, have not been
-accomplished, but should not necessarily be abandoned. In a spirit of coop-
£ %= eration, with hopes of strong collaboration among farm owners, parents, and
safety professionals, this updated plan has a focus on strategies upon which all

P-

stakeholders can offer their commitment.

e extend our sincere gratitude to the nearly 100 farmers, growers,

(Chiersiieducators, physicians, and others who participated in the 20071
1.Childhood Agricultural Injury Prevention and we hope that this

eport and Updated National Action Plan inspires you to meet the

fFprotecting the nearly two million children who live, visit, and

1s and ranches.

i e’ . i B i

v e RO Ve T e e

A, S S L A= el

—



e —— e

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Rural and Agricultural Health and Safety. The goal of the Summit was to propose specific injury prevention
strategies based on knowledge gained from research and interventions undertaken since the endorsement of the
1996 National Action Plan, Children and Agriculture: Opportunities for Safety and Health.

The 2001 Summit on Childhood Agricultural Injury Prevention was directed by the National Children’s Center for

Nearly 100 farmers, growers, professors, physicians, adolescents, and safety professionals, along with representatives
of agricultural organizations and federal agencies, participated in the process of developing this report. They
produced plans for a coordinated, comprehensive effort to prevent agricultural-related injuries among children and
adolescents wha live on, visit, and/ar work on farms and ranches.

Key principles guiding this effort included:

« Education alone is an insufficient method for preventing injuries.

+ Evaluation strategies should be applied to existing and new programs, and the results should drive program
madifications.

« Concentrated efforts should be made to enable farm families, rural schoals, farm organizations, and agribusinesses
to plan and implement these recommendations.

« Innovative strategies should be developed to match the diversity of people, production methods, and economic
conditions affecting United States agriculture.

« Communication of successes and failures regarding research and program activities should be shared to maximize
progress toward achieving our goals.

The recommendations in this repart are built upon the successes and shortcomings of the 1996 National Action Plan.

They are proposed within the framework of: (a) non-working children, (b) working children and adolescents, and
(c) infrastructure and leadership.

GOALS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

GoAL I: Adults will ensure that young children and non-working youth can grow; play, learn, and

rest in protective environments that are free of agricultural hazards.

1. Affordable and accessible childcare should be readily available for children of farmers and farm laborers.

2. Safe play and recreation areas should be established so that youth who live or visit on farms and ranches
are protected from occupational and environmental hazards.

GoAL II: Young workers will receive agricultural safety training, guidance, personal
protective equipment and adult supervision based on child development principles.

3. A long-range plan for the North American Guidelines for Children's Agricultural Tasks (NAGCAT)
should be developed to ensure continuous refinement based on evaluation research results,
issues related to special populations, as well as changes in production agriculture. The plan
should consider implications for employers of young workers in agriculture.
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4. Exposure limits should be establiche

d to guide agricultural work assignments for children less than 18 years
of age.

5. Model programs far training and supervising young agricultural workers should be identifi

ed through evaluation,
then widely replicated via the facilitation and resources of well-established organizations,

6. Unique issues associated with migrant and seasonal adolescent workers should be addre

ssed as proposed by the
National Adolescent Farmworker Occupational Health and Safety Advisory Committee.

GoAL HII: A strong public/private infrastructure will be maintained to ensure the vision, lead-
ership, and national commitment necessary to prevent childhood agricultural injuries.

7. Federal funding should be maintained for childhood agricultural injury prevention activities

Agency Task Force and a National Children’s Center to provide leadership and coordin
and private sectors,

including a Federal
ation between the public

8. Agribusiness, farm organizations, the farm media and other private sectar groups should not

ably expand their
involvement in efforts to exert greater influence toward the protection of children from agric

ultural injuries.

9. A national research agenda for childhood agricultural injury prevention should be updated based

upon
progress to date.

10. A Childhood Agricultural Salety Network should set a vision and provide leadership and coordination of

private sector childhood agricultural injury prevention efforts in 2 manner that represents the geographic and
ethnic diversity of agriculture in the U.S,

\“Hé

T1. Information regarding all aspects of this national childhood agricultural injury prevention initiative should be 5
widely communicated.

12. A training plan should be developed and implemented that will enable professionals and community leaders
to address childhood agricultural injury prevention issues,

The full 2001 Summit report can be
- viewed and printed by going to

thitp:fresearch.mars hfieldclinic.org/childreny
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~—hildren, agriculture; and safety are the combined issues that have galvanized the -
“rommitment and collaboration of numerous stakeholders across our nation. This is no

adolescent is killed or traumatically injured on one of the nearly two million farms in the United
States. These events occur in an environment associated with a very dangerous accupation.

Compared with agriculture, other high-risk occupations such as mining, construction, and trans-
portation, r.}r;:l_';.! have children in'.ﬁi';r!v_f_d or ]_:r_rcsenté:s_t &c"n'mrksite. ' '

In 1996, a National Committee for Childhood Agricultural Injury Prevention issued a National

- “Action Plan, Children and Agriculture: Opportunities for Safety and Health (National Committee
for Childhood Agricultural Injury Prevention, 1996). The plan provided a blueprint for action that
‘involved federal and state agencies, professional health and safety organizations, youth-serving
organizations, agribusiness and farm organizations, educators, researchers, and other stake-
holders. The United States Congress adopted the plan and allocated funds to the National Institute

= for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) to serve as the lead agency accountable for its

implementation. Since that time, research studies, injury data collection, and demonstration

programs have been initiated, in large part due to implementation of that plan under the lead-
ership of NIOSH.

The goal of the 2001 Summit on Childhood Agricultural Injury Prevention was to conduct an
extensive five-year review of the 1996 Mational Action Plan and to use a consensus development
process to generate strategies and priorities for the future. Specifically, we wanted to document
successes and shortcomings, to identify effective interventions that may or may not have been
addressed in the National Action Plan, and to propose recommendations for the future. To
conduct a high quality activity, funds to conduct key tasks for this initiative were solicited and
approved by way of the CDC Conference Support Grant mechanism (#R13/CCR519628), with

- support from Senator Herb Kohl (D-WL.).

The following report describes the justification for this ehdeavor, eiternal factors affecting  + ~7 %

childhood agricultural injury prevention efforts, the data collection and meeting processes usEd
for gathering information and achieving cansensus, and finally, the outcome of this endeavor

which includes three broad goals, 12 recommendations, and 36 specific strategies far pre;enlrpg' e

childhood agricultural injuries. A separate document provides extensive results regar_g!_ii_j'g:}‘hé; =
numerous activities undertaken to identify the major successes and shortcomings of this national
initiative from 1996 to 2001. : .

As you read this document, please keep in mind our broad definition of an agricultural injury as
occurring to workers or bystanders on the agricultural work site directly related to agricultural
operations, or an injury occurring off agricultural property that is associated with agricultural
work: these include harm caused by exposures to hazards such as pesticides, dusts, noise, and
repetitive motion. Throughout this report we refer to “childhood” in the broad sense, encom-
passing ages 0 through 17 years. At times, when the reference is clearly directed to older
children, the term “adolescent” is used.

This work serves as an update to the 1996 National Action Plan. While some of the 1996 -
objectives, such as those related to policy, have not been accomplished, they should not neces-
sarily be abandoned. In a spirit of cooperation, with hopes of strang collaboration among farm
owners, parents, and safety professionals, this updated plan proposes strategies upon which all
stakeholders can offer their commitment. -

surprise given the profound impact on families and rural communities each time a child or




v s i 2 H'--H&’h—-—ILF‘i-_aﬁ'r;_yfuﬁ“_—iﬂ' o

hildhood agricultural injury
Cpreveminn activities in the

United Stales are justified by
the persistent and often preventable

nature of these events. The mast
current data reveal thar

* There were an estimated 1,264,000
youth who lived on farms in 1998
and more than half of them also
worked on the farm during that
calendar year, There were about
666,500 youth who do nat live on
farms but were hired to work on a
farm in 1998 (Myers and
Hendricks, 2001).

An estimated 104 children younger
than 20 years of age die annually
from agricultural injuries on United
States farms and ranches (Rivara,
1997) and youth working in agri-
culture have a three-fold greater
risk of fatal injury as compared to
youth in the general private sector
(Hard, et al., 1999),

* Among youth under age 20, males
experienced 85% of fatalities and
mast common causes of death are
machinery (including tractors),
drowning, and firearm-related
deaths (Adekoya and Pratt, 2001),

* An estimated 32,800 restricted
activity injuries occurred to youth
less than 20 years who lived,
visited, or were hired to work on
farms in 1998. Of these, about
14,600 were related to doing wark
or chores on the farm. Youth living
on farms accounted for the most
injuries (72%), followed by visitors
(21%] and hired young workers
(7%) (Myers and Hendricks, 2001).

* Asurvey of migrant and seasonal
farm laborers revealed there were
about 254,000 youth who were
hired for the 1999 seasan, Of
these, about 3,900 experienced a
restricted activity injury, giving a
rate of about 1.5 injuries per 100
young workers (Myers, 2001).

e e e

National efforts addressing the health
and safety of children have increased
their momentum in the recent past. As
we review those efforts and consider
strategies for the future, a number of
external factors and forces should be
considered. The complex and
changing conditions associated with
childhood agricultural health and
safety are affected by external factors
that include children as occupational
injury victims; the rapid indusirial-
ization and globalization of
production agriculture; the science of
injury prevention; funding, compe-
tition, and collaboration: and

public policy.

EXTERNAL FORCES

Injury events involving children have
a significant human impact. When a
child is mangled in treacherous
machinery or crushed under a tractor,
the gruesome nature of injuries has a
powerful impact on individuals who
are personally or peripherally
involved. Newspaper clippings or
witnesses often report harrific details
of the injury event and rescue efforts,
They elicit emotional responses that
are often more intense than similar
injury events in which an adult is
seriously injured or killed. In rural
communities, the family of an injury
victim is typically well known and the
sorrow is shared amang many peaple.
Besides the pressures of parenting ar
dealing with young workers, farm
owners have to deal with many other
complicated and stressful production
issues.

