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Estimated burden of disease from arsenic in drinking

water supplied by domestic wells in the United States

Susan Lavinia Greco, Anna Belova, Jacqueline Haskell

and Lorraine Backer
ABSTRACT
Well water around the world can be contaminated with arsenic, a naturally occurring geological

element that has been associated with myriad adverse health effects. Persons obtaining their

drinking water from private wells are often responsible for well testing and water treatment. High

levels of arsenic have been reported in well water-supplied areas of the United States. We quantified

– in cases and dollars – the potential burden of disease associated with the ingestion of arsenic

through private well drinking water supplies in the United States. To estimate cancer and

cardiovascular disease burden, we developed a Monte Carlo model integrating three input streams:

(1) regional concentrations of arsenic in drinking water wells across the United States; (2) dose–

response relationships in the form of cancer slope factors and hazard ratios; and (3) economic cost

estimates developed for morbidity endpoints using ‘cost-of-illness’ methods and for mortality using

‘value per statistical life’ estimates. Exposure to arsenic in drinking water from U.S. domestic wells is

modeled to contribute 500 annual premature deaths from ischemic heart disease and 1,000 annual

cancer cases (half of them fatal), monetized at $10.9 billion (2017 USD) annually. These considerable

public health burden estimates can be compared with the burdens of other priority public health

issues to assist in decision-making.
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INTRODUCTION
Arsenic is a naturally occurring element commonly present in

the Earth’s crust and was used as a pesticide in the United

States prior to 1960. Exposure to arsenic is associated with

a wide range of adverse human health effects, including can-

cers of the skin, lung, liver, bladder, and kidney (NRC ).

Other effects include skin lesions, inflammation, neurologic

impairment in children, hypertension, cardiovascular disease,

and diabetes (Naujokas et al. ). While people can be

exposed to arsenic by inhaling contaminated air at certain

workplaces or eating certain foods, drinking contaminated

water remains a primary route of exposure (Oberoi et al. ).
Exposure to arsenic via groundwater is a concern in

many countries around the world, including Bangladesh,

Taiwan, and some areas of Canada and the United States

(Naujokas et al. ). The World Health Organization

(WHO) provisional guideline value for arsenic is 10 μg/L

(WHO ), lowered from 50 μg/L, which is still a challenge

to meet in some countries. Drinking water limits are

only enforceable by jurisdictions that supply water to

communities (Chappells et al. ). Unfortunately, this

standard does not apply to private wells. For example, in

2001, the United States Environmental Protection Agency
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(U.S. EPA) set a maximum contaminant level for arsenic of

10 μg/L that applies to community water systems (i.e., a

system serving at least 15 locations or 25 residents year-

round) and noncommunity water systems (e.g., schools,

residential facilities, and factories), but not domestic wells

(U.S. EPA ). Domestic wells are the primary source of

drinking water for approximately 40 million people or

about 13% of households in the United States (NGWA

). Nearly 7% of sampled domestic wells in the United

States had arsenic concentrations exceeding 10 μg/L

(DeSimone et al. ), with some individual domestic

wells in Maine having arsenic concentrations 50 times

higher than the limit, exceeding 500 μg/L (Nielsen et al.

). Treatment systems such as reverse osmosis, activated

alumina filtration, and ion exchange can remove arsenic

from water at either the point of well water entry to the

home or the point of use (i.e., at the tap). However, these sys-

tems can be expensive and costs are borne by the well

owners who face challenges in implementing such systems

(Schmidt ). In addition, household arsenic treatment is

not completely effective in eliminating arsenic exposure,

particularly when the source water concentration is high

(Smith et al. ). An evaluation of arsenic remediation

approaches in North America concluded that a key priority

was to ‘ensure that such cost evaluations fully consider the

averted costs to the health care and social welfare system

of well water interventions to reduce arsenic and other

drinking water contaminants’ (Chappells et al. ). The

authors further lamented that no such data were available.

Previous efforts exist to estimate the burden of disease

for arsenic. The Global Burden of Disease (GBD) Study

examined occupational exposure to arsenic, which is predo-

minantly through the inhalation route of exposure rather

than the ingestion route pertinent to private wells (Gakidou

et al. ). A WHO study noted that arsenic, among other

exposures, contributed to neonatal effects and cancer, but

their assessment was based on an expert survey and not

linked to exposure (Prüss-Üstün et al. ). The

authors also noted the role of arsenic in relation to ischemic

heart disease (cardiovascular disease primarily due to

atherosclerosis or narrowing of the arteries), but did not

attempt to quantify this burden. Lokuge et al. () did

quantify ischemic heart disease, as well as diabetes and

skin, bladder, lung, and kidney cancer in terms of deaths
om http://iwa.silverchair.com/jwh/article-pdf/17/5/801/611771/jwh0170801.pdf
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and disability-adjusted life years (DALYs) for high arsenic

exposure levels encountered in Bangladesh to evaluate

mitigation interventions for arsenic-related and infectious

disease. (DALYs combine mortality and morbidity and are

often used for comparison across countries, notably in the

GBD study.) Similarly, Howard et al. () developed a

tool to estimate the disease burden (in DALYs) to support

decision-making for arsenic mitigation options (e.g., shallow

or deep tube well).

In terms of previous studies conducted on private wells

in the United States, Kumar et al. () modeled arsenic

concentrations in domestic wells across seven regions of

the country based on data collected during 1976–1996 to

estimate cancer risk. They reported an excess lifetime risk

of lung and bladder cancer mortality combined of 66 cases

per million population or 33 annual deaths for a domestic

well population of 40 million and averaged across an

80-year lifetime. The authors did not monetize this public

health burden.

In this assessment, we combined expertise across multiple

disciplines – environmental science, exposure assessment,

toxicology, epidemiology, and economics – to estimate the

burden of exposure to arsenic in private wells in the

United States. Arsenic exposure in wells was modeled

using more refined geographic resolution (12 regions

across the United States) and more recent data (1992–

2004) than previous estimates. We evaluated cancer

endpoints as well as, for the first time for a North American

population, ischemic heart disease mortality. The quantified

public health burden associated with arsenic in domestic

wells – in terms of cases as well as the economic value of

avoiding these cases – can help communicate the public

health burden of arsenic in domestic wells to decision-

makers and inform comparisons with other priority public

health issues and mitigation costs.
METHODS

We modeled the public health burden from exposure to

arsenic in domestic wells by synthesizing information

on (1) arsenic concentrations in domestic well water,

(2) health effects due to arsenic exposure, and (3) monetized

values of these health effects. We examined mortality
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and morbidity endpoints. Our simulation considered the

spatial variability in arsenic concentrations and in age-

and sex-specific baseline ischemic heart death rates, as

well as uncertainty surrounding arsenic concentration

distributions and the ‘value per statistical life’ (VSL) distri-

bution. We generated a distribution of burden estimates

(in cases and dollars) for 12 regions across the United

States, which are summarized using central tendency,

lower-bound and upper-bound estimates of the distribution

(mean, 5th and 95th percentiles, respectively). Additional

modeling details are available with the online version of

this paper, in Supplementary Materials Section 1.

