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Early Housing Codes Led to Major 
Health Gains, but Subsequent 
Evolution of Health Codes Has Led to 
a “Stove Pipe” Approach to Healthy 
Housing
Housing codes, when enforced, provide the strongest 
and most direct legal tool for preventing and remediating 
indoor health hazards, particularly in multifamily and 
rental housing. For example, requirements to prevent 
leaky plumbing, faulty gutters, and excessive moisture 
intrusion help to prevent mold growth and pest 
infestations. Prohibitions on deteriorating paint reduce 
lead hazards in high-risk housing. Such prevention-based 
housing code provisions have proven more cost-effective 
for housing providers—and healthier for residents—
than the traditional approach of responding only after 
someone has become sick or injured. 


Early U.S. housing codes focused intensively on preventing 
major public health problems, particularly the spread of 
communicable diseases, through sanitation, access to fresh 
air, and avoiding overcrowding. For example, The New 
York Tenement House Act of 1901 forced the replacement 
of the “dumbbell” multi-family housing style with “central 
court tenements,” distinguished by open space amidst 
a group of buildings, which increased access to fresh 
air and recreation space.  Public health officials created, 
implemented, and enforced these early codes.


However, as improvements in sanitation and medicine 
curbed the outbreak of communicable diseases, the 


public health community became less involved and 
separate departments were established to develop and 
enforce housing and building codes. The separation of 
public health from housing and building codes led to a 
“stove pipe” approach, whereby health inspectors have 
limited authority and resources to proactively address 
housing-related health hazards. Similarly, housing and 
building inspectors tend to focus on building safety and 
life-threatening hazards, leaving chronic problems related 
to health, such as moisture, lead-based paint, radon, and 
pests unaddressed. 


Although housing code development and enforcement 
have traditionally been a state and local matter, the 
societal costs of poor quality housing, ranging from the 
direct medical expenses to the loss in work productivity, 
are often borne at least in part by the federal government 
through Medicaid, Medicare, and other programs. Thus, 
the federal government and national organizations 
have a stake in improved housing codes and code 
enforcement. 


Most Localities Now Base Their Laws on 
Model Codes, but the Models Do Not 
Address All of the Major Home Health 
and Safety Hazards
To avoid a complicated patchwork of differing 
requirements, most jurisdictions today do not develop 
their own housing codes but rather start with a model 
code. The most widely used models are developed by 
the International Code Council (ICC). Using a consensus-
based process, the ICC allows anyone to submit proposed 
changes or additions, which then are voted on by a 
committee at a public hearing process. After committee 
consideration, proposals are voted on by code officials 
at a final action hearing. States and localities may then 
adopt or modify the model code to match their needs. 


Creating Healthier Housing
Through Standards
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The ICC model housing and building codes contain 
numerous provisions that help promote a healthy home 
environment.  


The National Center for Healthy Housing and the 
Alliance for Healthy Homes jointly proposed changes 
to the International Property Maintenance Code and the 
International Residential Code in 2007 and 2009. The ICC 
accepted  proposals for non-toxic pest control, exterior 
exhaust of clothes dryers, CO alarms a requirement in 
new construction and existing structures, safe repair of 
paint hazards in pre-1978 homes, and prohibiting the 
use of unvented combustion heaters for comfort heating.  
Other requirements that should be added to make the 
codes health protective include: 


n	 Removal, replacement, or remediation of porous or 
permeable surfaces with visible mold;


n	 Use of lead-safe work practices during repair work in 
older homes (consistent with EPA’s renovation rule); 


n	 Radon risk reduction in new construction in high risk 
counties designated Zone 1 and 2; and  


n	 Use of a licensed pest management professional 
when the code official orders pest control. 


In addition, the property maintenance code needs a 
definition of “sanitary” so code inspectors can more 
effectively apply the term, and modification to the 
definition of “infestation”  to expressly include bedbugs, 
cockroaches, rodents, and, where infestation is active, 
visible pest residues or debris. Establish clear provisions 
in the IPMC for standards to address specific health issues.