The rapid industrialization of agri-
cultural methods combined with a
global market for agricultural products
has influenced practices involving
children on farms, Feeding and
clothing the increasing population of

FROGRESS REPORT AND UPDATED MATIOMAL ACTION PLAN FROM THE 2001 SUMMIT
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the world demands increased effi-
ciency, leading many “farms” to
become “firms.” Within this changing
arena of production agriculture we
are witnessing sophisticated tech-
nologies, changing demography of
farms, a changing workforce involving
many inexperienced and often non-
English speaking workers, a
multi-national food industry, and
questions regarding international child
labor issues. Compounding all this is
a new national cancern over higse-
curity and agroterrorism. These
influences, along with the ever-
present economic challenges of
farming, are affecting the role of
children in agriculture.,

Safety perspectives from the

farming community are augmented
wilh interventions endorsed by public
health and safety professionals. Injury
prevention efforts are strongly
influenced by the theories, principles,
and recommended strategies asso-
ciated with the scientific disciplines of
injury prevention, injury
epidemiology, occupational safety,
and formal evaluation. Since the
landmark publication of “Injury in
America” in 1985, injury prevention
has grown as a unique specialty with
its own research techniques and
growing body of knowledge
(Committee on Trauma Research
Commission on Life Sciences; 1985),
The three primary prevention
strategies are often referred to as the
“ES" of injury prevention. These
include Education, Engineering, and
Enforcement of policies. Research has
shown that no single approach is
effective in preventing injuries,

Availability of funds for research and
intervention programs greatly affects
the volume and quality of childhood
agricultural injury prevention efforts.
While funding for child safety is
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currently available in both the public
and privale sector, it may be short
lived. The pracess of securing federal
or state grant funds through a
competitive process or soliciting funds
from private businesses and foun-
dations has its negative side. The
competition for money often
influences researchers or program
directors to avoid open and collabo-
rative endeavors, Protecting an idea or
one’s "turf” can hinder progress
because activilies occur in isolation or
on a small scale, rather than in open,
widespread methods that might have
greater impact.

Public policy is another external force
that influences our work. Currently,
agriculture has multiple exemptions
that allow children to conduct work
deemed hazardous in other industries
and for longer periods of time (United
States Department of Labor, 1990).
These labor law exemptions apply

to children working on farms owned
and operated by their parents or

PURPOSE

surrogates. In addition to children
who live on farms, children as young
as 12 years can legally be hired for
selected work in agriculture, Young
agricultural workers emplayed on
farms with 11 or more workers (where
Occupational Safety and Health Act
{OSHA) standards are enforceahle)
receive protections equal to adult
hired laborers, While public health
and child safety advocates support
policy approaches for injury
prevention (Committee on Health and
Safety Implications of Child Labor,
1998), there would likely be an autery
from the farming community if legal
interventions were introduced as the
methad to protect children from agri-
cultural injuries. This contrast between
the public health approach and
interests of farm owners is based on
several factors. Farm owners are
known for their opposition to
government interference. In addition,
farm and non-farm parents believe in
their rights to authorize activities in

which their children engage. The
attributes of independent farm owners
combined with the notion of parents’
rights versus children’s welfare creates
barriers for potential policy. As one
Summit participant who is a farm
parent noted, “the people who would
have the most to gain by policies that
protect children from agricultural
injuries, are the same peaple who
voice public opposition to such
palicy.”

These are just some of the external
forces that influence farming practices
and injury prevention effarts. The
challenge is great and the complexity
of factors highlights the importance of
collaboration and cooperation in
seeking and implementing effective
strategies. Children are dependent
upon adults to overcome the barriers,
traditions, and competing priorities
that have hampered progress in
prevenling injuries to non-working
children and young workers

on farms.

he goal of this initiative was
Ttﬂ conduct a five-year review

of the 1996 National Action
Plan, Children and Agriculture:
Opporiunities for Safety and Health,
and to use a consensus development
process to generate strategies for the
future. Specifically, participants were
asked to consider: (a) successes to
date, (b) gaps and barriers in
achieving objectives, (c) current and
potential effective interventions not

addressed in the National Action Plan,

and (d) strategies for the future.

o completed research and , T !
Specific aims to be addressed edur:i:;tinn AN 5. Publish and disseminate Summit
included: proceedings with recommen-

1. Assess the status of the 13 i DISCIFES Sl",mjls of relevant dations for the future.

objectives and 42 recommended public policies

I o i e T = 5 R e A o L P ) T T Wk Sy o e Y St T et A R - e oSS

actions of the 1996 Mational
Action Plan,

- Review preliminary results of
childhood agricultural injury
research activities currently
underway

- Assess key findings of
childhood agricultural injury
surveillance and fatality data

- Review strengths and weak-
nesses of major youth farm
safety programs

- Assess evaluation results of

CHILDHOOD AGRICULTURAL INJURY PREVENTION:

2. Integrate recommendations of the
Mational Adolescent Farmworker
Occupational Health and Safety
Advisory Committee; proposing
crosscutting issues for migrant,
seasonal, and residential
adolescents.

3. Enpage the private sector in
proposing new interventions that
span beyond education and
marketing efforts.

4. Develop an updated National
Action Plan for future research
and interventions.

i

ﬂ_--.-.---nnnnnnnn...uununuuﬂunﬂﬂ.ﬂn |



==
-
.|
i
Ee
=
£

—

i &

‘TR

i
= |

—

'E'E'E

g

"TEFER"

| H
|

outcomes fram this initiative a

variety of methods were employed
and numerous stakeholders were
involved. A core group of individuals,
working out of the National Children's
Center for Rural and Agricultural
Health and Safety, in Marshfield, w1,
directed primary tasks. The core team
was comprised of a Summit
Chairperson (Susan Gallagher, MPH,
of Education Development Center in
Newton, MA), the NIOSH Froject
Ortiicer (David Hard, PhD), the
iNational Children’s Center Director
(Barbara Lee, PhD), the National
Children's Center lead scientist
(Barbara Marlenga, PhD), and an
external project consultant (Cynthia
Phelan, RN, MS, of Mosinee, WI). The
core team efforts were augmented by
nearly 100 individuals, representing
many roles in agriculture and profes-
sional disciplines as well as most
geographic regions of the country,
Farticipants contributed information to
the assessment of progress to date (the
“report card”) and they participated in
teleconference calls, an in-person
meeting, and follow-up electronic
Communications.

l n order to achieve the desired

During the initial phase, data were
collected via formal surveys using
regular and electronic mail along with
telephone interviews. Literature was
searched and reports were solicited
from federal agencies and private
organizations, Seme information, such
as testimonies al a public hearing,
was acquired via the Freedom of
Information Act process. The second
phase of this iniliative involved tele-
conference phone calls and a two-day
in-person meeling. The next phase
involved synthesis of information
gleaned from preliminary data
collection and the in-person
discussions and strategizing that
occurred during and following the in-

kL Sl T o -

person meeting, Finally, recommen-
dations and strategies for the future
were drafted and shared wilh all
participants and posted on the
Internet for public comment, with two
subsequent epportunities for review
and feedback. Thus, the final version
af 3 goals, 12 recommendations, and
36 strategies as noted in this report
reflect 16 months of analysis,
synthesis, and consensus among
participants. A general description of
the methods is described below, Full
details are available upon request.

GENERATING A
“REPORT CARD” ON
PROGRESS TO DATE

Assessment of Research
Efforts

The primary focus for research
activilies was on studies funded by
NIOSH. With the help of NIOSH staff,
informalion was gathered regarding
NIOSH's intramural and extramural
research activities associated with
their Childhood Agricultural Injury
Prevention Iniliative within the

Division of Safety Research, plus a
few that emanated from other
Divisions, Details were collected on:
(2) date and elements of different
Request for Applications (RFAs): (b)
number of applications received;

(c} number of applications funded,
along with title, principal investigator,
and length of project; and (d)
approximate total amount of
intramural and extramural funds that
were allocated.

Upon request, NIOSH staff prepared 2
report that highlighted the status and
key findings of their intramural five-
year childhaod agricultural injury
surveillance effort. Several different
approaches were utilized to gather
data on fatalities and injuries,
Strengths and weaknesses of the data
collection methads and the national
childhood agricultural morbidity and
mortality estimates were noted.
NIOSH will be conducting a
subsequent phase to this surveillance
activity in 2002. Results will be usefyl
for monitoring trends and identifying
successes and shortcomings in injury
prevention.

At the time this assessment was
conducted, 30 extramural research
and demonstration projects had been
funded by NIOSH to conduct studies
that were responsive to the call for
research under the 1996 National
Action Plan. Information was sought
to determine what, if any, insights
investigators gained from their
research findings. A structured
telephone interview, lasting about 30
minutes was used to collect data from
25 of the 28 granlees (89% response
rate). Questions were provided in
advance of the interview so
respondents had time to consider the
implications of their work. Grantees
were asked questions such as, “Did
your sludy generate results that have

B e S e gt s ek |
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implications for future childhood agri-
cultural injury prevention efforts?” and
“To what extent have you been kept
informed of activities emanating from
the 1996 National Action Plan?”

Assessment of Leadership
and Coordination

The Division of Safety Research within
NIOSH has borne primary respansi-
bility for this initiative since 1996,
They have involved a Federal Agency
Task Force and the competitively
awarded National Children's Center in
Marshfield, Wisconsin,
in several leadership
and coordination
activities. Assessment of
NIOSH's performance
as the lead agency was
conducted through
questions posed to
research grantees; from
members of the Federal
Agency Task Force;
indirectly from indi-
viduals giving testimony
at a public hearing in
Washington, DC; via
questions posed to the
Steering Committee of
the National Children’s Center; and
via written evaluation forms of partic-
ipants in the 2001 Summit meeting.

Strengths and limitations of the
Federal Agency Task Force were iden-
tified through electronic mail surveys
and a telephone interview of the Task
Force Chairperson. Eleven of the 31
Task Force representatives provided
responses 1o survey quastions. Many
of the individuals not responding had
been “named” but not involved in the
Task Force.

T e
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Leadership and coordinating activities
of the NIOSH-funded National
Children’s Center in Marshfield, Wi,
were assessed by a professional,
external evaluator (Sharon Dorfman of
SPECTRA) over a two-year perind.
Data were collected regarding major
activities, audiences reached, deliv-
erable products, and achievement of
objectives noted in the grant appli-
cation. Interviews were conducted

with Steering Committee members,
the NIOSH Project Officer, and
internal program staff.

Assessment of Professional
Training

Using electronic mail and telephone
contacts, inquires were sent to
Sthools of Public Health, Cooperative
Extension Safety Specialists, NIOSH-
funded regional agricultural research
centers, MIQSH-funded Education and
Research Centers, youth-serving orga-
nizations, and professional health and
safety organizations. Criteria were sel
at a minimum of one-hour lecture for
inclusion of programs that were
credited for addressing childhood
agricultural injury prevention. Fifteen
responses (40%] were yielded from 37
total inquiries.