Exposure estimation

We obtained estimates of the population that uses domestic

wells as a source of drinking water from the U.S. Geological

Survey (USGS) National Water Information System data

for 2005, which was the most recent year available USGS

(). This population constituted roughly 13% of
Table 1 | Estimated domestic well-supplied population, arsenic concentrations, and monetize

Ground Water Atlas Region definitiona

Population
(thousands)b

Estimated dis

Median
(μg/L)

9
(

Region B: CA, NV 2,889 2.9 1

Region C: AZ, CO, NM, UT 962 1.9 2

Region D: KS, MO, NE 1,312 2.6 1

Region E: OK, TX 1,644 0.94 1

Region F: AR, LA, MS 1,306 0.32 4

Region G: AL, FL, GA, SC 5,188 0.18 2

Region H: ID, OR, WA 2,035 1.2 9

Region I: MT, ND, SD, WY 600 0.48 9

Region J: IA, MI, MN, WI 6,216 0.25 8

Region K: IL, IN, KY, OH, TN 5,947 0.37 3

Region L: DE, MD, NJ, NC, PA, WV 8,904 0.19 6

Region M: CT, ME, MA, NH, NY, RI, VT 4,635 0.23 2

Total for contiguous United States 41,638 0.62 1

aRegions are defined by states that comprise them. Each state is identified by the two-letter co
bPopulation size data for 2005 from the USGS National Water Information System were used to
cAuthors’ estimates based on domestic well arsenic sampling data for 1992–2004 from the US
d1 μg/L is the minimum reporting level in the National Water-Quality Assessment dataset. This
e10 μg/L is the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s current maximum contaminant level fo
fThe ‘all endpoint’ damage total differs from the sum of the cancer and noncancer totals in Tabl

figures.
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the total 2010 population in the contiguous United States,

or 41 million persons. The information was available at

the county level; a county is an administrative subdivision

of a U.S. State containing, on average, 100,000 persons

(U.S. Census Bureau ). To characterize arsenic levels

in drinking water for this population, we relied on domestic

well arsenic sampling data collected during 1991–2004 from

the USGS National Water-Quality Assessment Program

(DeSimone et al. ). There were insufficient samples

to perform the analysis at the county or state level, so we

modeled arsenic concentrations for 12 USGS Ground

Water Atlas regions located in the contiguous United

States (Miller ). The estimates of the domestic well-

supplied population by each of the 12 regions are shown

in Table 1.

We estimated region-specific distributions of arsenic

concentrations using a hierarchical Bayesian model, whose

specification closely parallels other Bayesian drinking

water contaminant modeling work in the literature (e.g.,

Lockwood et al. ; Qian et al. ). We also generated
d burden results in 2017 USD, by the USGS Ground Water Atlas Region

tribution of arsenic concentrationsc

Mean economic burden for
all endpoints (millions)f

5th percentile
μg/L)

Percent above
1 μg/Ld

Percent above
10 μg/Le

7 83 13 $1,080

4 66 14 $369

7 79 12 $508

2 48 6.5 $389

.9 25 1.9 $137

.8 15 0.8 $271

.1 57 4.2 $350

.5 34 4.7 $100

.2 26 4.1 $991

7 36 12 $3,640

.8 22 3.4 $1,220

2 30 8.7 $1,860

4 35 6.3 $10,900

de used by the United States Postal Service. There is no Region A.

estimate the domestic well-supplied population (USGS 2005).

GS National Water-Quality Assessment Program (DeSimone et al. 2009).

is the smallest concentration that can be reliably measured.

r arsenic in public water systems (U.S. EPA 2001).

e 3, because it is the mean of the overall damage distribution. Rounded to three significant
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estimates of the uncertainty surrounding the central concen-

tration estimates. Details on the concentration modeling,

including the region-specific estimates, are provided in

Supplementary Materials Section 2 (available online).

Table 1 shows select characteristics of the estimated arsenic

concentration distributions by the region.

To obtain arsenic exposure distributions for a represen-

tative person in each region, we made three assumptions.

First, each domestic well serves the same number of

persons, so that the distribution of arsenic concentrations

over domestic wells is the same as the distribution of arsenic

concentrations over the domestic well-supplied population

in a given region. Second, each person in the domestic

well-supplied population consumes untreated drinking

water from the home tap, following age-specific estimates

of daily drinking water intake (U.S. EPA ). Third,

a person is exposed to the same domestic well arsenic

concentration over their lifetime.

Our core estimates reflect the public health burden for

all nonzero exposures. This is in line with the assumptions

made by WHO () for genotoxic carcinogens. In sensi-

tivity analyses, we also estimated the public health burden

above a common analytical minimum reporting level of

1 μg/L and above the internationally recognized limit in

drinking water of 10 μg/L.

Health effect estimation

We evaluated the weight of evidence linking arsenic

exposure (ingestion) with adverse health effects and selected

endpoints from those that were deemed to have evidence of

a causal association by the U.S. National Research Council

(). Based on our evaluation, we selected the following

health endpoints for inclusion in the burden estimation:

skin cancer, bladder cancer, lung cancer, and ischemic

heart disease mortality. It should be noted that exposure to

arsenic is linked with more adverse health endpoints than

the ones we examined, so this should be considered an

illustrative analysis and an underestimate of the true burden.

Following convention, we used separate approaches for

cancer and noncancer risk assessment, even though there

are recommendations to harmonize these approaches

(NRC ). For cancer risk assessment, we used standard

U.S. EPA approaches and assumptions (U.S. EPA ).
om http://iwa.silverchair.com/jwh/article-pdf/17/5/801/611771/jwh0170801.pdf
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For noncancer risk assessment, we used an attributable

fraction approach (e.g., GBD Study 2016 as described in

Gakidou et al. ()).

In modeling health endpoints, we reflected the sex- and

age-related variability in the baseline health conditions. We

assumed that the age and sex distribution of the county’s

domestic well-supplied population in a region paralleled

that of the general population at the national level based

on U.S. census data (U.S. Census Bureau ). We also

assumed that there is no time lag between the elimination

of arsenic exposure from wells and cessation of health risk.

Lung, bladder, and skin cancer (cancer endpoints)

Exposure to arsenic has been associated with many cancer

types, but the strongest and most consistent evidence is

for nonmelanoma skin cancers (basal cell carcinoma and

squamous cell carcinoma), bladder cancer (transitional cell

carcinoma), and lung cancer (non-small cell). Furthermore,

skin, bladder, and lung cancers are the three cancer types

comprising the top tier of the U.S. National Research

Council’s hierarchy of health concerns linked with arsenic

exposure (NRC ).

The U.S. EPA developed estimates of carcinogenic risk

from oral exposure to arsenic, the oral slope factor, based

on studies conducted in Taiwan comparing the risk of skin

cancer in persons exposed to arsenic in drinking water

to unexposed controls (U.S. EPA IRIS ). For lung and

bladder cancer, we calculated the central (rather than

upper-bound) oral slope factors from estimates of the

effective dose for 1% risk in health effect in a U.S. EPA

draft report (U.S. EPA ). We converted the central oral

slope factors for skin cancer to lifetime drinking water unit

risks using standard ingestion and lifetime assumptions (see

Table 2). Conceptually, the lifetime excess cancers are the

product of the drinking water unit risk, the drinking water

arsenic level, and the population. Finally, life expectancy

was used to convert lifetime excess cancer cases to annual

cancer cases.