Sufficient Code Enforcement Powers 
and Resource—An Equal Challenge
The existence of even the most progressive housing 
code, however, does not guarantee safe and healthy 
housing. Many local code enforcement agencies rely 
on complaints to trigger an inspection because they 
are hamstrung by limited resources or have insufficient 
enforcement powers (e.g., to order prompt remediation 
and impose stringent penalties). Tenants are often 
reluctant to file a complaint for fear of retaliation. 
Thus, systematic code enforcement is an important 
supplement to complaint-based enforcement. For 
example, when Los Angeles, New Jersey, and St. Louis 
added mandatory, regular, and systematic inspections, it 
led to significant improvements, particularly in high-risk 
and rental housing. A 2006 amendment to the City of 


Rochester, New York’s certificate of occupancy procedures 
added a requirement for regular visual and lead-dust 
inspections in high-risk rental housing. This resulted in 
the remediation of lead hazards in 12% of properties 
and decreased the risk of lead poisoning of children 
substantially.  


Effective Government Standards 
Affect Building Practices and Code 
Enforcement
While the consensus organizations perform an important 
function in engaging scientific testing and building 
professionals in developing proprietary standards 
products, the expertise of federal agencies and research 
partners can contribute to standards where the 
private sector voice is disparate or silent. The statute 
that directed EPA to develop a lead hazard standard 
eventually led to a protective bright line for too much 
lead, and requires EPA to update it if petitioned. No such 
standard has been mandated for indoor exposure to 
radon, carbon monoxide, mold, or other contaminants. 


FY 2010 Policy Agenda Related to 
Healthy Housing Codes and Standards


1)  Amend the ICC Model Codes: The ICC’s products have 
been adopted widely by states and localities and, thus, 
are quite influential. We can incorporate unaddressed 
health hazards into housing and building codes by 
seeking to amend current ICC model codes. One 
option is to create a new healthy housing chapter in 
the International Property Maintenance Code as has 
been proposed in previous years. 


2)  Establish a Minimum Federal Standard for Private 
Rental Housing based on Updated Standards: A 
direct federal requirement that rental housing meet 
a minimum set of healthy housing standards would 
go a long way toward creating a decent housing 
baseline. It is likely that such a proposal would be 
met with objections of federalism, given that housing 
regulation is typically focused locally, and therefore 
left to states, cities, and counties. However, federal 
requirements directing rental property owners to 
disclose hazards and comply with environmental 
laws has been exercised without effective challenge. 
The United Kingdom has a National Health Housing 
Rating System to ensure the safety and health of 
all housing and which is enforced by local housing 
authorities. A similar federal standard would fill a 
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public policy void that only private sector consensus 
organizations address.  


3)  Incentivize Better Enforcement of Current 
Codes Nationwide: Unless a code is coupled with 
resources or incentives to encourage systematic 
enforcement, it is difficult for states and localities 
to implement it. Federal assistance (either as a new 
grant or requirement for an existing grant) could 
incentivize communities to implement systematic 
inspections of rental properties for health hazards 
via additional staffing and/or training for code 
enforcement officers. The Community Building 
Code Administration Grant Act (S. 970, H.R. 2246), 
passed by the House of Representatives in 2009, 
has been added to the Energy Efficiency in Housing 
Act. It authorizes HUD to distribute up to $20 
million in competitive grants to local building code 
enforcement departments annually, especially those 
departments that “work cooperatively with other 
local code enforcement offices, health departments, 
and local prosecutorial agencies.” Localities 
implementing proactive code enforcement and 
emphasizing repair over demolition would be more 
competitive for funding. 


FY2011 Policy Initiatives  
(Discussion Draft)
In addition to continuing to pursue the above policy 
initiatives, the Coalition is proposing to add the following 
initiatives to its priorities for FY2011: 


1)  Amend the Safe Chemicals Act of 2010 (S. 3209) 
to Include Standards for Building Materials and 
Indoor Exposure. Chemicals in building materials 
deserve explicit attention in the Toxic Substance 
Control Act (TSCA) reform discussions. Asbestos, lead, 
formaldehyde, arsenic, and Chinese drywall have 
already carried new health risks into homes, and 
we’ve learned over the years that it is an expensive 
endeavor to remove these hazardous materials 
from our homes after they’ve been installed. TSCA 
reform provides an opportunity for preventing these 
problems by establishing standards for chemicals 


in building materials as well as action levels for 
substances of concern. 