GENERATING
CONSENSUS ON
RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR THE FUTURE

Preparing Participants

A synthesis of information gained
from a review of the literature along
with the various data collection
methods described above was docu-
mented in a 15-page “National Action
Plan of 1996 Progress Report:
Assessment Chart” This chart, along
with background information, was
then disseminated to
B0 individuals who
had responded posi-
tively to a personal
invitation to
participate in this
2001 Summit
process. A telecan-
ference call was
held in early April
2001 to discuss
questions, concemns,
and additions
regarding the
findings to date as
documented in the
assessment chart, In
addition, the tele-
conference call
allowed participants
to review expectations for their partic-
ipation in an in-person meeting.

Sharing Perspectives and
Suggestions In-Person

The main 2001 Summit event
involved a two-day, in-person meeting
held in Brooklyn Park, a suburb of
Minneapolis, MN, on April 30-May 1,
2001. Prior to formal sessions, there
were orientation meetings for youth
advisors, parent panel members,
farmers and growers, and the facili-
tatars and note takers who were
assigned to groups.
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The opening sessions of the Summit
meeling included a panel of youth
providing their perspectives on agri-
cultural injury prevention, a
presentation by a farm owner
describing prevailing conditions in
United States agriculture and policy,
and perspectives on partnerships from
a national agricultural organization,
There were 88 people attending the
in-person meeting, including six youth
advisors and four farm parent panel
members. Another 14 invitees were
unable to attend this meeting but
expressed interest in staying involved
with the process,

The primary work of the in-person
meeting involved seven different
working groups on topics of:

(1) Leaclership, Funding, and
Partnerships; (2) Interventions and
Evaluations; (3) Policy; (4) Professional
Training; (5) Public Education; (6)
Research; and (7) Injury Surveillance.
Each group included 5 to 10 indi-
viduals with interest anclor expertise
in the topic under review. Groups
were given specific questions to
address, based on the 1996 Natjonal
Action Plan recommendations, along
with successes and shortcomings that
were identified during the nitial
assessment phase. Each group had an
assigned facilitator, note taker, and
spoxesperson. Over the two-day
period groups worked to generate
realistic and effective strategies that
address priority areas for childhood
agricultural injury prevention, The in-
person meeting allowed time for full
Broup reaction to the topic-specific
ideas generated with the seven
working groups.

Drawing Conclusions and
Proposing
Recommendations

For the next phase of this initiative,
the core project team synthesized
information from the preliminary
assessment with recommendations

developed during the in-person
meeting, Questions were rajsed
regarding the level of specificity
desired for the final recommen-
dations. Members of the NIOSH
Childhood Agricultural Injury Initiative
teamn indicated that their future
programming would be directly
related to the details imbedded in 2
new “blueprint” for action. Others
shared that perspective, suggesting
that specificity and fine-tuned
strategies would be far more helpful
than the broad, general sugsestions
generated during the in-person
mesting.

From July 2001 through February
2002 a series of three consecutive
versions of draft recommendations
were sent to participants and posted
on the Internet for public review,
About one-half of meeting participants
provided written feedback at one,
two, or three points in time.
Additionally, comments were
submitted by a few external people
who reviewed drafts on the Internet.
Teleconference calls were convened
for the core team to review feadback
and consider implications for the final
recommendations.

Disseminating Results of the
2001 Summit

A variety of methods will be used to
share details of the process and final
recommendations from this 2001
summit on Childhood Agricultural
Injury Prevention, This published
document is being shared with stake-
holders in the public and private
sectors. The posting of the report on
the Internet will facilitate worldwide
access. At professional conferences
and farm organization events, Summit
participants are sharing their
perspectives on recommendations.
The farm media will be asked 10 help
disseminate informatian from

this effort.
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Childhood Agricultural Injury

Prevention issued a report that
contained 13 objectives with a goal of
maximizing the safety and health of
children and adolescents who may be
exposed to agricultural hazards. The
interdisciplinary committee based its
work on the premise that neither the
Occupational Safety and Health Act
{OSHA) standards nor farm operators
are prepared to provide children the
same level of protection from occupa-
tional hazards in production
apriculture as they receive in other
occupatians, The Commitiee crafted
its recommendations by utilizing
epidemiologic evidence as well as
recommendations disseminated in
several prior reports. The recommen-
dations became known as the
Children and Agriculture;
Opportunities for Safety and Health
Mational Action Plan and was
endorsed by Congress. The National
Action Plan led to many significant
implementations in recent years, but
work remains.

l n 1996, the National Commitiee for

Following is a description of successes
and shortcomings regarding the 13
objectives of the National Action
Plan. Activities (or lack thereof) reflect
the five-year interim of 1996-2001.

1. Establish and maintain a
national system for
childhood agricultural
injury prevention.

In September 1996, Congress
designated NIOSH to provide lead-
ership for childhood agricultural
injury prevention. NIOSH established
a core team within its Division of
Safety Research to be responsible for
the Childhood Agricultural Injury
Prevention Initiative. By 1997, a
federal agency task force arid a national
children's center were established.
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MIOSH organized and led the 31-
member Federal Agency Task Farce
with the purpose of facilitating a coor-
dinated and informed public response
to preventing childhood agricultural
injuries. Only two formal meetings
were convened followed by several
informal communications, so the Task
Force did not realize its full potential.

In Seplember 1997, the National
Children’s Center for Rural and
Agricultural Health and Safety
(NCCRAHS) at Marshfield, W1, was
established to coordinate and promote
the use of prevention information,
organize mulli-perspective teams, and
use a consensus process to develop
child farm safety guidelines.
Independent evaluation indicated that
the National Children’s Center has
been effective in dissemination of
information, consensus building, and
linking efforts of the public and
private sectors. However, lack of
research-based information related to
childhood apricultural injury
prevention has hampered the Center's
ability to identify, facilitate, and
promote definitive interventions to
reduce injuries.

In September 1999, NIOSH convened
a public hearing in Washington, DC,
1o solicit feedback for their mid-
course review of the Initiative. For the
most part, individuals were pleased
with the way NIOSH was leading the
Initiative and offered several
suggestions for new efforts. The
NIDSH core team had demonstrated
strong commitment to implementing
those activities that fell within the
domain of their federal agency, but
noted that some recommendations are
more appropriate for other agencies.

One recurring concern expressed at
the 1999 public hearing was the lack
of a systematic communication plan
related to this Initiative. Shortly

afterward, MIOSH dadicated a

Web site to this initiative
{www.ede.goviniosh/ childagz.html).
This Web site, combined with a
quarterly newsletter from the National
Children’s Center and periodic elec-
tronic communications from NIOSH,
are an attempt to improve communi-
cations, however, more work needs to
be done.

2. Ensure that childhood
agricultural injury
prevention programs are
supported with sufficient
funding and cooperation
from the public and private
sectors.

Since 1997, Congress allocated §5
million annually ta NIOSH for
childhood agricultural injury
prevention. The majority of NIOSH
funds have been channeled toward
internally directed injury surveillance
efforts, extramural research, and the
Mational Children's Center.

In November 1997, the “Childhood
Agricultural Injury Prevention Strategy
Waorkshap: A Private Sector
Perspective” was convened at Purdue
University. The purpose of the
workshop was to enhance private
sector participation in the devel-
opment of childhood injury
prevention strategies and to document

private sector injury prevention efforts.

The workshop highlighted notable
examples of programs conducted or
funded by Deere and Company,
Pioneer Hi-Bred International, Cargill,
Progressive Farmer Publications, and
Successful Farming Magazine. In
addition to cause-marketing and
education programs, contributions
such as engineering controls and
operator training were noted {Purdue
University, 1999).
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Agribusiness has been increasingly
responsive o requests for funds, In
year 2000 alone, Farm Safety 4 Just
Kids (Earlham, IA) received about
$900,000 in private donations while
Progressive Farmer Foundation safety
day camps (Birmingham, AL) received
financial support of $400,000 for 250
camps. These private donations are
commendable, but in tough financial
years, the resources available for such
programs are typically reduced.
Beyond the corporate sector, it wauld
be helpful if private foundations
dedicated funds to this initiative,

Just as with federally funded effars,
private funds may be allocated for
projects that do not always deliver on
their promise of injury prevention.
Evaluation of some private sector
programs, such as insurance-hased
incentives for safety practices, have
had mixed results in terms of their
expected outcomes (Jasperson, List,
Howard, Morgan, and Von Essen,
2000; DeRoo and Rautiainen, 2000:
Lee, Westaby, Berg, and Liu, 2000). In
arder to ensure maximum benefits
from private sector donated funds,
more evaluation results would be
useful for identifying the best child
farm safety interventions,

3. Establish guidelines for
children’s and adolescents’
work in the industry of agri-
culture.

North American Guidelines for
Children's Agricultural Tasks

(NAGCAT), Web site: www.nagcat.org,

were released in June 1999, These
Guidelines address 62 different jobs
commonly conducted by children on
farms. NAGCAT recommendations are
based on child development prin-
ciples as well as agricultural safety
recommendations, including infor-
mation on adult responsibilities,

- — R & S T oy L N

common hazards, personal protective
equipment, and relevant training and
supervision, Information has been
widely disserninated via the farm
press, safety professionals, a safety
supply company, and the Internet.
Organizations, such as the Ohio Farm
Bureau, have distributed NAGCAT
infarmation to farm families via
colorful annual calendars,

While the current information is a
good start, research is needed to test
the ergonomic component of
NAGCAT, evaluate the effectiveness of
MNAGCAT, and examine application of
NAGCAT in specialty populatians,
NIOSH has since funded five studies
to evaluate NAGCAT dissemination
and application, and results are
pending.

NORTH AMERICAN
GUIDELINES FOR

children’s

AGRICULTURAL TASKS

Although NAGCAT was designed for
use by parents and not employers, a
report commissioned by NIOSH at the
request of policymakers, assessed the
compatibility of NAGCAT with child
labar laws. Results revealed several
incansistencies between NAGCAT
parameters and curren child labor in
agriculture laws. There is still no
industry standard for agricultural
employers who are hiring young
waorkers,

4. Ensure that the public is
aware of general childhood
agricultural safety and
health issues.

To date, there is no national public
education strategy for childhood agri-
cultural injury prevention directed at
influencing knowledge, attitudes, and
practices and few coordinated efforts
to develop culturally sensitive
strategies. For its annual Farm Safety
and Health Week campaign, the
National Safety Council typically adds
some messages related to safety for
children on farms
(www.nsc.org/farmsafe.him). In
addition, several agricultural publi-
cations and Web sites carry periodic
stories regarding child safety events or
issues. The 1996 recommendation to
use “culturally-sensitive” strategies for
national education campaigns has not
specifically been addressed.