We assumed that all cases of nonmelanoma skin cancer

were nonfatal since these cases are usually cured before they

spread (ACS ). To determine the share of fatal cases

for lung and bladder cancer, we analyzed data on the distri-

bution of cases at each cancer stage and survival rates by



Table 2 | Summary of dose–response and valuation estimates for arsenic health effects

Health effecta
Central estimate of annual risk
per 1 μg/L as exposure Type of statistical case (percent)

Value per statistical case,
in 2017 US dollars

Bladder cancer Females: 2.92 × 10�6b

Males: 3.41 × 10�6b
Fatal (17) 10.7 millione

Nonfatal, invasive (8) 37,500f/2,500g

Nonfatal, noninvasive (75) 13,700f/900g

Lung cancer Females: 4.69 × 10�6b

Males: 1.98 × 10�6b
Fatal (81) 10.7 millione

Nonfatal, Stage II (2) 72,300f/900g

Nonfatal, Stage I (17) 39,300f/900g

Skin cancer Females: 3.52 × 10�7c

Males: 7.49 × 10�7c
Nonfatal, squamous cell invasive (63) 3,200f/400g

Nonfatal, squamous cell noninvasive (21) 1,600f/300g

Nonfatal, basal cell (16) 1,300f/300g

Ischemic heart disease mortality Ages 0–59: 5.97 × 10�7d

Ages 60þ : 1.84 × 10�5d
Fatal (100) 10.7 millione

aBladder cancer (transitional cell carcinoma), lung cancer (non-small cell), nonmelanoma skin cancers (basal cell carcinoma and squamous cell carcinoma), and cardiovascular disease

(ischemic heart disease and other forms of heart disease mortality as defined by ID-10 I20-25 and I30-52).
bAnnual drinking water risk per μg/L is lifetime drinking water risk divided by life expectancy (81.1 years for females; 76.3 years for males). Lifetime drinking water risk is computed from the

central oral slope factor using an ingestion rate of 2 L/day and a bodyweight of 70 kg. The central oral slope factors are 13.3 (female) and 5.3 (male) for lung cancer; 8.3 (female) and 9.1

(male) for bladder cancer; all units are risk per mg/kg-day. The oral slope factors are calculated from 1% effective dose (ED01) estimates in Table 5-3 of U.S. EPA (2010) as 0.01/ED01.
cAnnual drinking water risk per μg/L is lifetime drinking water risk divided by life expectancy (81.1 years for females; 76.3 years for males). Lifetime drinking water risk is computed from the

central oral slope factor using an ingestion rate of 2 L/day and a bodyweight of 70 kg. The central oral slope factors are 1 (females) and 2 (males); all units are risk per mg/kg-day. The U.S.

EPA IRIS entry reports an oral slope factor of 1.5 per mg/kg-day and lifetime drinking water unit risk of 5E-5 per μg/L.
dAnnual drinking water risk per μg/L is the baseline cardiovascular disease death rate multiplied by 1� exp (�βΔC). The value of β of 2.21 × 10�3 is derived from the cardiovascular disease

(ICD-10 I20-25, I30-52) mortality HR of 1.29 per 115 μg/L increase in well water arsenic (Chen et al. 2011). Baseline ischemic disease death rate per 100,000 is 27.7 for ages 0–59 and 832 for

ages 60þ (CDC WONDER National Average for 2010).
eThe U.S. EPA-estimated VSL of $4.8 million (in 1990 USD) (U.S. EPA 1999) was adjusted for inflation and real growth between 1990 and 2017.
fAuthors’ cost-of-illness estimate in the year of diagnosis. See Supplementary Materials Section 3 for more information.
gAuthors’ annual cost-of-illness estimate in subsequent years. See Supplementary Materials Section 3 for more information.
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cancer stage. All cases of cancer in stages with a low 5-year

survival rate (<15%) were assumed to be fatal in the

long term. For other cancer stages, the share of fatal cases

was one minus the 5-year survival rate (see Supplementary

Materials Section 3 for additional details, available online).

Ischemic heart disease (noncancer endpoint)

The top noncancer health endpoints listed in the U.S.

National Research Council’s hierarchy of effects of arsenic

exposure are ischemic heart disease and skin lesions (NRC

). As we did not expect skin lesions to figure prominently

in the economic valuation of arsenic public health burden,

we focused on cardiovascular disease. NRC () further

suggested that ischemic heart disease dose–response analy-

sis is possible at low-to-moderate levels of exposure. We

selected a study relating arsenic and ischemic heart disease

mortality based on the strength of the study design (e.g., pro-

spective cohort, wide range of exposures, validated outcome

ascertainment, and specificity of outcome) and additional
://iwa.silverchair.com/jwh/article-pdf/17/5/801/611771/jwh0170801.pdf
guidelines on study selection from Hertz-Picciotto ()

and Vlaanderen et al. (). The study by Chen et al.

() was a prospective cohort study of over 11,000

participants examining cardiovascular disease mortality in

Bangladesh. The authors estimated the relationship between

arsenic water concentrations and ‘ischemic and other forms

of heart disease mortality’ using Cox proportional hazards

models, controlling for sex, age, body mass index, smoking

status, educational attainment, and urinary creatinine. For

the International Classification of Disease (ICD) codes

I20-I25 and I30-I52, Chen et al. () reported a hazard

ratio (HR) of 1.29 (95% CI: 1.10–1.52) per 115 μg/L

change in arsenic well water concentration (see Table 2).

The functional relationship between the HR and the risk

coefficient, β, which reflects the impact of the arsenic

exposure change, ΔC, on the baseline death hazard, is

HR¼ e^βΔC. A value of β, or ln(HR)/ΔC, corresponding to

the Chen et al. () results listed above is 2.21 × 10�3 per

μg/L. We estimated the number of ischemic heart deaths

attributable to arsenic exposure via drinking water as a
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product of (1) the attributable fraction, assuming 100%

population exposure, (HR� 1)/HR or 1� e^(�βΔC), (2) the

baseline ischemic heart disease mortality rate, and (3) the

size of the affected population. While the same β was applied

to the entire population, the ΔC was based on our Bayesian

model which varied across and within the 12 regions. The

region-specific ischemic heart disease death rate estimated

using 2010 U.S. county-level ischemic heart disease death

rates from CDC WONDER (Centers for Disease Control &

Prevention ) and other demographic data as described

in Supplementary Materials Section 4 (available online).

Economic valuation

We followed standard environmental economic methods to

value the public health burden, treating fatal (mortality) and

nonfatal (morbidity) cases with separate approaches (e.g.,

U.S. EPA OPEI ). We adjusted all nominal monetary

values for inflation between the dollar year of the estimate

and 2017 dollar year. When applicable, we applied a discount

rate of 3%. Table 2 summarizes the mortality (VSL) and

morbidity (cost-of-illness) estimates we developed, with

additional details below. Additional details on the economic

valuation are provided in Supplementary Materials Section 3.