2)  Amend the Home Star Legislation (H.R. 5019, S. 
3177) to Require EPA to Set Minimum Standards for 
Health and Safety. Home Star for Energy Retrofit is 
an important initiative that will improve the quality 
of life for millions of families through energy savings, 
environmental responsibility, and improved comfort. 
However, as buildings become more airtight in the 
effort to conserve energy, indoor air quality can 
suffer and moisture and mold problems can arise. 
This happens because the reduction in air leakage 
that saves energy also creates excess moisture 
buildup. The resultant mold, moisture, and other 
air quality problems trigger asthma, allergies, and 
other negative effects on occupant health. Home 
Star can assure indoor air quality by permitting the 
supplementation of retrofit measures with mitigation 
of the negative effects of increased tightening of the 
building envelope.
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In 2008, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 
(CDC), together with the National Center for Healthy 
Housing, assembled leading experts in the field to review 
decades of research. 1 The result was a set of evidence-
based healthy housing “interventions” that are known to 
improve health and lower the risk of exposure to home 
environmental hazards. The panel recommended that the 
following healthy homes improvements be brought to 
scale through housing and health policies and programs: 


n	 Control of asthma triggers


n	 Radon mitigation 


n	 Integrated pest management 
(instead of traditional spray methods) 


n	 Lead hazard control


n	 Prevention of injuries by installing working smoke 
alarms and setting a safe temperature for water heaters


n	 Eliminating moisture intrusion 


Whether we are able to implement these housing 
improvements throughout the U.S. housing stock 
ultimately depends on how successfully we can 
incorporate them into public and private sector housing 
and health practices, programs, and delivery systems. 


The Problem: Funding for Healthy 
Housing Improvements is Elusive for 
Most Families 


There are three primary barriers to the creation of more 
affordable healthy housing:


n	 Federal funding affects federal programs only and 
is relatively small. Only a small fraction of low-income 
renters live in federally owned or assisted housing. The 
vast majority of renters, and nearly all homeowners, 
do not receive a federal subsidy (except the mortgage 
income tax deduction), and as such their housing is not 
subject to federal health and safety requirements.


n	 Healthy housing improvements are not yet part 
of owner and lender thinking for repairs funded 
through mainstream private financing markets.  The 
housing finance markets do not know how to value 
a return on investment for these improvements so 
people cannot get loans. Unless a repair can be tied 
to short-term financial benefit to the property owner, 
which would justify the loan, a financial institution is 
unlikely to be interested. Health improvements are 
hard to quantify and only yield short-term financial 
gain for a few conditions (e.g. asthma).


n	 Affordable, unsubsidized housing cannot afford debt 
and probably will not incorporate healthy housing 
improvements without government subsidy. Owners 
of affordable units find it difficult to secure private 
financing as they lack a sufficient income stream to 
support repayment and haven’t enough future value 
to repay a lien at sale.


Several federal grant programs seek to improve affordable 
housing, yet they reach only a tiny fraction of seriously 
deficient housing stock annually. The following is a list of 
some of the larger federal programs that can be used for 
healthy housing improvements:2


HUD Office of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control 
Grants (OHHLHC): The OHHLHC provides competitive 
grants to states, localities, and nonprofit organizations 
to address lead and other health and safety hazards 
in low-income housing. For the past several years, 
federal funding for OHHLHC’s programs has stagnated 
at around $140 million, with approximately 85% for 
lead-related projects and 15% for any other home 
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health hazards combined. Grant requests regularly 
outstrip funding. For example, HUD funded only 20% of 
Healthy Homes Demonstration Grant applications last 
year. At the current funding level, the OHHLHC is able 
to reach just 12,000 units each year. HUD has proposed 
increasing the healthy homes share to $40 million and 
reducing lead hazard control grants for FY11.


HUD Green Incentives Program: In July 2007, HUD 
introduced its Green Initiative, a nationwide pilot 
to encourage owners and purchasers of affordable, 
privately owned, multifamily properties in HUD’s 
Section 8 Mark to Market (M2M) Program (administered 
by the Office of Affordable Housing Preservation) to 
rehabilitate and operate them following principles of 
sustainability, energy efficiency, and indoor air quality. 