9. Establish and maintain a
comprehensive national
database of fatal and
nonfatal childhood agri-
cultural injuries.

The diversity of special populations in
childhood agricultural injuries makes
use of one surveillance method inad-
equate. Nationwide surveillance
efforts have been undertaken by
NIOSH, while region-specific injury
etiology and surveillance projects
have been funded at selected sites.

NIOSH is conducting four different
injury surveillance projects and one
fatality review project. A farm
Operator survey was conducted in
1999 using USDA systems to identify
injuries among youth who reside on
or are hired to work on farms. Results
have now been published (Myers and
Hendricks, 2001). A similar survey,
largeting minority farms, is currently
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underway. A personal interview
survey is being used to assess injuries
to young minority farmworkers and
children of minarity farmworkers. The
fourth injury surveillance effort uses a
national hospital emergency
department surveillance system to
collect data on farm injuries to youth.
Death certificates of youth wha died
on farms have been collected for the
years 1995 through 1998 and these
results have been reported (Adekoya
and Pratt, 2001),

No formal action has been taken to
achieve consensus on terms, models,
and methods. The deficiencies in E-
codes persist. Because of
inconsistencies in definitions, data
collection methods, and reparting,
results cannot be compared across
studies. Further, there are concemns
that data have not sufficiently
captured special populations or

all geagraphic regions.

6. Conduct research on
costs, risk factors, and
consequences associated
with children and
adolescents who participate
in agricultural work.

NIOSH has funded more than 30
research studies under this initiative,
many of which are still in process.
Very few final results have been
published to date. It is hoped that
these studies may provide insight into
barriers to childhood agricultural
injury prevention efforts. Research
efforts on cost and consequences of
childhood agricultural injuries have
been minimal, due to few proposals
and difficult procedural issues.
Childhood environmental and occu-
pational exposure studies are limited
and generally focus on youth
exposures to pesticides. NIOSH had
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planned to convene a meeting of
research grantees with the goal of
identifying key results and their future
implications. Due to September 2007
travel constraints, that meeting was
cancelled.

7. Use systematic evaluation
to ensure that educational
materials and methods
targeted toward childhood
agricultural safety and
health have demonstrated
positive results.

Guidelines and criteria to evaluate
child agricultural safety and health
training materials and methods have
not been developed.

More rigorous evaluations of farm
safety intervention programs are
needed to determine their impact on
the incidence of farm injuries.
Improvements are especially needed
in randomization of subjects, use of
contral groups, and objective
measurement of outcomes such as
behavior change and injury
incidence. Nine education evaluation
research studies were funded by
NIOSH and final results are pending.

8. Ensure that farm and
ranch owners/operators,
farm workers, parents, and
caregivers understand
relevant agricultural safety
and health issues that
pertain to children and
adolescents.

Mumerous education and awareness
efforts are underway, A major thrust
has been the rapid expansion of the
farm safety day camp initiative and
the growth of local chapters of Farm
Safety 4 Just Kids, The impact of
programs such as these relates to the
previous objective that calls for
comprehensive evaluation.
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A shortcoming of some efforts for
parents and employers (as well as
vacational training to adolescents) is
the failure to address develop-
mentally- and age- appropriate work
tasks. Increased attention to child
development principles and role of
adult supervision has been recom-
mended (Baker, Esser, and Lee, 2000).
Overall better coordination to fill gaps
and avoid duplication in education
and awareness efforts would be
desirable.

9. Ensure that rural safety
and health professionals
understand the issues
relevant to children and
adolescents exposed to
agricultural hazards.

Networking among injury control/
health promotion professionals has
increased notably in recent years. But
a survey of grant recipients indicated
that stronger effort is needed to
communicate, inform, and network
with other professionals about
childhood agricultural injury
prevention efforts,

Professional training is being offered
in several venues. Some universities
offer relevant curriculum related to
childhood agricultural injury
prevention, especially through their
Cooperative Extension system. NIOSH
provided supplemental funding
through the Education Resource
Center at the University of Minnesota
to address childhood agricultural
injury prevention. The NIOSH-funded
National Children’s Center hosts an
annual three-day professional training
seminar and Farm Safety 4 Just Kids
convenes an annual leadership
training conference. To date, however,
there is not a coordinated approach to
prafessional training.
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10. Influence adult
behaviors which affect
protection of children and
adolescents through the use
of incentives and adoption
of voluntary safely
guidelines,

The 1996 National Action Plan
suggested five strategies for modifying
behaviors through incentives, Minimal
progress has been made in developing
incentive programs; however, there
4fe Some promising
Projects undenway
(DeRoo and Rautiainen,
2000). Minimal action
has been taken to
encourage manufactyres
to provide appropriate
personal pratective
equipment for children
and adolescents. Further
efforts are needed to
increase the likelihood
that emplayers of young
agricultural workers will
train, supervise and
mentor adolescents wha
are at risk of agricultural
disease and injury.

11. Provide a protective and
supportive environment for
children exposed as
bystanders to agricultural
hazards,

The 1996 National Action Plan
suggested the design, implementation,
and evaluation of community-hased
programs to pratect bystander
children. NIOSH has recently funded
two studies to evaluate farm safety
day camp initiatives. Results of these
evaluation studies are expected in
2004. Preliminary work is also
underway to identify standard
guidance for what does, and does naot,
constitute safe play and recreation
areas within a farm site,

In terms of off.farm childcare, no new
demanstration projects have been
funded, however, with stakeholder
input, a “modal" program was iden-
tified in Immokales, FL that provides
high quality care for children of
migrant and seaspnal farmwaorkers
thrtg“;'w'.'.-w.g@st-mms.g{g&@"
redlands.shiml). The success of this
Redlands Christian Migrant childcare
Program is related to the collaboratjve
funding and management involving
Erowers, parents, warkers, and
community members,

In addition to off-site childcare and
on-farm play and recreation areas.
protective environments could be
proposed through structural and
machinery design interventions. No
studies to this effect have been funded
to date. Because NIOSH's primary
mission is occupational safety,
funding for childcare demansiration
projects may be suited hetter through
other federal agencies,

12. Establish uniform
standards thaf address
protection of children and
adolescents from agricultural
occupational hazards,

Issues related to child labor laws in
agriculture have been reviewed by the
Government Accounting Office al the

request of United States Senators
(United States General Accounting
Office, 19398), Despite a call for
Updating the United States Child
Labor Requirements in Agriculture
under the 1938 Fair Labor Standards
Act, no action has been taken at the
federal level. A NIOSH-directed effort
1 review federal child |abor
hazardous accupations orders is forth-
coming and may lead to rulemaking,

However, any proposed policies
related to agriculture may be opposed
by farm organizations, A
private sector initiative,
the Tractor Risk
Abatement and Cantral
(TRAC) policy conference
suggested restriction of
youth from operating
unsafe tractors {Donham,
Osterberg, Myers, and
Lehtola, 1997). This TRAC
effort has not been
finalized.

No formal action has
been taken, except as
related to NAGCAT, to
Encourage parents, super-
visors, and employers {o
avoid involvement of children in tasks
that are not developmentally- or age-
appropriate,

13. Increase adherence to
child labor laws through
active and funded
enforcement including the
use of penalties,

There has been some discussion, hut
no action taken, on this recommen-
dation, Follow-up investigation of
child fatalities has resulted in
enforcement of child labor laws in
limited situations. As outlined in the
National Action Plan, policy issues
should be considered as a “final
oplion” when other methods are jnad-
equate in preventing childhood
agricultural injurfes,
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VISION AND KKEY POINTS

VISION

Our broad vision is that there will be comprehensive, coor-
dinated efforts across the United States to prevent
agricullure-related injuries among children and adolescents
who live on, visit, and/or work on farms and ranches,

KEY POINTS

Numerous discussions were held with core advisors ard
multiple stakeholders throughout the course of planning,
implementing, and completing tasks associated with the 2001
Summit on Childhood Agricultural Injury Prevention. Several
key points continued to emerge, warranting special attention
since they have applications to all the proposed future
strategies.

* When considering childhood agricultural injury prevention
strategies, we must acknowledge that education alane ie
insufficient. A multi-faceted approach, of which education
is just one component, is warranted if we are serious about
reducing the toll of childhood agricultural injuries.

* Wherever possible, systematic evaluation should be
applied to existing and new programs and evaluation
results should drive program modifications.

* Innovative strategies should be pursued that reflect
agriculture’s diversity of farm laborers, commodities
production methods, communities, and external
forces, such as today’s global economy. 5

|

* Concentrated efforts should be made to enable farm’
families, rural schools, farm and community groups,-
agribusinesses, and agricultural training programs to
plan and implement these recommendations, %

* Successes and failures regarding research and pro
activities should be broadly communicated in ord
maximize progress toward achieving our goals.c
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* There is a continued need for a coordinatin
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GOALS, RECOMMENDATIONS & STRATEGIES

GOAL I: Adults wil ensure that yoUnghchildren and non-

working youth can grow, play, learn, and rest in protective
environments that are free of agricultural hazards.

%
I

1. Affordable and accessible childcare should be readily available for
children of farmers and farm laborers.

Strategies:

A) Community organizations, agribusinesses, religious groups, migrant health centers, and parents”
~ should work together to provide qualified, local childcare services that are responsive to the
needs of farm families and farmworker families,

B) Information regarding “model” childcare programs serving agricultural communities should
be widely communicated via the Internet and other mechanisms to promote best praclices

in developing and maintaining high quality childcare services for children of farm owners
and laborers.

A high proportion of childhood agricultural injuries and fatalities occur to children who are nat participating in
agricultural work, but are bystanders within an agricultural worksite, Physical separation of children from 2
worksite is an effective method of avoiding childhood exposures to occupational hazards. For families where
both parents work in non-farming occupations, off-site childcare is 2 common praclice and it is a guaranteed
means far preventing work-related childhood injuries. While off-site childcare is not always an option in agri-
culture, it should be given first consideration,

When_developing any childcare program, it is important fo be responsive to the work hours, cultural values, and
econamic limitations of parents and guardians who depend upan these local services. Where relevant, a needs
assessment should be conducted among parents and guardians to identify desired features of childcare services.
Directors of childcare services should be familiar with standards of care and safety as promulgated by the i3
American Academy of Pediatrics and American Public Health Association. z

A number of federal agencies are responsible for varioiis aspects of growth and development F.]C. iigrza
issues of rural childcare’crosses lines of departments and indivfdualsﬁwithin"'—]—ieil TanLEr,
Maternal and Child Health Bureau, Head Start and ather public-fungés '
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GOALS, RECOMMENDATIONS & STRATEGIES

groups such as the National Association for the Education of Young Children are closely allied with childcare issues,
Ideally, representatives of relevant agencies and organizations would interact to identify, sponsor, and promote
childcare options in rural and agricultural settings. '

- Some model childcare programs for agricultural workers have already been established and these could serve as an
example of “best practices” for other settings. For example, the Redlands Christian Migrant Association in
Immokalee, FL, is a successful cooperative venture between growers and churches that provides a hast of services
based on needs of children, parents, agricultural workers, and employers :

{see httpoihwanar srass-roots.org/usa/redlands. shiml).
= i

2. Safe play and recreation areas should be established so that youth who
live or visit on farms and ranches are protected from occupational and
environmental hazards. '

Strategies:

A) A guidance document should be developed by a Task Force of national representatives, including
specialists in playground safety, agricultural safety, environmental health, and pediatric sports
medicine. Their report should describe essential components of protective play and recreational
areas, In addition, it should clearly describe risk factors that contribute to unsafe play for young
children living and visiting on farms. Key points from the safe play areas guidance document should
be readily available via the Internet and the full, published report should be available free
upon request.