Mortality valuation

To value mortality risk reductions, we used the U.S. EPA’s

estimate of VSL: the amount that a population is collectively

willing to pay to avoid one statistical case of premature

death from adverse health conditions related to the environ-

mental pollution. We updated the U.S. EPA’s () VSL

estimate of $4.8 million (in 1990 USD) for inflation and

growth in real income between 1990 and 2017. The mean

VSL estimate for 2017 used in this analysis is $10.7 million

(in 2017 USD). Our modeling also reflects uncertainty in

the VSL estimate. For example, the 95% confidence interval

is $0.9 million to $28.2 million (further described in

Supplementary Materials Section 3.1).

Morbidity valuation

‘Willingness to pay’ is the theoretically preferred valuation

approach for morbidity risk reductions, but there were no
om http://iwa.silverchair.com/jwh/article-pdf/17/5/801/611771/jwh0170801.pdf
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available estimates for the nonfatal cancers of interest.

Therefore, we used a ‘cost-of-illness’ approach, which esti-

mates a reduction in the economic burden of a disease per

avoided statistical case of this disease. A disease-specific

cost-of-illness estimate comprises medical costs and ‘oppor-

tunity costs’ of time lost to treating the disease, based on

typical treatment profiles for each disease and recent

health services and labor market data. Notably, the cost-of-

illness valuation method cannot value the pain and suffering

associated with the disease, which is likely a considerable

omission for cancers.

For each cancer type and stage, we estimated (1) medi-

cal and opportunity costs in the year of diagnosis and

(2) annual medical and opportunity costs in subsequent

years. Per-incident costs of skin cancers are the lowest

since these are readily treatable, whereas per-incident

costs of lung cancer are the highest because lung cancer

requires more intensive treatment and often leads to the

inability to work. For nonfatal cancer cases, we estimated

the present discounted value of medical and opportunity

costs based on life expectancy and using a discount rate of 3%.
RESULTS

The public health burden of exposure to arsenic via domestic

wells across the United States is estimated as approximately

500 ischemic heart deaths and 1,070 cases of cancer (510

non-small cell lung, 480 bladder, and 80 nonmelanoma

skin cancer cases). About half of the cancer cases were

fatal. Using standard health economic valuation assumptions,

the mean burden corresponded to $10.9 billion (2017 USD).

See Table 3 for the point and range (5th and 95th percentiles)

burden estimates.

The range for the case burden reflects uncertainty in

the arsenic exposure, while the range for the economic

burden reflects uncertainty in the arsenic exposure and

VSL estimates. It can be noted (e.g., by comparing the

95th percentile to the 5th percentile) that the range for the

monetized health burden is much wider than the range for

cases, due to the considerable uncertainty in the VSL esti-

mate used to monetize fatal cases. For example, the 95th

to 5th percentile burden estimates ratio for ischemic heart



Table 3 | Estimated number of cases (cardiovascular disease mortality; bladder, lung, and skin cancer) and economic costs (2017 US dollars) due to exposure to arsenic in domestic well

drinking water

Health endpoint categoriesa

Number of casesb Economic costs (2017$, millions)c

Point estimate Range estimate (P5–P95)d Point estimate Range estimate (P5–P95)d

Ischemic heart disease mortality 500 (395–576) $4,730 ($663–$10,200)

Lung cancer

Fatal 414 (323–486) $3,910 ($544–$9,030)

Nonfatal: Stage 1 86 (67–101) $4.06 ($3.17–$4.76)

Nonfatal: Stage 2 11 (8–12) $0.84 ($0.658–$0.990)

Total 511 (398–599) $3,920 ($548–$9,040)

Bladder cancer

Fatal 82 (64–96) $774 ($108–$1,790)

Nonfatal: invasive 39 (30–45) $2.29 ($1.79–$2.69)

Nonfatal: noninvasive 359 (280–422) $7.81 ($6.09–$9.16)

Total 480 (374–563) $784 ($115–$1,800)

Skin cancer

Nonfatal: basal cell 14 (11–16) $0.05 ($0.0422–$0.0635)

Nonfatal: squamous cell invasive 52 (41–61) $0.35 ($0.269 – $0.405)

Nonfatal: squamous cell noninvasive 17 (13–20) $0.07 ($0.0526–$0.0792)

Total 83 (65–97) $0.47 ($0.364–$0.548)

aIschemic heart disease (defined by ICD-10 I20-25 and I30-52), lung cancer (non-small cell), bladder cancer (transitional cell carcinoma), and nonmelanoma skin cancers (basal cell

carcinoma and squamous cell carcinoma).
bCase values were rounded to the nearest whole number.
cValuations were rounded to three significant figures.
d5th–95th percentile range (P5–P95) reflects uncertainty in arsenic exposure for nonfatal health endpoints and uncertainty in exposure and the VSL for fatal health endpoints.
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disease is approximately 1.5 for cases but 15 for the

monetized burden.

The main estimates presented here reflect all nonzero

arsenic well exposures. We also conducted our analysis con-

sidering only exposures above 1 μg/L (the reporting level in

the USGS arsenic concentration dataset) and above 10 μg/L

(the drinking water standard adopted by the U.S. EPA and

the provisional guideline proposed by the WHO). With

those assumptions, the monetized public health burden was

reduced from $10.9 billion to $9.9 billion and $6.6 billion,

respectively. (All estimates are presented in 2017 USD.)

The mean economic costs across the four health end-

points considered are summarized in the last column of

Table 1, by the geographic region and for the United

States. The monetized public health burden was dominated

by mortality, because fatal cases were monetized using a

much larger value (i.e., the VSL) than nonfatal cases (i.e.,

the disease-specific cost-of-illness estimates). The annual
://iwa.silverchair.com/jwh/article-pdf/17/5/801/611771/jwh0170801.pdf
fatal cases of 1,000 were nearly equally split between

cancer deaths and ischemic heart disease deaths. For these

reasons, nearly half of the monetized public health burden

came from ischemic heart disease mortality. While the

number of lung cancer cases was nearly the same as the

number of bladder cancer cases, lung cancer’s higher

5-year fatality rate (81% versus 17%) resulted in a larger

share of monetized public health burden from this cancer

type. The monetized public health burden from nonmela-

noma skin cancer ($0.466 million) was by far the lowest of

the health endpoints considered, mainly because this type

of cancer is usually nonfatal and the cost-of-illness estimates

applied to nonfatal cases are so much less than the VSL

estimate applied to fatal cases.

Overall, the regional distribution of the public health

burden from domestic well arsenic reflects the regional

patterns in domestic well population size, arsenic levels,

and baseline ischemic heart disease mortality. However,
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the overall public health burden from arsenic in domestic

wells appears to be driven by ‘hotspots’, i.e., a few locations

with very high arsenic concentrations, rather than by a rela-

tively uniform exposure to arsenic. For example, despite

having a relatively low median level of arsenic in domestic

well samples, region K (Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Ohio,

and Tennessee) has the highest public health burden

because this region had a very high 95th percentile arsenic

concentration (37 μg/L).
DISCUSSION

We estimated a considerable potential public health burden

from exposure to arsenic in U.S. domestic wells using

conventional risk assessment, attributable fraction, and

environmental economic assumptions and approaches.