The M2M program resizes and restructures property 
debt to account for market rent levels, pays for 
rehabilitation and 20 years of estimated repairs and 
replacements, and establishes a financially viable 
project for the long term. This Green Initiative will also 
collect data to validate impacts on utility consumption 
and indoor air quality. 


National Affordable Housing Trust Fund (NHTF): The 
NHTF was authorized on July 30, 2008 to issue state 
block grants using dedicated funds from Fannie Mae 
and Freddie Mac rather than annual appropriations to 
produce, operate, rehabilitate, and preserve 1.5 million 
very low-income rental units over 10 years. Up to 10% 
could also be used to help first-time homebuyers 
acquire, preserve, and rehabilitate individual units. 
Since the regulator of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, the 
Federal Housing Finance Administration, suspended 
contributions in 2008, none of the anticipated 
contributions to the fund have been available. The 
President’s proposed FY11 budget proposes first-
year capital funding for the NHTF through legislation 
directing $1.065 billion for the development, 
rehabilitation, and preservation of affordable housing. 
For future years, NHTF advocates have proposed that 
Congress raise funds through revenue-generating fees 
on private financial institutions for the opportunity 
to have insured deposits, borrow from the Federal 
Reserve/Home Loan Banks, and securitize mortgages, 
and other creative mechanisms.3


CDBG/HOME: The Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBG) and HOME Programs are used by states, 
cities, and others to promote economic development, 
which includes the construction and operation of 


affordable housing. Grantees are required to evaluate 
and reduce lead paint hazards and comply with the 
federal lead-safe housing rule. Many jurisdictions use 
a percentage of these funds to support minor repair 
programs, which can be used for the following: 


n	 Correcting building code violations 


n	 Improving energy efficiency 


n	 Repairing roofs and replacing septic systems 


n	 Updating heating, plumbing, or electrical systems 


n	 Remodeling for accessibility for individuals with 
disabilities  


n	 Removing hazardous substances such as lead paint 
and asbestos  


Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP): As part 
of the Housing and Economic Recovery Act of 2008, 
Congress made available nearly $4 billion in block 
grants to states and particularly hard-hit areas to 
respond to the effects of increased foreclosures. NSP 
provides assistance to state and local governments 
to acquire and redevelop foreclosed properties that 
might otherwise become sources of abandonment 
and blight within their communities. In 2009, Congress 
provided another $2 billion in competitive grants as 
part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. 
NSP-funded rehabs must comply with housing, safety, 
quality, and habitability laws and rules. Funds may 
be used for energy efficiency retrofits and must be 
expended within 18 months. 


Business Case for Health Sector 
Investment in Home-based 
Environmental Interventions   
In the health care sector, a business case for a particular service 
exists if there are documented cost savings realized by investing 
in the intervention, or if a program is considered “reasonable” 
relative to the costs of standard services, given the health 
benefits realized by the intervention (cost effective).4


A number of studies have evaluated the cost effectiveness 
of multi-faceted in-home environmental interventions 
for asthma.5,6 These studies demonstrate that the costs 
of providing a combination of environmental education 
and home assessments, services, and supplies as part of 
an asthma management treatment plan, are reasonable 
and cost effective given the improvement in health as 
compared to the cost and benefit of other standard 
interventions, such as medications. 
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FY 2010 Policy Agenda Related to Financing 
Healthy Homes


1)  Sustain and Expand Funding for Healthy Housing 
Programs: 


n	 Advocate for $50 million above the President’s 
proposed funding level for the Office of Healthy 
Homes and Lead Hazard Control’s Healthy Homes 
Program to expand the number of healthy homes 
created nationwide.


n	 Increase CDC’s Appropriation for Healthy Homes by 
$15 million above the President’s proposed funding 
level.  