B) Farm organizations and the agricultural media should encourage and promote the principles of safe
play and recreation areas on farms through publications, conferences, and incentives such as awards
and contests targeted to farm owners and parents.

Up to two million children live and visit on United States farms annually and farms are popular sites for school
visits, petting zoos, and agricultural tourism. Data reveal the highest proportion of fatal and nonfatal agricultural
injuries occur to very young children and non-working youth, Young children are sometimes placed in structured
areas with playground equipment and sandboxes, while older children may enjoy building hay forts, riding
horseback, floating on homemade rafts in a farm pond, hiding in mazes of hay bales, and bicycling along paths.
Physical separation of children from the worksite and its occupational hazards is the most effective method of
reducing childhood agricultural injuries, hutin farm settings, this is not always feasible.

Currently, there are no standards or guidelines that inform farm owners and parents of basic elements of safe play
and recreation areas on farms. In addition to safety information, factors related to unsafe play areas and practices
e.g., access to heights, drowning hazards, etc.) should also be understood. Recommendatians for safe play areas an
farms should be based upon guidelines applicable to agricultural and environmental safety, playground standards,
and schaolyard safety. Farm owners and parents should have ready access to safety and supervision tips. Model
examples for safe play and recreation areas should be identified, including options that match a range of economic
limitations and environmental surroundings. This information should be widely disseminated and promoated so that

“rdults/parents might construct new, or modify current, safe and appropriate areas in which young children and non-
working youth can play. : :

Region-specific data regarding high-risk conditions (e.g., drowning in irrigation ditches, suffocation in grain bins)
should be noted and, where possible, regional promation of safe play areas should be encouraged and prioritized
based on local data. Strategies to address youth recreational safety such as ATVs, horses, snowmobiles, hunting, and

_  drowning prevention should involve youth-serving organizations such as National FFA and 4-H. State and federal
agencies with missions not directly related to agriculture are encouraged to be responsive to the agricultural, non-
work related sources of injury. Such groups include the federal Maternal and Child Health Bureau, the Consumer
Product Safety Commission, the Center for Disease Contrdl's National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, and

 the National Highway Traffic and Safety Administration. Professional organizations such as National Mstitute for

Farm Safety, American Society of Agricultural Engineers, and the American Academy of Pediatrics are also
encouraged to embrace the promotion of safe and appropriate recreation for children on farms.
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GOAL |I: Young workers will receive agricultural safety
training, -guidance, personal protective equipment and
adult supervision based on child development principles.

%

WaHA

3. A long-range plan for the North American Guidelines for Children's
Agricultural Tasks (NAGCAT) should be developed to ensure continuous
refinement based on evaluation research results, issues related to special
populations, as well as changes in production agriculture. The plan should
consider implications for employers of young workers in agriculture,

Strategies:

A) ATask Force comprised of NAGCAT primary advisors and other individuals should be convened by
the NIOSH-funded National Children's Center to develop a long-range plan for NAGCAT. The plan
should articulate future responsibilities and expanded roles for farm organizations and the farm-
media and should propese methods to address the needs of employers of young workers in agri-
culture who are subject to federal and state labor laws, The long-range plan for NAGCAT should

ensure that future modifications include culturally and geographically relevant content, format, and
distribution mechanisms.
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B) A strategy for periodic assessment of NAGCAT should be implemented by the NIOSH-funded 4
National Children’s Center, based upon the suggestions within that long-range plan. !, —q

- 7

The North American Guidelines for Children's Agricultural Tasks (NAGCAT) were developed as a basis for non-regu- 'ﬂ"‘
latory guidelines for childgen working under the supervision of parents. NAGCAT resources include details on 62~ -
different jobs that children conduct in agriculture, providing information regarding developmental attributes required
far jobs, suggested levels of parent supervision, common hazards, personal protective equipment, and type of
training needed before starting the job. Since their release in 1999, NAGCAT resources have been disseminated by
child safety organizations via a farm safety equipment supplier (www.gemplers.com) and via the Intefnet
(www.nageat.org). Issues related to NAGCAT have been discussed with state policy advisors of major farm organi-
zations and through numerous farm journals, farm newspapers, and agricultural trade journals. To date, there have
been no indications of strong oppesition by the farm media or farm organizations. Focus groups of farm parents and
preliminary research results indicate general appreciation of NAGCAT, especially among farm mothers who are

-, grateful to have them as a resource for “helping kids do the job safely” {personal communications of principal inves-

tigators of NAGCAT-related research, F. Hendersan, S. Wright and A. Gadomski).

some limitations of NAGCAT have been noted. For example, the content, language, and format are not conducive
for use among certain populations (e.g., Amish or nen-English speaking) or for selected, less common agricultural
tasks (e.g., handling sheep). There are some indications that current NAGCAT resources can be overwhelming in the
amount of information, possibly hindering their application by parents. Dissemination continues to be problematic.
Initial printed resources were deemed too expensive to purchase by some individuals and since that time their
promotion among farm parents has been fragmented, Further, we are still awaiting empirical evidence that appli-

* cation of NAGCAT recommendations are truly effective in providing safe agricultural working opportunities for
youth. Results of current NIOSH-funded research may guide future refinement and improvement of NAGCAT. Future
applications of NAGCAT should"be established and prioritized for funding, dissemination, and adaption by parents.

Although NAGCAT was never intended for use in formal employment settings, questions have been raised regarding
“if" and “when" NAGCAT could be applicable for farm operatars who hire young workers, NIOSH reviewed
NAGCAT with the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) as well as cértain state laws and found there were several
differences between them. The FLSA Child Labor Laws were generally more restrictive in terms of specific tasks-at
earlier ages. In the future, efforts should be made to clearly distinguish the difference between NAGCAT resources,
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which are based on principles of child development, and the federal palicies related to children’s work in agri-
culture. The long-range NAGCAT plan should be responsive to the needs of farm employers who are striving to
provide safe and meaningful work experiences for young people wha are working in compliance with labar laws.

=

4. Exposure limits should be established to guide agricultural work
assignments for children less than 18 years of age.

Strategies:

A} NIOSH, with input from EPA and other agencies, should -:nnﬁu«::t a scientific review leading to the
establishment of “Interim Exposure Limits for Children’s Work in Agriculture” based on scientifically
sound research and clinical judgments referenced from adult worker standards.

B) With funding and guidance from NIOSH, research should be conducted to address knowledge gaps
that would substantiate the “Interim Exposure Limits for Children’s Work in Agriculture.”

C) The Department of Labor, policymakers, farm organizations, arid safety professionals should
collaborate to ensure that future modifications in labor regulations affecting young workers are
based on recommended exposure limits and knowledge regarding adverse effects of agricultural
work (including absence from school) that have potential life-long implications for young workers.

%

Factors that affect disease and injury among adult workers in agriculture are well known, For example, workers are
“exposed to agrochemicals, organic dusts, gases, nitrates, volatile organic compounds, oils, and solvents. In addition
to toxins, there are exposures to noise, vibration, and cumulative body strain. The Qccupational Safety and Health
ACLIQSHA) standards, permissible exposure limits (PELS) as used in industry, as well as Wiirker Protection Standards

T (WPS) for agriculture, have been developed with adult warkers in mind. Such standards prescribe safety features of
g ' q equipment, limited exposures to toxic compounds, and methods to increase personal safety (e.g., by using personal
y i f[ pratective equipment such as steel-toed shaes and eye goggles). For many agricultural conditions, safety guidelines

and permissible exposure limits have been established for adults, based on the average adult male body size,

Children’s bodies are undergoing rapid growth ‘and development,
ey which is far difierent than the mainienance or aging
: e phase of adult bodies. Thus, adult-based worker
exposure limits would not necessarily be appro-
priate for young people. To date, limits for
common agricultural exposures have not
been established for children or
adolescents, In all likelihood, safe
exposure limits for children would
differ from that of adults. The goal is
to provide appropriate work
conditions while not compro-
mising a young person’s
developing physical, cognitive,
or psychological growth, The'
interpretation of what is
“appropriate” for young
people on farms is currently
untested. Sometimes it is a
perception that is driven by
tradition or economic need
rather than evidence about
risk and protection.
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There are gational data on childhood agricultural injuries and fatalities (per NIOSH) that describe serious injuries
associated with machinery, vehicles, and livestock In addition, new information regarding environmental impacts is
emerging. These data could serve as the basis for research that identifies specific physical hazards, environmental
exposures, and injury trends among young workers in agriculture. In addition to NIOSH-funded research an .
childhood agricultural injuries, several new Children's Environmental Health Centers have been established across

_ the U.S. with funding from Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the National Institute for Environmental”

- Health and Safety (NIEHS). Thraugh these Cénters, research s being conducted on the impact of environmental

exposures (e.g,, lead, pesticides, volatile organic compounds) on children’s developing bodies. Results of these
- efforts may be applicable to agricultural work,

e Sl

Where there is empirical evidence of safe exposure limits or protective measures that minimize harmful effects of
agricultural work, such facts should serve as the basis for guiding parents’ decisions regarding children’s work, In
addition, these facts should serve as the basis for any new or modified public policy protecting young workers in
agriculture. Specifically, there is a call for research that addresses safeguards and exposure limits for children to -
pesticides, airbarne toxicants, noise, vibration, lifting, repetitive tasks, prolonged atigue, or other factors. Because of
ethical and practical issues, it is not always possible to conduct exposure-typeresearch on children; however, in
many cases research using animal models and expert opinion could be applied.