The mean burden estimates – over 1,000 cases of cancer

and 500 deaths from ischemic heart disease, with a corre-

sponding dollar figure of $10.9 billion (2017 USD) – can

be compared to remediation costs or to the burden of

other well contaminants and priority public health issues.

For context, our economic estimates fall within the

range of others reported for priority public health issues in

the United States. Namely, the annual costs from five water-

borne pathogens were estimated at $0.97 billion (Collier

et al. ), and those for mercury and lead were $5 billion

and $51 billion, respectively (Trasande & Liu ). Further-

more, we note that cancer and ischemic heart disease are

common diseases with high underlying incidence rates.

Our estimates of excess skin, bladder, and lung cancer

cases resulting from exposure to arsenic in domestic wells

represent, respectively, 0.03%, 2%, and 6% of total cancer

cases expected in the 2010 domestic well population in

the United States (Rogers et al. ; National Cancer

Institute ). Similarly, our estimate of ischemic heart dis-

ease deaths corresponds to 0.7% of ischemic heart disease

deaths expected for the well water-supplied population.

This work makes several important contributions to

the literature. While others (e.g., Lokuge et al. ) have

estimated the burden of arsenic in wells in terms of deaths

and DALYs, this is – to our knowledge – the first effort to

assess the economic value of avoiding the adverse health

impacts of arsenic in domestic well drinking water across
om http://iwa.silverchair.com/jwh/article-pdf/17/5/801/611771/jwh0170801.pdf
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the United States. The lack of data to inform cost–benefit

analysis of arsenic mitigation options in North America

has been pointed out by other researchers (Chappells et al.

), and this study helps fill that gap.

This is also the first study to consider the endpoint of

ischemic heart disease mortality at the low-to-moderate

levels of arsenic exposure that are observed in North

America and other regions of the world. (Among other

health endpoints, Lokuge et al. () considered ischemic

heart disease to estimate the burden of arsenic in wells for

high arsenic exposure levels encountered in Bangladesh).

Evidence for the contributing role of metals in cardiovascu-

lar disease morbidity and mortality is rapidly progressing

(Moon et al. ; Chowdhury et al. ), and neglecting it

in our burden analysis would have missed half of the

dollar figure. This work also provides more geographically

resolved estimates than previous efforts to estimate the

burden of cancer in private wells for the United States

(Kumar et al. ).

As with all burden simulation studies, there are a

number of limitations associated with this analysis. First,

we did not account for all of the potential adverse health

effects associated with arsenic exposure (e.g., kidney

cancer, diabetes, and hypertension) as the evidence relating

these effects to low-level arsenic exposures is still evolving

(Zierold et al. ; Navas-Acien et al. ; Sung et al.

). Second, our estimates also do not include potential

arsenic exposures from food, which is expected to increase

the total burden in this population. According to NRC

(), when drinking water exposures are less than 50 μg/L,

most of total exposure comes from food. In our analysis,

only 0.8% of the well population was exposed to arsenic

levels above 50 μg/L, indicating the importance of exposure

from food for those drinking water from private wells.

Third, the association between chronic arsenic exposure

and ischemic heart disease at high doses has been well

established and the evidence at low-to-moderate doses is

growing (Moon et al. , ; Chowdhury et al. ).

Fourth, we had to assume the male/female and under/

over 60-year-old splits using national-level census data as

the age and sex distribution of the domestic well-supplied

population is not available. While these assumptions are

unlikely to match the domestic well mix perfectly, they are

unlikely to invalidate our conclusions. Fifth, the USGS
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data on arsenic concentration in domestic wells were collected

to be representative of average arsenic concentrations in

domestic wells nationwide, therefore likely missed many ‘hot-

spots’. Incorporation of additional information on high-end

arsenic concentrations would likely increase the magnitude

of public health burden estimates.

Sixth, in converting the oral slope factor estimates to

drinking water unit risks, we assumed a fixed consumption

of private well water of 2 L/day, which is the default

assumption in many human health risk assessments and in

the calculations in WHO’s () drinking water guidelines,

though others have used 1 L/day (Kumar et al. ).

Using the lower consumption rate would have reduced the

burden for the cancer endpoints. Furthermore, it is likely

that many private well owners did not consume untreated

well water. Shaw et al. () reported that in a community

with known arsenic issues (two-thirds of household wells

had arsenic levels above commonly used drinking water

limit of 10 μg/L), 18% used a system that was effective at

removing arsenic and a similar percentage (16%) consumed

only bottled water. Finally, while our simulation reflected all

sources of variability and uncertainty we were able to

characterize, there remain sources of uncertainty in some

modeling inputs that we have no information about (e.g.,

extrapolating dose–response relationships from one study

population to another).

On the subject of the cost-of-illness estimates for non-

fatal cancer cases, which were much smaller than the VSL

estimates, it should be noted that the cost-of-illness estimates

do not capture all components of the burden associated with

disease, such as pain and suffering. There are also several

uncertainties in the cost-of-illness estimates, such as basing

medical costs on typical disease profiles and treatments

and using average costs per procedure. Actual medical

costs would vary across individuals. Similarly, since oppor-

tunity costs cannot be measured directly, we assigned

values to time away from normal activities due to the disease

and its treatment.

While we presented the results of a modeling analysis

using two approaches – human health risk assessment

(for cancer health endpoints) and attributable fraction

(for noncancer health endpoints), the NRC () has

recommended to harmonize cancer and noncancer

approaches. Evidence is evolving to do just that. For
://iwa.silverchair.com/jwh/article-pdf/17/5/801/611771/jwh0170801.pdf
example, Baris et al. () reported an odds ratio linking

well arsenic exposure to bladder cancer in New England.

Such a metric would be amenable to an attributable fraction

approach, rather than the human health risk assessment

approach we used in the present study, and this should be

investigated in the future.

Reducing the public health burden from arsenic in dom-

estic wells at the low-to-moderate levels of contamination

observed in many regions of the world will be challenging.

For example, in the United States, the current location of

domestic wells is tracked by individual states with varying

resources available to even identify the location of these

wells (Backer & Tosta ). Furthermore, many domestic

well owners in Canada and the United States do not regu-

larly test their wells for contaminants, much less install

expensive arsenic removal systems. Further complicating

the problem, even in households that have arsenic treatment

systems in place, the use of untreated water to make

beverages or in cooking could contribute significantly to

the total arsenic dose (Smith et al. ). It is essential that

any interventions reflect the uniqueness of a region, as

others have demonstrated that there is no ‘one-size-fits-all’

solution for all regions (Morris et al. ).
CONCLUSIONS

This simulation indicates a considerable burden from poten-

tial exposure to arsenic in private wells in the United States.

To be clear, the potential arsenic exposure is primarily

at low-to-moderate levels. Specifically, the highest median

concentration for the regions we examined was just under

3 μg/L, while a median level previously examined was

over 50 μg/L (Lokuge et al. ).

