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Good morning.  My name is Jeanne Rizzo and I am the Executive Director of The Breast Cancer Fund, a national nonprofit headquartered in San Francisco, California. In response to the public health crisis of breast cancer, our mission is to identify and advocate for elimination of the environmental and other preventable causes of breast cancer. 

I extend my deepest appreciation once again to you, Senator Ortiz, Assemblyman Frommer, and The California Women’s Legislative Caucus for convening this important hearing today.  I would also like to thank the members of the Senate Health and Human Services Committee, the Assembly Health Committee, and The Women’s Legislative Caucus for taking time out of your busy schedules to travel to San Francisco… home of the San Francisco Giants.  

A heartfelt thank you to the esteemed witnesses, many of who have traveled great distances to add their voice and wisdom to the complex questions related to breast cancer and the environment. Bay Area breast cancer advocacy groups, supported by environmental health advocates across the state, work daily in responding to the breast cancer epidemic. A full list of the hearing’s endorsing organizations has been provided. However, I’d like to especially acknowledge our colleagues from Bayview Hunters Point Community Advocates, Marin Breast Cancer Watch, and the Women's Cancer Resource Center.  

Today I am going to:

· Read a statement of concern from our members;

· Provide an overview of breast cancer and the environment in the news.

To begin, I would like to share with you just one of the many hundreds of “Statements of Concern” that have been flooding the offices of The Breast Cancer Fund from our members throughout the country:

“To Members of the California State Senate and Assembly: As a member of The Breast Cancer Fund and a person who has been personally touched by this devastating disease, I implore you to use all the resources in your power to secure the legislative reforms necessary to uncover and eliminate the environmental links to breast cancer.” 

Our members know that California will lead the way. It is fitting that this hearing should take place in the San Francisco Bay Area – the “epicenter” of the breast cancer epidemic. We have some of the highest rates of breast cancer in the nation, and it’s seems appropriate that we gather in the Bay Area to ask the hard questions about this disease. 

To provide a context for today’s hearing, I’d like to give a brief overview of breast cancer issues in the news. Some of the issues that have dominated the headlines over the last few months are very much related to the questions we need to be asking in order to better understand what role synthetic chemicals may play in the high rates of breast cancer in the Bay Area and California in general. 

Three recent news stories are especially relevant to today’s hearing: 

· The Women's Health Initiative study of hormone replacement therapy; 

· The Long Island Breast Cancer Study; 

· New research about the limitations of mammography and breast self-exams as screening tools for breast cancer.

The Women’s Health Initiative Study of Hormone Replacement Therapy

On July 9 of this year, the National Institutes of Health halted a major clinical trial of hormone replacement therapy (HRT). Preliminary results showed that the drug did more harm than good. The trial tested the Wyeth pharmaceutical drug Prempro versus a placebo in healthy menopausal women. Prempro is a combined estrogen and progestin drug taken by six million women in America. The women in the trial taking the drug showed a 26 percent increased risk of breast cancer.

The trial was a component of the Women’s Health Initiative and enrolled more than 16,000 women ages 50 to 79 years of age. During the course of the trial, 42 percent of the women dropped out of the study.  When the researchers reanalyzed the data, based on the number of women actually treated with HRT, the risk of breast cancer increased from 26 percent to 49 percent. Other health risks also increased in the women taking HRT, including the risk of coronary heart disease, stroke and blood clots. 

The Women’s Health Initiative study adds to an existing body of evidence indicating that tampering with our natural hormone levels may cause or contribute to breast cancer — either through HRT, or through environmental chemicals that mimic the actions of natural hormones. While The Breast Cancer Fund and our advocacy colleagues call for policies to reduce exposure to cancer-causing chemicals in our environment, we also urge all women already taking HRT to consult with their doctors and make a new decision on whether their symptoms warrant the risks that HRT entails.

The Long Island Study

Recent media attention has also focused on two of the twelve federal research studies being conducted on the high incidence rates of breast cancer on Long Island, NY. On August 6, the results were published on the findings regarding possible links between polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs – found in vehicle exhaust, tobacco smoke, and grilled foods) and organochlorines. The findings showed only weak associations between breast cancer and the four organochlorine chemicals examined, but did report a 50 percent increased risk of breast cancer among women whose breast tissue showed DNA damage from PAHs. While the study’s authors labeled this increased risk as “modest”, even a “modest” increase in risk of such a common cancer represents a significant number of women who will face breast cancer. 

This study validates 12 other studies linking PAHs to an increased risk of breast cancer. While some of the media coverage of the Long Island Study inaccurately suggested that the results showed little or no connection between breast cancer and the environment, it failed to address the modest expectations of those studies: we did not expect to answer all the questions given the limited scope and methods.  What we do conclude is that the results demonstrated the urgent need for innovative research on the effects of toxins on our health. Our resolve to identify the environmental links to breast cancer is strengthened by the PAHs results and fueled by the rising rates of breast cancer. 

Mammography and Breast Self-Exams

Several recently released studies have raised doubts about the effectiveness of mammography and self-exams in discovering breast cancer at an early stage and their overall role in reducing mortality from the disease. All of us want an effective, truly early form of detection, but we are limited by the screening methods that are available. We encourage women to continue breast self-exams because many women have discovered cancerous lumps this way.  This vigilance is essential. 

The Breast Cancer Fund has repeatedly raised concerns about the limitations of mammography. While we advise women to continue mammography screening, we know that this exposes women to one of the only confirmed environmental causes of cancer: ionizing radiation. Mammography too often fails to detect breast cancer in younger women whose breasts are denser. Rather than continuing to study and debate mammography, we must make it a priority to develop a more effective method of breast cancer screening that works for women and men of all ages.

Thank you again for your interest and concern. We welcome this opportunity to present evidence on the connection between breast cancer and environment toxins, to “report back” on the findings that emerged from the International Summit on Breast Cancer and the Environment, and to initiate a vigorous discussion on biomonitoring in general, and breast milk monitoring specifically in terms of research options, and community and health implications. And now, I will turn the floor over to our distinguished panelists to address the issues and questions that you have raised.  
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