There is strong disagreement amang various stakeholders regarding recommendations to adopt stricter regulations
- protecting children from agricultural hazards. Parents believe it is their right to have final authority regarding their -
children’s work and presence on a farm worksite. Farm parents are exempted from many child labor regulations.
At the same time, the OSHA standards are not enforceable on farms with fewer than 11 employees. Mast farm
owners strongly oppose any new government intrusions affecting the involvement of children in their agricultural
operations. In contrast, safety advocates endorse a public health approach to injury prevention including education,
engineering, and public policies. Their position is supported by research that demonstrates that education and
awaréness alone are insufficient to prevent childhood injuries. For example, once state laws were passed reqairing
the use of child passenger safety seats, parents were far more likely to use such seats and the death rate of children
in auto crashes decreased, Safety advocates believe that public policies would be the most effective way 10 influence k_' i

A : v = 3 n
adult behaviors (through rewardls or punishment) so that children's exposures to agricultural hazards would be L] s 7
limited and, thus, childhoad agricultural injuries prevented. ; . .

Collectively, parents, farm owners, and safety advocates all acknowledge that children and adolescents are ' 21

dependent upon adults to set and establish protective standards for them. However, parents, farm owners, and work
supervisars may not always be informed of occupational hazards, safe exposure limits, child development principles,
safety guidelines, or gavernment regulations applicable to child supervision, productien agriculture and environ- -
mental exposures, While recognizing that parents rarely engage in biehaviors to intentionally harm their children,
some have argued that failure to adhere ta the best safety standards be considered as child neglect or endangerment,
At the very least, the recommendations of this group point to the need to establish practices and policies that enable
parents to provide a safe environment for their children, ensuring that safety is viewed as a valued component of
effective parenting. Ideally, the combination of research-based exposure limits, injury data, and lessons learned from
other young worker safety initiatives would provide the basis for upgrading current policies (or proposing new
policies) that are understood and accepted by parents and farm owners,

5. Model programs for training and supervising young agricultural workers
-~ should be identified through evaluation, then widely replicated via the
facilitation and resources of well-established organizations.

Strategies: ' 4 ] :

A) NIOSH should establish a Task Force to identify features of effective young worker fraining programs
through a scientific review of existing research. Analysis of findings should form the basis'of core -

~ competencies and essential components of model training and supervision programs for young

workers in agriculture. =

B) NIOSH, USDA, and others should provide funding for developing innovative young worker
safety interventions based upon the best theory and practice models. Funding should require a
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" GOALS, RECOMMENDATIONS & STRATEGIES

collaborative relationship with farm organizations as well as rigorous scientific evaluation methods
that may reveal long-term applications.

€} USDA should ensure that the National Tractor Certification Frogram is effective in reducing tractor-

related injuries and is available for young agricultural workers including seasonal workers who do
- - - :
not reside on farms.

. . /
D) The NIOSH-funded regional Centers for Agricultural Disease and Injury Research, Education, and
Prevention as well as the NIOSH Education and Research Centers should fest the efficacy of training

programs for agricultural employers, based on regional disease and injury conditions and the critical
elements necessary to train and supervise young agricultural workers,

E) Farm organizations and other employer groups should strongly encourage adoption of effective safety
and health training programs for young workers. These programs should include basic principles of

child development and supervisory strategies for working with adolescents, "

F) Public and private sector funds should be allocated to major farm and commodity organizations to
support dissemination of established agricultural health and safety training programs for supervisors
of young workers.

There are multiple curricula for teaching agricultural safety for youth, yet, only a few of these curricula have
undergone extensive evaluation to determine their effectiveness. Formative evaluation is typically conducted during
the development or improvement of a program to ensure it is meeting the information needs of the target population
and delivered in 2 manner that is understood by program participants. Summative evaluation is conducted after a
program is completed to test whether outcomes are achieved. For example, did a training program result in fawer
worker injuries or less back strain among young workers during a harvest seasan? Rigorous scientific evaluations of
training and supervision programs would enable us to concentrate future efiors on selected programs that are cost-
effective, yielding desired results. Knowledge gained irom successful young worker training, apprenticeship, and
supervision initiatives in various settings (e.g., foad service, retail sales} might also be applied to agriculture.

Educational systems, youth-serving organizations, and agricultural employers are in strategic positions to promote -
and facilitate high quality education and training programs for young agricultural workers including the young
migrant and seasonal work force in agriculture, The challenge is to connect effective programs with effective delivery
systems. Funding from-public and private sector sources could be an important incentive in making these
connections between occupational health and safety training programs, work supervisors, and young workers.

. Unique issues associated with migrant and seasonal adolescents workers

should be addressed as proposed by the National Adolescent Farmworker
Occupational Health and Safety Advisory Committee.,

Strategies:

A) A Task Force of federal agency representatives, young worker safety advocates, farm organizations,
and other relevant stakeholders should be established to develop an action plan for implementing
the NAFOHSAC recommendations.

B) Non-government organizations involved in health and safety should facilitate agricultural safety
interventions that are matched o the language and learning preferences of young workers.
Evaluation strategies should be applied in order to guide development and funding of future
programs targeted to young migrant and seasonal workers. :

Young migrant and seasonal workers are the fastest growing segment of the agricultural workforce. Many of them are

entering an unfamiliar country and working in agriculture for the first time. In addition to their developmental needs

for nutrition, rest, and education, young migrant and seasonal workers are totally dependent on adults for ensuring
their health and safety while employed in agriculture. Over an 18-month period, the 26-member Natianal
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Adolescent Farmworker Occupational Health and Safety Advisory Committee (NAFOHSAC) generated three broad
goals and 12 specific recommendations in their report, Migrant and Seasonal Hired Adolescent Farmworkers: A Plan
to Improve Working Conditions (Vela Acosta and Lee, Edls., 2001). Because these recommendations were being
finalized at the time of the 2001 Summit, it was agreed that issues desmed unique to migrant and seasonal workers,
alang with the federal agencies responsible for them, should be integrated with this document,

The NAFOHSAC recommendations are provided on page 32,

“Goals and Recommendations of the National Adolescent

Farmworker Occupational Health and Safety s
Advisory Committee.” Within this report, there
is,a call to develop linguistically and ;
culturally appropriate health and safety |
materials, Anather recommendation -
encourages assessment of occupational S
risks not only at worksites, but also at-
housing locations where young 3
workers reside, There is also a
suggestion to develop a National
Farmworker Adalescent Network
that will serve as a communication
link and support system for

young workers,

What is still needed is assurance
that NAFOHSAC recommendations
are acknowledged and acted upon
by federal and state agencies, farm
organizations, and farm employers
-that are in responsive positions. Full
implementation of NAFOHSAC
recommendations may take many
years to accomplish. In the
meantime, encouragement is given
to enhance current efforts, such as
tractor certification training, to be
culturally and linguistically -
responsive to migrant and
seasonal workers,




NS & STRATEGIES :

GOALS, RECOMMENDATIO

GoAL 1ll: Astrong public/private infrastructljre will be

“commitment necessary to prevent childhood agricultural

maintained to ensure the vision, leadership, and national

injuries.

7. Federal funding should be maintained for childhood agricultural injury
prevention activities including a Federal Agency Task Force and a National
Children’s Center 10 provide leadership and coordination between the
public and private sectors:

b

——--Hﬂﬂﬁﬂﬁnﬁﬁﬂﬂn1

Strategies:

A) The U.S. Congress should allocate funding to several federal agencies for implementing recommen-
dations within this 2001 summit report. In addition to NIOSH funds for research, other federal
agencies such as USDA and MCHB should be granted funds to address the non-research aspecls of

this initiative.

B) NIOSH should revitalize the Childhood Agricultural Injury prevention Federal Agency Task Force
with a focus on leading nd maintaining collaborative inter-agency Jctivities including regularly
scheduled communications.

C) The NIOSH-designated National Children’s Center <hould maintain a leadership role in coordinating
and communicating public/private sector programs, with a special emphasis on “translating”
surveillance findings and research results so that the scope of the problem and best practices are

known and applied in the agricultural community.

Over the past five years tha national momentur for child farm safety has been greatly enhanced through the current
initiative’s infrastructure that includes NIOSH as the lead agency, 2 Federal Agency Task Force, and a federally-
funded Center located in the private sector. The NIOSH Child Agricultura| Team has demanstrated unwavering
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representatives fram 11 federal agencies, Through 5 competitive process, 2 NIOSH-funded National Children‘s |

Center for Ryral and Agricultyra) Heallh and Safety INCCRAHS;, established jn Marshfield, WI, has bridged the gap
ehwveen (he pub]ic«’gﬂvemmenr sector and the private.-’{arming sector. |

Feedback from numeraus stakeholdars reveals satisfaction with NIOSH |

sUmmary of NID§H fesearch grantees testimony from Nios H's mid-course review, and the evaluation summg of -

NOSH-designated National Childrens Center, which J8IVEs as a link 1o the farming community,

As long as children are at risk of agricultyral fatalities and injuries, there e Support among stakeholders for the
continuation of this national initiative. Presently, most Cﬂﬂgr&ssioﬂa“}-‘-appmpdﬂfﬂd funds go to NIOSH, where the
Primary mission js research. NIOSH has dop commendable job a5 the lead agency for this initiative. However,
becayse MIOSH: primary Mtission js research, some recummenda[iuns, such as non-research activities and coordi-
nation with Private agencies and agribusiness, haye not been fully pursyed. There is now 5 role for other Broups to

become more intimately invalved, For example, the faderal Maternal and Chilg Health Bureay (MCHB) could Buide -

-I i \ -
B} Farm nrganizatiuns, farm media, and agrrhusmessegp such as farm equipment manufacturers, should
review j

0 A follow-up workshop ta the 1997 “Childhood Agricultural Injury Prevention Stmtég}f.Wurkshnp"
should be held to identify optimal methods for matching private sector donations with childhood
agricultural injury programs that have demonstrateq successful outcomes, This meeting should
include strategizing on methads o motivate agricultyq) businesses to become active Partners ip

such programs, A formal report from the workshop shoyulg be published anq disseminated to inform
and motivate foyndag; i

childhood agricultura] injury prevention,




GOALS, RECOMMENDATIONS & STRATEGIES

One of the lessans learned from assessing progress under this initiative is that farm owners and farm parents are
strongly influenced by forces such as the economy and their agricultural business links. The “vertical integration” of
agriculture produces powerful relationships between farm owners or farmwarkers) and the business'employment
cantacts upon which they depend {e.g., cooperative, insurer, labor contractor). In addition to traditional practices
and sacial norms, safety behaviors affecting chileren can be influenced by factors such as current pricing,
production deadlines, the general farm economy, labar pool, and insurance. This means that parents’ decisions that
result in children’s exposures to agricultural hazards are influenced by factors that span far beyond their knowledge
of child safety guidelines or young worker training and supervision recommendations. The “battom line” is that,
when compared to safety or health professianals, agriculture-related businesses may have equal or greater oppor-
tunity to influence behaviors that will result in prevéntion of childhood agricultural injuries. Indeed, in the shsence
of widespread expansion of public policies that limit the presence of children in agricultural worksites, there is a
“major call for increased involvernent of organizations that have strong influence on farm ewners and parents.