These burden simulation results help to define the

public health burden of arsenic related to domestic well

drinking water, providing an indication of the plausible

range of the burden. This study can serve as a framework

for other jurisdictions who wish to conduct a burden of

disease analysis for arsenic in well water. The results can

also be used to garner financial and community support

for initiatives aimed at reducing arsenic exposure from

domestic wells. Moreover, the attributable cases and costs

of certain cancers and ischemic heart disease can serve as
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inputs in cost–benefit analyses of interventions intended to

reduce arsenic exposure, whether the proposed intervention

is installing a point-of-use reverse osmosis treatment system,

digging a new well, or connecting to an existing community

water system.
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This work originated from a grant from the Centers for

Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) to Abt Associates

Inc. (BAA No. 2013-N-15056). One of the authors (LB)

from CDC oversaw the work and encouraged the

publication of this manuscript. The authors would like to

acknowledge the following individuals from Abt

Associates for their valuable contributions to this work:

Brad Firlie for conducting the model simulations using

SafeWater, Danielle Hunt for serving as a quality advisor

during the CDC grant associated with this effort and

beyond, Meghan Lynch for addressing CDC’s peer-review

comments on an earlier version of this manuscript, Kelly

Peak and Pearl Zheng for helping to develop the exposure

assessment model, and Aly Lorenz for conducting the

weight of evidence evaluation related to the dose-response

assessment. In 2014–2015, authors JH and SLG were

awarded a ‘development and dissemination’ grant from

Abt Associates to help draft a manuscript based on the

work conducted under the grant.
REFERENCES
American Cancer Society  Skin Cancer: Basal and Squamous
Cell. Available from: http://www.cancer.org/cancer/
skincancer-basalandsquamouscell/detailedguide/index
(accessed 16 January 2014).

Backer, L. C. & Tosta, N.  Unregulated drinking water
initiative for environmental surveillance and public health.
Journal of Environmental Health 73 (7), 31.

Baris, D., Waddell, R., Beane Freeman, L. E., Schwenn, M., Colt,
J. S., Ayotte, J. D., Ward, M. H., Nuckols, J., Schned, A.,
Jackson, B., Clerkin, C., Rothman, N., Moore, L. E., Taylor, A.,
Robinson, G., Hosain, G. M., Armenti, K. R., McCoy, R.,
Samanic, C., Hoover, R. N., Fraumeni, J. F. Jr, Johnson, A.,
Karagas, M. R. & Silverman, D. T.  Elevated bladder
cancer in northern New England: the role of drinking water
om http://iwa.silverchair.com/jwh/article-pdf/17/5/801/611771/jwh0170801.pdf

4

and arsenic. Journal of the National Cancer Institute 108 (9),
pii: djw099. doi:10.1093/jnci/djw099.

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention National Center for
Health Statistics  Underlying Cause of Death 1999–2011
on CDC WONDER Online Database, viewed 6 December
2016. Available from: http://wonder.cdc.gov/ucd-icd10.html.

Chappells, H., Parker, L., Fernandez, C. V., Conrad, C., Drage, J.,
O’Toole, G., Campbell, N. & Dummer, T. J.  Arsenic
in private drinking water wells: an assessment of
jurisdictional regulations and guidelines for risk remediation
in North America. Journal of Water and Health 12 (3),
372–392.

Chen, Y., Graziano, J. H., Parvez, F., Liu, M., Slavkovich, V.,
Kalra, T., Argos, M., Islam, T., Ahmed, A., Rakibuz-Zaman,
M. & Hasan, R.  Arsenic exposure from drinking water
and mortality from cardiovascular disease in Bangladesh:
prospective cohort study. BMJ 342, d2431.

Chowdhury, R., Ramond, A., O’Keeffe, L. M., Shahzad, S.,
Kunutsor, S. K., Muka, T., Gregson, J., Willeit, P., Warnakula,
S., Khan, H., Chowdhury, S., Gobin, R., Franco, O. H. &
Di Angelantonio, E.  Environmental toxic metal
contaminants and risk of cardiovascular disease: systematic
review and meta-analysis. BMJ 362, k3310. doi: 10.1136/bmj.
k3310.

Collier, S. A., Stockman, L. J., Hicks, L. A., Garrison, L. E., Zhou,
F. J. & Beach, M. J.  Direct healthcare costs of selected
diseases primarily or partially transmitted by water.
Epidemiology and Infection 140 (11), 2003–2013.

DeSimone, L. A., Hamilton, P. A. & Gilliom, R. J.  Quality of
water from domestic wells in principal aquifers of the United
States, 1991–2004—Overview of major findings (p. 48). US
Geological Survey Circular. 1332.

Gakidou, E., Afshin, A., Abajobir, A. A., Abate, K. H., Abbafati, C.,
Abbas, K. M., Abd-Allah, F., Abdulle, A. M., Abera, S. F.,
Aboyans, V. & Abu-Raddad, L. J.  Global, regional, and
national comparative risk assessment of 84 behavioural,
environmental and occupational, and metabolic risks or
clusters of risks, 1990–2016: a systematic analysis for the
Global Burden of Disease Study 2016. The Lancet
390 (10100), 1345–1422.

Hertz-Picciotto, I.  Epidemiology and quantitative risk
assessment: a bridge from science to policy. American
Journal of Public Health 85 (4), 484–491.

Howard, G., Feroze Ahmed, M., Gaifur Mahmud, S., Teunis, P.,
Davison, A. & Deere, D.  Disease burden estimation to
support policy decision-making and research prioritization
for arsenic mitigation. Journal of Water and Health 5 (1), 67–68.

Kumar, A., Adak, P., Gurian, P. L. & Lockwood, J. R.  Arsenic
exposure in US public and domestic drinking water supplies:
a comparative risk assessment. Journal of Exposure Science
and Environmental Epidemiology 20 (3), 245.

Lockwood, J. R., Schervish, M. J., Gurian, P. & Small, M. J. 
Characterization of arsenic occurrence in source waters of
US community water systems. Journal of the American
Statistical Association 96 (456), 1184–1193.

http://www.cancer.org/cancer/skincancer-basalandsquamouscell/detailedguide/index
http://www.cancer.org/cancer/skincancer-basalandsquamouscell/detailedguide/index
http://www.cancer.org/cancer/skincancer-basalandsquamouscell/detailedguide/index
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jnci/djw099
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jnci/djw099
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jnci/djw099
http://wonder.cdc.gov/ucd-icd10.html
http://wonder.cdc.gov/ucd-icd10.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wh.2014.054
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wh.2014.054
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wh.2014.054
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wh.2014.054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.d2431
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.d2431
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.d2431
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.k3310
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.k3310
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.k3310
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0950268811002858
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0950268811002858
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(17)32366-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(17)32366-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(17)32366-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(17)32366-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(17)32366-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.85.4.484
http://dx.doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.85.4.484
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wh.2006.056
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wh.2006.056
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wh.2006.056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/jes.2009.24
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/jes.2009.24
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/jes.2009.24
http://dx.doi.org/10.1198/016214501753381832
http://dx.doi.org/10.1198/016214501753381832


811 S. L. Greco et al. | Burden of disease from arsenic in drinking water wells in the United States Journal of Water and Health | 17.5 | 2019

Downloaded from http
by guest
on 10 April 2024
Lokuge, K. M., Smith, W., Caldwell, B., Dear, K. & Milton, A. H.
 The effect of arsenic mitigation interventions on disease
burden in Bangladesh. Environmental Health Perspectives
112 (11), 1172.