2)  Work Collectively to Pass Senator Jack Reed’s and 
Congressman Robert Brady’s Safe and Healthy 
Housing Act:


n	 Section 204 of the Safe and Healthy Housing 
Act authorizes a new “Health Hazard Reduction 
Competitive Grant Program” at HUD that would 
provide flexible funding to applicants from 
other federal programs, including CDBG, HOME, 
weatherization assistance, low-income home 
energy assistance, and rural housing assistance. 


n	 Section 301 of the Safe and Healthy Housing Act 
authorizes the creation of a voluntary “Healthy 
Home Seal of Approval” labeling program at EPA 
that would evaluate and promote health protective 
products, materials, and criteria for existing housing. 


3)  Advocate for HUD to Incorporate Modern Health and 
Safety Requirements into its Assisted Housing Programs: 


n	 Add a healthy housing inspection requirement OR 
incentive to federally backed mortgages.


n	 Seek HUD regulatory/policy change on homes 
it resells “as is” by requiring a healthy homes 
inspection or disclosure of known home hazards. 


n	 Expand HUD’s “Green” efforts to incorporate healthy 
housing including through CDBG, HOME, and the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program, the “Green 
Incentive” program for Section 8 Mark to Market 
housing, and Public Housing (including the HOPE 
VI/Choice Neighborhoods program). 


4)  Begin a Dialogue with Health Insurers, Major 
Employers, Center for Medicaid Services, and the 
Health Resources and Services Administration: 
Through these discussions we hope to facilitate home-
based education and environmental services for 
asthma patients by health sector payment for: 


n	 Community health workers, visiting nurses, and 
other care delivery approaches that have been 
shown to be cost effective in the literature. 


n	 A home environmental assessment. 


n	 Supplies needed for environmental trigger 
reduction.


n	 More intensive environmental services based 
on a patient’s allergy profile and/or extent of 
problematic conditions. 


FY2011 Policy Initiatives  
(Discussion Draft)
In addition to continuing to pursue the above policy 
initiatives, the Coalition is proposing to add the 
following initiatives to its priorities for FY2011: 


1)  Fully fund the National Housing Trust Fund—with 
healthy housing improvements as eligible/required 
activities for substantial rehabilitation/new 
construction projects.


2)  Incorporate health considerations into the Home Star 
Legislation (H.R. 5019, S. 3177).


3)  Incorporate healthy homes recommendations into the 
Energy Efficiency in Housing Act of 2009 (S. 1379 and 
H.R. 2336).


4)  Incorporate housing quality into the federal 
Sustainability Partnership and the Livable 
Communities Act (S. 1619 and H.R. 4690).
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DOE’s Existing Efforts


• DOE’s ongoing efforts to integrate health and energy efficiency:


– Participation in the Healthy Homes Inter-Agency Work Group (w/HUD, 
EPA, CDC, DOL, USDA, etc.) to identify barriers that prevent remediation of 
health issues during weatherization and retrofits, and to develop 
collaborative, inter-Agency solutions


– Incorporating health issues into the “Recovery Through Retrofit” initiative 
by involving health experts as we develop retrofit protocols that will be 
launched to the private sector as well as to DOE’s Weatherization 
Assistance Program (WAP) providersAssistance Program (WAP) providers


– Launching “Whole Home Weatherization” project to identify barriers to 
addressing health issues in the Weatherization Assistance Program; 
develop and implement appropriate policy and operational solutions todevelop and implement appropriate policy and operational solutions to 
enhance resolution of health issues
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DOE’s “Whole Home” Weatherization Project


DOE’s “Whole Home Weatherization” project will identify ways to address health issues 
when weatherizing homes—stretching Weatherization dollars as far as possible, and 
establishing partnerships where funding eligibility is constrained.  The project will:g g g y j


– Identify the residential health hazards most commonly encountered by WAP 
providers—preventing them from weatherizing homes, leaving residents with 
unaddressed energy- and health-related conditions


– Clarify instances where DOE WAP money can be used to remediate health hazards, 
communicate clear guidance to WAP network


– Where remediation activities are not eligible under DOE WAP funds, identify 
organizations that can fill the gaps in services; help WAP networks establish 
effective partnerships


– Streamline the referral process through which those served by the WAP program 
are connected with other organizations for remediation of unhealthy conditionsare connected with other organizations for remediation of unhealthy conditions


– Evaluate training programs that address energy efficiency and healthy home 
training (public and private), ensure that content is accurate, enhance where needed
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Opportunities 