Financial and human resources are needed to ensure serious and long-standing involvement of agribusinesses and
farm organizations in interventions designed to alleviate situations that put children al risk of agricultural injuries and
iatalities. The “Certified Safe Farm” intervention study was a demonstration model of how insurers of farm families
might reap financial benefits when safety practices are adopted (laspersan, et al., 1999). Options for merging federal
funds with private sector “research and development” funds should be considered. Lessons could be learned from
other industries (e.g., construction, automabile manufacturing) where federal funds h;we been directed to solve

- problems through joint public/private ventures. Ideally, there would be strong collaboration between researchers,

agricultural producers, manufacturers, cooperatives, insurers, and others in developing and testing practical injury
prevention programs.

Many agribusinesses and foundations have donated large sums of money and others are willing to donate funds for
worthy causes associated with children and injury prevention, In 1997, a NIOSH-funded “Childhood Agricultural
Injury Prevention Strategy Workshop” involving representatives of major corporations and the farm media was -
convened by Purdue University's Agricultural Safety and Health Program (Purdue University, 1999), Workshop results
identified elements for product development, service markeling, distribution, and collaberation that are deemed
important to corporale sponsors. As knowledge is gained about effective intervention strategies {as determined
through evaluation and injury surveillance), it would be helpful to match the interests and needs of potential
agribusiness sponsors with effective programs so that resources can be targeted for maximum henefits,

Along with public/private sector collaboration, international collaboration and assistance to developing nations is
strongly encouraged. The glabal economy has raised many new issues for agriculture, Concerns regarding sale of
goods associated with inappropriate child labor are justification for keeping abreast of international developments in
childhood agricultural safety. In addition, international collaboration related to the welfare of children is bound to
have positive outcomes for coming generations,
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9. A national research agenda for childhood Kagricultural injury prevention

should be updated based upon progress to date.
Strategies:

A)

Q)

D)

—r

A national research agenda for childhood agricultural injury prevention should be developed no later
than 2005 through a coalition of individuals associated with this national initiative. This process

could be facilitated by the NIOSH-designated National Children's Center. Participants should include i,

a variety of individuals including researchers not previously funded by NIOSH.

In cases where there is a lack of competitive proposals, NIOSH should communicate research oppor-
tunities through mechanisms that reach relevant disciplines (e.g., physicians, social scientists,

economists) and consider contractual and/or noncompetitive mechanisms to secure information on
specialized topics. '

ATask Force should be convened to generale a guidance document, providing recommendations for
consistent use-of childhood agricultural injury terminology for data collection and reporting purposes,
Members of this Task Force should include individuals experienced in injury coding, classification, and
data collection and analyses. The guidance dacument should be widely available via the Internet and
should be encouraged as the basis for federally-funded childhood agricultural injury surveillance research,

NIOSH, USDA, and the Department of Labor should co-sponsor a workshop to address effective

methods for studying agricultural disease and injury among children and young workers associated
with the migrant, seasonal, and immigrant workforce,

Given the timing of the 2001 Summit, which occurred prior to completion of numerous MIOSH-funded studies on
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childhood agricultural injuries, it was deemed premature to propose a detailed, updated research agenda. Oncethe "I (J

current NIOSH-funded studies have yielded specific implications, there will be a clearer indication of gaps and 3 m 7
needs for further research. NIOSH also indicated a concern that for some of their “requests for proposals,” the =
submissions did not merit funding. In the future, for cases where information is needed and there are recognized 27

ekperts to conduct that research (e:g., economic impact of childhood agricultural injuries), a contract mode! versus
the standard research application model is encouraged.

In terms of injury data, NIOSH has successfully gathered baseline injury data, with options for tracking trends in
fatalities and injuries data over time. While NIOSH uses a standardized system, problems persist in the inconsistent

use of injury terminalogy across injury researchers and data collection systems. To assess progres+in preventing -
injuries, it would be helpful to have consistent terminalogy and application of national and regional data. In addition

to maintaining injury surveillance efforts, the current injury data should be used to identify injury prevention options

for conditions (e.g., region-specific livestock operations ar drowning hazards) known to be associated with high.
proportions of deaths and injuries,

Scientists involved in this national initiative are conducting a variety of studies. Although many research results are
still pending, there are preliminary Suggestions for future research, Participants of the 2001 Summit meeting have
recommended research on: (a) the beneficial as well as adverse physical and psychological effects for children and
adolescents living and working on farms, (b) incentive-based programs for influencing farm parents’ practices
invalving children and adolescents on farms, {c) impact of modifications in regulations affecting young workers in
agriculture including ergonomic factors and noise exposure limits, (d) economic impact of childhood agricultural
injuries and the cost-benefit relationship of safety training for young workers in agriculture, and (e) methods to t
improve agricultural injury and fatality surveillance systems to ensure valid tracking of trends and new issues as well
as systems that require state public health departments’ participation in surveillance efforts.

Comprehensive evaluation is fundamental for identifying interventions that have high likelihood of promoting safe
practices (e.g,, tractor safety training and certification, farm safety day camps). Evaluation results would enable
private donors {e.g., foundations, agribusinesses) to direct their resources for supporting programs deemed to have
high impact and far disseminating them to geographically and ethnically diverse sites across the nation, By
conducting high-quality evaluation research on childhood agricultural injury prevention programs, we could
increase the likelihood that limited resources are targeted to the most effective programs.
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" 10. A Childhood Agricultural Safety Network should set a vision and provide
leadership and coordination of private sector childhood agricultural

- injury prevention efforts in a manner that represents the geographic and
ethnic diversity of agriculture in the U.S. 1

RECOMMENDATIONS & STRATEGIES.

Strategies: /

A) With facilitation and resources from the NIOSH-designated National Children’s Center, a Childhood
Agricultural Safety Network should be fostered to develop its goals, strategies, and communication
systems based upon recommendations from the 2001 Summit while being respansive to the ever-
changing issues affecting children who live and visit on farms and ranches.

B) This Childhood Agricultural Safety Network ultimately should be comprised of individuals, profes-
sional groups (e.g., American Academy of Pediatrics), non-government organizations, and businesses
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private sector leadership.

The 1996 National Action Plan called for a gradual transitioning of leadership for this initiative away from NIQSH
into the private sector. The agricultural community is far more receptive to safety and health programs and non-regu-
latory approaches that originate outside of government. Private sector individuals and organizations deal with
challenges such as limited funding, regional needs, and competitive activities that can hinder cooperatian. A
mechanism to guide the collective efiorts of key arganizations is needed to facilitate national-level initiatives that
will achieve our vision of camprehensive, coordinated efforts to prevent childhood agricultural injuries. Through the
collective efforts of well-established organizations that have a national focus on children, agriculture, safety, and
migrant workers, a wider and more diverse audience may be reached.

L

" GOALS,

g T
}-‘.ﬂ Primary tasks for the Childhood Agricultural Safety Network should include efforts to: (a) develop a comprehensive,
i I 7 - long-term, year-round public education campaign with messages about childhood agricultural injury prevention to
be disseminated through a variety of media; (b) identify and acknowledge (e.g., through “awards”) the contributions -




that individual farmers make to reducing hazards to children and adolescents on farms; (c) encourage adoption of
. “incentive-based” programs that may influence adult behaviors to protect children; (d) disseminate information
regarding relevant research results, professional training, model programs, and collaborative efforts to a broad

audience; and (e) interact with international colleagues-especially where global trade affects agricultural wE_r-king
standards for children in other nations. ; #

injury prevention initiative should be widely communicated.

Strategies:

" A) NIOSH childhood agricultural injury data should be updated regularly and communicated ina clear,

accessible manner for use by safety professionals, the media, the farming community, policymakers,
and program planners. '

B)The NIOSH-designated National Children’s Center should work with NIOSH to issue semi-annual

reports of injury surveillance findings, research study results, examples of model intervention
programs, and other relevant information, /

C) The NIOSH-designated National Children’s Center shéuld convene an annual in-person meeting,
including federal agency representatives, non-government organizations, and youth-serving groups,
to facilitate inter-organization/agency communications regarding progress in achieving injury
prevention goals, emerging issues affecting children in agriculture, and to review and potentially
modify priority areas for future efforts, . 3

D) Agricultural journals, iewspapers, radio and television programs, Internet sites, and other outlets
should report childhood agricultural injury events that include prevention strategies, disseminate
information regarding safe play and appropriate work for children on farms, and sponsor awards
and incentives for individuals and organizations that demonstrate exemplary praclices to protect
children who live on, visit, and/or work on farms and ranches. i

Mowow o W W W MWW

Good communications are key to successful initiatives, For this 2001 Summit assessment of progress to date,
discussions were held with multiple stakeholders who provided personal and organizational feedhack. One thing

miation regarding NIOSH's injury surveillance findings, NIOSH-funded internal and extramural research activities,
successes and failures in program efforts, funding opportunities for research and demonstration programs, and
insights into how farm owners and parents perceive efforts to protect children from agricultural injuries. The need for
more informative and timely communications has been expressed as a high priority.

grpmur'ﬁ'c___éﬂor'zs should serve multiple purposes. In addition 1o enhancing basic awareness, information is used to
fine and direct our efforts. NIOSH childhoad agricultural injury data could guide local or state intervention
~ programs so they focus specifically on the children at greatest risk. For example, in a given region the injury data
g would highlight details regarding the demographic characteristics of injured children, their activities when injured,
and the type of agriculture in which injuries occurred. Thus, prevention programs could be tailored to the most
common injuries. Information regarding successful interventions wiould help program planners and policy-
makers use evaluation results to select the interventions that most closely match their needs and have the

= . Breatest potential for positive results. ,

The mass media should use communication strategies to inform the general public, farm community, and
“parents about issues such as the scope of the problem, common myths and misconceptions about safety,
high-impact interventions, and socially acceptable pr&ctices. Ultimately, a good social marketing

strategy involving effective communications would shape public opinion about children and farm

§ safety. Just as research and interventions changed social norms about child passenger safety seat

practices, it is conceivable that unsafe traditions and hazardous exposures to children would
gradually be minimized through social norms and public pressure regarding appropriate roles
for children in relation to production agriculture.
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11. Information regarding all aspects of this national childhood agricultural'" S

became clear through the assessment process — people want more infornation. They want timely and relevant infor-
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12. A training plan should be devéluped and implemented that will enable

professionals and community leaders to address childhood agricultural
injury prevention issues. .