Miller, J. A.  Ground Water Atlas of the United States. U.S.
Geological Survey, Reston, Virginia. Available from: https://
pubs.usgs.gov/ha/ha730/gwa.html (accessed 7 December
2016).

Moon, K., Guallar, E. & Navas-Acien, A.  Arsenic exposure
and cardiovascular disease: an updated systematic review.
Current Atherosclerosis Reports 14 (6), 542–555.

Moon, K. A., Oberoi, S., Barchowsky, A., Chen, Y., Guallar, E.,
Nachman, K. E., Rahman, M., Sohel, N., D’ippoliti, D., Wade,
T. J. & James, K. A.  A dose-response meta-analysis of
chronic arsenic exposure and incident cardiovascular disease.
International Journal of Epidemiology 46 (6), 1924–1939.

Morris, L., Wilson, S. & Kelly, W.  Methods of conducting
effective outreach to private well owners – a literature review
and model approach. Journal of Water and Health 14 (2),
167–182.

National Cancer Institute  Surveillance, Epidemiology, and
End Results, viewed 10 June 2014. Available from: https://
seer.cancer.gov/canques/incidence.html.

National Groundwater Association  Groundwater and
Drinking Water Information in Brief. Available from: https://
www.ngwa.org/docs/default-source/default-document-
library/publications/groundwater-and-drinking-water.pdf?
sfvrsn=7762afaf_2 (accessed 7 August 2018).

National Research Council  Science and Decisions:
Advancing Risk Assessment. The National Academies Press,
Washington, DC, viewed 23 July 2018. Available from:
https://doi.org/10.17226/12209.

National Research Council  Critical Aspects of EPA’s IRIS
Assessment of Inorganic Arsenic: Interim Report. The
National Academies Press, Washington, DC. Available from:
https://doi.org/10.17226/18594.

Naujokas, M. F., Anderson, B., Ahsan, H., Aposhian, H. V.,
Graziano, J. H., Thompson, C. & Suk, W. A.  The broad
scope of health effects from chronic arsenic exposure: update
on a worldwide public health problem. Environmental
Health Perspectives 121 (3), 295.

Navas-Acien, A., Silbergeld, E. K., Pastor-Barriuso, R. & Guallar,
E.  Arsenic exposure and prevalence of type 2 diabetes in
US adults. JAMA 300 (7), 814–822.

Nielsen, M. G., Lombard, P. J. & Schalk, L. F.  Assessment of
Arsenic Concentrations in Domestic Well Water, by Town, in
Maine, 2005–2009.

Oberoi, S., Barchowsky, A. & Wu, F.  The global burden of
disease for skin, lung and bladder cancer caused by arsenic
in food. Cancer Epidemiology and Prevention Biomarkers
23 (7), 1187–1194.

Prüss-Üstün, A., Wolf, J., Corvalán, C., Bos, R. & Neira, M. 
Preventing disease through healthy environments: a global
assessment of the burden of disease from environmental
risks. World Health Organization, Geneva.
://iwa.silverchair.com/jwh/article-pdf/17/5/801/611771/jwh0170801.pdf
Qian, S. S., Schulman, A., Koplos, J., Kotros, A. & Kellar, P.
 A hierarchical modeling approach for estimating
national distributions of chemicals in public drinking water
systems. Environmental Science & Technology 38 (4),
1176–1182.

Rogers, H. W., Weinstock, M. A., Harris, A. R., Hinckley, M. R.,
Feldman, S. R., Fleischer, A. B. & Coldiron, B. M. 
Incidence estimate of nonmelanoma skin cancer in the
United States, 2006. Archives of Dermatology 146 (3),
283–287.

Schmidt, C. W.  Low-dose arsenic: in search of a risk
threshold. Environmental Health Perspectives 122 (5), A130.

Shaw, W. D., Riddell, M., Jakus, P. M., Jindpon, P. & Walker, M.
 Incorporating Perceived Mortality Risks from Arsenic
into Models of Drinking Water Behavior and Valuation of
Arsenic Risk Reductions: Preliminary Results. Available from
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.
561.9099&rep=rep1&type=pdf.

Smith, A. E., Lincoln, R. A., Paulu, C., Simones, T. L., Caldwell,
K. L., Jones, R. L. & Backer, L. C.  Exposure to arsenic in
households after bottled water or treatment system
interventions. Science of the Total Environment 544, 701–710.

Sung, T. C., Huang, J. W. & Guo, H. R.  Association between
arsenic exposure and diabetes: a meta-analysis. BioMed
Research International. doi:10.1155/2015/368087.

Trasande, L. & Liu, Y.  Reducing the staggering costs of
environmental disease in children, estimated at $76.6 billion
in 2008. Health Affairs 30 (5), 863–870.

U.S. Census Bureau  U.S. Census of Population and Housing
Data at the State Level by Age and Sex. Washington, DC,
viewed 5 August 2014. Available from: http://www.census.
gov/main/www/cen2000.html.

U.S. Census Bureau  American factFinder, viewed 27
December 2016. Available from: http://factfinder.census.
gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  The Benefits and
Costs of the Clean Air Act: 1990 to 2010, EPA Report to
Congress. Washington, DC. Available from: https://www.epa.
gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/fullrept.pdf
(accessed 7 December 2016).

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  Technical Fact Sheet:
Final Rule for Arsenic in Drinking Water. EPA 815-F-00-016
January 2001. U.S. EPA’s Office of Water, Washington, DC.
Available from: https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPdf.cgi?
Dockey=20001XXE.txt (accessed 7 August 2018).

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  Toxicological
Review of Inorganic Arsenic in Support of Summary
Information on the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS)
(Draft), viewed 31 August 2017. Available from: https://
yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabproduct.nsf/fedrgstr_activites/
6F904BDB47D141D9852576B90078C987/$File/
IRIS_TOX_ARSENIC_EPR[1].pdf.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Integrated Risk
Information System  Arsenic, inorganic, CASRN 7440-
38-2, viewed 8 June 18. Carcinogenicity assessment last