5 t‘ra!'.-f'gfes: i

A) A Task Force should develop a comprehensive training agenda to ensure that childhood agricultural
injury prevention is effectively addressed by public health professionals, occupational safety profes-
sionals, migrant health educators, agricultural businesses, and others who work in a capacity to
address preparation of the agricultural workforce. Based upon a needs assessment, this plan should
recommend distance-based training programs and strategies for incorporating childhood agricultural
injury prevention into existing programs and describe funding and operational issues, Once :
developed, the proposed training plan could be supported in part by private sector donations with
endorsement and encouragement from professional organizations (e.g., National Institute for Farm
Safety) as well as the Childhood Agricultural Safety Network.
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B) A central resource should be designated for the identification, collection and dissemination of childhood
agricultural injury prevention syllabi and curriculum materials, A proactive outreach plan should be
implemented to make relevant faculty and training programs aware of the available resources.

C) With public and private funding, organizations such as the National Safety Council, the NIOSH-
funded Centers, Farm Safety 4 Just Kids, and land grant institutions should offer advanced training in

childhood agricultural injury prevention including content relevant to planning, implementing, and
evaluating community-hased strategies.

An element of developing infrastructure to support effective childhood agricultural injury prevention is ensuring a
well-trained workforce capable of developing and applying state-of-the-art knowledge and skills. The 1996 National
Action Plan called for greater awareness and increased raining opportunities for professionals through networking,
30 academic curricula, and in-service education\oppﬂnuniﬁes. In the few cases where these activities have taken place,
they have occurred in a fragmented manner, In addition to direct training for safety professionals, other training
- needs have been identified. Community-level pragram leaders often request guidance in their childhood agricultural
safety efforts, but for a number of reasons, professionals sometimes lack competence in responding to such requests,
It is widely believed that community-based agricultural safety interventions hold promise for motivating behavior
changes and influencing social-norms that might eliminate agricultural injuries among children.

Safety professionals are interested in developing 2 systematic and collaborative approach to professional training in agri-
cultural health and safety that would include a child-specific component. Core competencies for basic training related to
childhood agricultural injury prevention should be identified. A model course and material would include relevant agri-
cultural injury topics and the process of program development, implementation and evaluation, and an outreach plan to
encourage their use. Those engaged in childhood agricultural injury prevention efiorts should be knowledgeable about
feasible options, policy development, advocacy and using injury data. Ideally, training programs would be integrated,
allowing addition of childhood agricultural fssues into existing curricula and promoting cross training that would benefit
, agricultural and non-agricultural safety professionals. Key agencies and institutions participating in collaborative efforts
might include: {a) USDA and state-level Cooperative Extension Service, (b) National Safety Council and its National
Education Center for Agricultural Safety, (c) NIOSH-funded Centers, (d) CDC-funded Injury Control Research Centers, (e)

Schaols of Public Health, (f) universities with graduate programs in agricultural health and safety, (g) the Department of
Education, and (h) grass-roots groups such as Farm Safety 4 Just Kids. = :

Interest has also been expressed in developing a professional certification for agricultural safety that would include
child-specific issues. A professional organization, such as the National Institute for Farm Safety, may want to assess the
; feasibility and value of such certification. Partrierships between land grant institutions and federal agencies (e.g., USDA,
e Department of Education, NIOSH) could then be formed to secure funding for the development of intemships,

| : curriculum development, and issues pertinent to accrediting and centification. Programs should reach out to Broups
such as the American Society of Safety EngineeTs and others with potential for impacting injury prevention strategies.
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SLUMMARY

he primary goals of the 2001

Summit on Childhaod

Agricultural Injury Prevention
have been achieved, The pracess of
assessing progress to date and
engaging stakeholders in developing
recommendations far the future
yielded valuable results. Moclel
programs were identified; perspectives
of farm owners, parents, and youth
were nated; limitations and gaps in
leadership and research were noted;
and the challenge of adopting public
policy was acknowledged. The
process stimulated renewed
commitment to this issug, suggested
creative methods for engaging farm
organizations, and suggested new
roles for federal agencies that span
beyond NIOSH's research mission,

We now have three broad goals -
addressing non-working children,
young workers in agriculture, and
national leadership and infrastructure.
Twelve recommendations build on
these goals, and each recommen-
dation includes several feasible,
practical strategies for implemen-
tation. Proposed strategies will require
cooperation among farm organi-
zatians, youth-serving groups, injury
prevention researchers and program
directors, and federal agencies. There
is plenty of work ahead and opportu-
nities for many individuals and
organizations to get involved.

It 1s expected that, al least for the
short term, NIOSH will maintain its
leadership role in guiding and funding
future efforts. NIOSH intends to keep

other federal agencies informed of
relevant activities, to maintain support
for 2 National Children’s Center, and
to continue funding for selected
research endeavors, Long term, it is
hoped that federal agencies and
public monies will be less important
as ownership of prevention programs
are embraced by private, non-
government groups, and the
businesses and networks through
which farm owners and parents
conduct their work, The important
work of preventing childhood agri-
cultural injuries belongs right at
hame and on the farm, where
children are completely dependent
upon adults in their living and
working environment to protect
them from harm.
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GOALS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
MATIONAL ADODLESCENT FARMWORIKER
@ﬁcaﬂﬂ’ﬂ?lﬂﬂﬂﬂ. HEAL’E"H ARND SAFETY

GOAL I: Identify
profiles of hired
adolescent

farmworkers employed
in production
agriculture across the
United States.

Recommended Actions

1. The Department of Labor (DOL)
and the National Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health
(NIOSH], with the cooperation of
migranl non-profil organizations,
state health departments, and
Migrant Clinicians Network
(MCN) should be funded to
develop and maintain a regional
on-going database of occupation-
related demographics. Data
should include age, gender, race,
type of work, housing location,
permanent residency address,
and access to health care.

2. Wage and Hour Division at state
levels, in coordination with
migrant agencies, DOL, NIOSH,
and the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) should coor-
dinate efforts to assess
occupational risks at adolescent
farmworkers’ worksites and
housing locations, which often
are separate. Worksites where
adolescent farmworkers are
employed should provide
facilities and resources that
address adolescents” neads,
including persanal hygiene,
emergency contact information,
telephone communications, and
adult supervision.

GOAL II: Identify
occupational risks that
are potentially unique
and specific to hired
adolescent
farmworkers.

Recommended Actions

3. Congress should allocate funds to
the Centers for Disease Cantrol
and Prevention (CDC), desig-
nating NIOSH to plan,
implement, and evaluate
intramural and extramural
research efforts to promote best
waork practices and to improve
health and safety of hired
adolescent farmworkers. NIOSH
can convene a group of agri-
cultural safety specialists,
agricultural producers, and occu-
pational healthcare providers
wha work with hired adolescent
farmwarkers to evaluate progress
to improve their working
conditions, Information gathered
by these experts on ways to
minimize risk factors should be
disseminated to health profes-
sionals, agricultural employers,
and others serving adolescent
farmworkers to help them
understand agricultural risks by
commodity groups.

4. Congress should allocate funds to
the CDC, designating NIOSH as
the leading agency along with
the DOL and the USDA, to
establish effective data collection
methodologies that will identify
major sources of occupational
risks, disease, and injury among

T e e

adolescent farmworkers by crop,
region, and type of employer,
Comprehensive analysis of
exposure to work hazards should
integrate environmental
conditions, erganomic hazards,
and physiological factors for
adolescents, Ressarch efforts
need to be targeted to regions
where adolescent farmwarkers
are concentrated.

5. The Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), DOL, migrant
health professionals, agricultural
health and safety professionals,
agricultural employers, and
others should provide language-
and cultural-appropriate access
(i.e., via toll-free telephone) for
adolescent farmwarkers to
express their work questions
and concerns about occupa-
tional hazards

GOAL Ill: Plan,
implement, and
evaluate interventions
to eliminate or
minimize occupational
health and safety risks
of hired adolescent
farmworkers.

Recommended Actions

6. Congress should fund the NIOSH
Agricultural Centers and the
USDA Cooperative Extension
Services; via the Risk
Management Education Division
(RMED), to support agricultural
employers’ associations in the
establishment of systems to
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educate agricultural employers,
supervisors of adolescent farm-

& | workers, and farm labor
contractors about adolescent
b | farmworkers’ occupational risks

and prevention strategies,

- Agricultural employers” organi-
zations and others, such as
RMED from USDA, should
facilitate discussions among
members and researchers to
promote best work praclices
helping agricultural employers to
identify practical solutions for
occupational hazards among
adolescent farmwarkers, They
can provide time during regional,
state, and national meetings for
major presentations and group
discussions to report innovative
and effective interventions.

. NIOSH should be funded to
provide agricultural employer-
targeted evaluation studies to
determine the cost-effectiveness
of intervention programs aimed
at preventing occupational
disease and injury among
adolescent farmworkers.

11

- The American Academy of

Pediatrics (AAP), North American
Agromedicine Consortium,
NIOSH, and other relevant orga-
nizations should provide
advanced training for health
professionals on occupational
health and safety conditions in
agriculture, with a special focus
on adolescent farmworkers.

« NIOSH should evaluate the

impact of the agricultural media
in enhancing public awareness to
effectively promote best wark
practices involving adolescent
farmworkers among agricultural
employers.

A regional, coordinated approach
should be established to address
adalescent farmwaorkers' occupa-
tional health and safety needs.
Funding should be available to
universities, NIOSH Agricultural
Centers, and others to provide
adolescent farmworker educa-
tional health and safety
interventions. Those actions will:
(1) maximize collaborative efforts
with current initiatives; (2)
develop language and culturally
appropriate materials; (3) assess
adolescent farmworkers’ safety
risk perceptions; (4) account for
cultural beliefs about safety
practices; and (5) be tailored
specifically to adolescent
learning needs and not just a part
of a general session for all
workers.

Congress should create a Farmworker
Adolescent Network and designate
the DOL, the USDA, NIOSH, and the
Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) to lead and coordinate a multi-
organization network for addressing
adolescent farmworkers’ occupational
health and safety research and
program activities. Organizations
representing agricultural employers,
migrant health professionals, migrant
advocates, adolescent farmworkers,
and agricultural safety professionals
should be represented in this new
Farmwarker Adolescent Network
(FAN), Joint venture funds from
public and private sectors should be
encouraged to support FAN to fund
regional and national initiatives
including data collection, research,
training, and innovative prevention
programs based on significant
research findings from convened
groups and FAN.

The full repart from the National
Adolescent Farmworker
Occupational Health and Safety
Advisory Committee can be viewed
and printed by going to
http://research. marshfieldclinic.org/
children.
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