http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.6866
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.6866
https://pubs.usgs.gov/ha/ha730/gwa.html
https://pubs.usgs.gov/ha/ha730/gwa.html
https://pubs.usgs.gov/ha/ha730/gwa.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11883-012-0280-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11883-012-0280-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyx202
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyx202
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wh.2015.081
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wh.2015.081
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wh.2015.081
https://seer.cancer.gov/canques/incidence.html
https://seer.cancer.gov/canques/incidence.html
https://seer.cancer.gov/canques/incidence.html
https://www.ngwa.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/publications/groundwater-and-drinking-water.pdf?sfvrsn=7762afaf_2
https://www.ngwa.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/publications/groundwater-and-drinking-water.pdf?sfvrsn=7762afaf_2
https://www.ngwa.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/publications/groundwater-and-drinking-water.pdf?sfvrsn=7762afaf_2
https://www.ngwa.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/publications/groundwater-and-drinking-water.pdf?sfvrsn=7762afaf_2
https://www.ngwa.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/publications/groundwater-and-drinking-water.pdf?sfvrsn=7762afaf_2
https://doi.org/10.17226/12209
https://doi.org/10.17226/12209
https://doi.org/10.17226/18594
https://doi.org/10.17226/18594
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1205875
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1205875
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1205875
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.300.7.814
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.300.7.814
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es020686q
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es020686q
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es020686q
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/archdermatol.2010.19
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/archdermatol.2010.19
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.122-A130
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.122-A130
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.561.9099&rep=rep1&type=pdf
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.561.9099&rep=rep1&type=pdf
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.561.9099&rep=rep1&type=pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.11.136
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.11.136
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.11.136
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2015/368087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2015/368087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2010.1239
http://dx.doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2010.1239
http://dx.doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2010.1239
http://www.census.gov/main/www/cen2000.html
http://www.census.gov/main/www/cen2000.html
http://www.census.gov/main/www/cen2000.html
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/fullrept.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/fullrept.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/fullrept.pdf
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPdf.cgi?Dockey=20001XXE.txt
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPdf.cgi?Dockey=20001XXE.txt
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPdf.cgi?Dockey=20001XXE.txt
https://yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabproduct.nsf/fedrgstr_activites/6F904BDB47D141D9852576B90078C987/&dollar;File/IRIS_TOX_ARSENIC_EPR[1].pdf
https://yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabproduct.nsf/fedrgstr_activites/6F904BDB47D141D9852576B90078C987/&dollar;File/IRIS_TOX_ARSENIC_EPR[1].pdf
https://yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabproduct.nsf/fedrgstr_activites/6F904BDB47D141D9852576B90078C987/&dollar;File/IRIS_TOX_ARSENIC_EPR[1].pdf
https://yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabproduct.nsf/fedrgstr_activites/6F904BDB47D141D9852576B90078C987/&dollar;File/IRIS_TOX_ARSENIC_EPR[1].pdf
https://yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabproduct.nsf/fedrgstr_activites/6F904BDB47D141D9852576B90078C987/&dollar;File/IRIS_TOX_ARSENIC_EPR[1].pdf


812 S. L. Greco et al. | Burden of disease from arsenic in drinking water wells in the United States Journal of Water and Health | 17.5 | 2019

Downloaded fr
by guest
on 10 April 202
revised 1995. Available from: https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/
iris/iris_documents/documents/subst/0278_summary.pdf.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Policy
Economics and Innovation  Guidelines for Preparing
Economic Analyses. National Center for Environmental
Economics, Washington, DC. Viewed 14 April 2014.
Available from: http://yosemite.epa.gov/ee/epa/eerm.nsf/
vwAN/EE-0568-50.pdf/$file/EE-0568-50.pdf.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Water 
Estimated Per Capita Water Ingestion and Body Weight in
the United States – An Update Based on Data Collected by
the United States Department of Agriculture’s 1994–1996 and
1998 Continuing Survey of Food Intakes by Individuals.
Washington, DC, viewed 23 July 2018. Available from:
https://hero.epa.gov/hero/index.cfm/reference/download/
reference_id/730449.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Risk Assessment Forum
 Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment. U.S. EPA,
om http://iwa.silverchair.com/jwh/article-pdf/17/5/801/611771/jwh0170801.pdf

4

Washington, DC, viewed 6 August 2018. Available from:
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-09/
documents/cancer_guidelines_final_3-25-05.pdf.

U.S. Geological Survey  Water Use Data for the Nation (2005
Population in Millions). Available from: https://waterdata.
usgs.gov/nwis/water_use/ (accessed 5 August 2014).

Vlaanderen, J., Vermeulen, R., Heederik, D. & Kromhout, H. 
Guidelines to evaluate human observational studies for
quantitative risk assessment. Environmental Health
Perspectives 116, 1700–1705.

World Health Organization  Guidelines for Drinking-Water
Quality, 4th edn, viewed 26 October 2018. Available from:
http://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health/publications/
2011/dwq_guidelines/en/.

Zierold, K. M., Knobeloch, L. & Anderson, H.  Prevalence of
chronic diseases in adults exposed to arsenic-contaminated
drinking water. American Journal of Public Health 94 (11),
1936–1193.
First received 7 August 2018; accepted in revised form 11 June 2019. Available online 28 June 2019

https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris/iris_documents/documents/subst/0278_summary.pdf
https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris/iris_documents/documents/subst/0278_summary.pdf
https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris/iris_documents/documents/subst/0278_summary.pdf
http://yosemite.epa.gov/ee/epa/eerm.nsf/vwAN/EE-0568-50.pdf/&dollar;file/EE-0568-50.pdf
http://yosemite.epa.gov/ee/epa/eerm.nsf/vwAN/EE-0568-50.pdf/&dollar;file/EE-0568-50.pdf
http://yosemite.epa.gov/ee/epa/eerm.nsf/vwAN/EE-0568-50.pdf/&dollar;file/EE-0568-50.pdf
https://hero.epa.gov/hero/index.cfm/reference/download/reference_id/730449
https://hero.epa.gov/hero/index.cfm/reference/download/reference_id/730449
https://hero.epa.gov/hero/index.cfm/reference/download/reference_id/730449
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-09/documents/cancer_guidelines_final_3-25-05.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-09/documents/cancer_guidelines_final_3-25-05.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-09/documents/cancer_guidelines_final_3-25-05.pdf
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/water_use/
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/water_use/
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/water_use/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.11530
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.11530
http://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health/publications/2011/dwq_guidelines/en/
http://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health/publications/2011/dwq_guidelines/en/
http://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health/publications/2011/dwq_guidelines/en/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.94.11.1936
http://dx.doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.94.11.1936
http://dx.doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.94.11.1936

	Estimated burden of disease from arsenic in drinking water supplied by domestic wells in the United States
	INTRODUCTION
	METHODS
	Exposure estimation
	Health effect estimation
	Lung, bladder, and skin cancer (cancer endpoints)
	Ischemic heart disease (noncancer endpoint)
	Economic valuation
	Mortality valuation
	Morbidity valuation

	RESULTS
	DISCUSSION
	CONCLUSIONS
	This work originated from a grant from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) to Abt Associates Inc. (BAA No. 2013-N-15056). One of the authors (LB) from CDC oversaw the work and encouraged the publication of this manuscript. The authors would like to acknowledge the following individuals from Abt Associates for their valuable contributions to this work: Brad Firlie for conducting the model simulations using SafeWater, Danielle Hunt for serving as a quality advisor during the CDC grant associated with this effort and beyond, Meghan Lynch for addressing CDC's peer-review comments on an earlier version of this manuscript, Kelly Peak and Pearl Zheng for helping to develop the exposure assessment model, and Aly Lorenz for conducting the weight of evidence evaluation related to the dose-response assessment. In 2014-2015, authors JH and SLG were awarded a &lsquo;development and dissemination&rsquo; grant from Abt Associates to help draft a manuscript based on the work conducted under the grant.
	REFERENCES