DOE will take advantage of current and future opportunities to promote the importance of 
“healthy” retrofits and to launch best practices—through its own Weatherization efforts as 
well as through DOE-developed tools provided to the private sector:


– Recovery Through Retrofit: Developing protocols and work standards for retrofit 
activities, will be made available to the private sector and to the WAP network


– Retrofit Ramp-Up: The 25 recipients recently awarded $454 Million in competitive 
Block Grants provide opportunities to showcase energy efficient retrofits that incorporateBlock Grants provide opportunities to showcase energy efficient retrofits that incorporate 
health considerations


– Green and Healthy Homes Initiative (GHHI): Pilots underway by HUD and other 
partners present opportunities to test health protocols in on-the-ground projects where p p pp p g p j
government, foundations, and nonprofits are partnering in innovative ways


– Public Outreach and Communication: Through its network of ~1,000 WAP providers 
with local presence as well as online outreach efforts such as DOE’s Energy Empowers 


b it DOE ill i t th i t f h lth t fitweb site, DOE will communicate the importance of healthy retrofits.


– HUD’s Healthy Homes Conference 2011: DOE will chair a “green” track of HUD’s 
2011 conference, focused on the intersection of energy and health


For Official Use Only 


– National Labs: DOE will continue to draw on the research and expertise of its national 
labs, refining protocols for healthy retrofit activity
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Government Mandates, Incentives, and 
Funding to Increase Residential Energy 
Efficiency Present New Opportunities 
and Challenges
Housing consumes more than one-fifth of U.S. energy.  The 
opportunities for significant household and societal benefits 
from residential energy efficiency measures are large yet 
difficult for many homeowners to realize on their own, 
particularly in low-income households. As a result, Congress, 
state legislatures, utilities, and local governments have 
launched a virtual cornucopia of mandatory and voluntary 
programs and policies. At the federal level, they include:


n	 The federal Weatherization Assistance Program; 


n	 The Residential Energy Efficiency Tax Credit and 
Residential Renewable Energy Tax Credit (part of 
ENERGY STAR’s numerous home-oriented programs); 


n	 USDA loan guarantees and grants for retrofitting rural 
housing;  and 


n	 Energy-efficient mortgages through FHA and the VA,  
among others.


At the state and local levels, they include:


n	 At least 53 energy-efficient building codes;


n	 At least 20 states that prioritize meeting or exceeding 
state energy codes in their low-income housing tax 
credit-qualified allocation plans; 


n	 About 22 renewable portfolio standards, mandatory 
conservation standards, and system benefit charges 
imposed on electric utilities;


n	 At least 30 state personal tax, property tax, and sales 
tax credits for energy-efficiency measures; and


n	 Over 600 government and utility energy audit, rebate, 
loan, and grant programs.  


With the sharp rise in energy prices, the foreclosure 
crisis, the steep recession, and the high priority the 
Obama administration has placed on energy efficiency, 
Congress appropriated $16 billion in new funds for 
energy efficiency and renewable energy projects in 2009, 
with an emphasis on home energy retrofits. That includes 
multi-billion dollar increases for the Low-Income Home 
Energy Assistance Program, Weatherization Assistance, 
the State Energy Program, and new Energy Efficiency 
and Conservation Block Grants, as well as $1.25 billion 
for energy retrofits and green investments via the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
Capital Housing Fund and Assisted Housing Stability 
Program.  Estimates suggest that upwards of two million 
housing units will be made energy efficient in the next 
three to five years as a result. Additional support for 
home energy retrofits is under consideration in proposed 
legislation  to address climate change and energy supply 
and demand for more than a year.


Done Correctly, Home Energy 
Efficiency Improves Occupant Health
Properly designed and executed, energy-efficient new 
homes have been shown to improve the general and 
respiratory health of occupants when compared to new 
homes built using traditional practices.  Also, well-executed 
energy retrofits have resulted in improvements in self-
rated health, a reduction in days off from school and work, 
and fewer visits to general health practitioners.  An analysis 
of the Weatherization Assistance Program found that 
weatherized homes were at lower risk for fires, and their 
residents had less respiratory illnesses.  


Integrating Energy Efficiency 
and Healthy Housing
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A high housing cost burden has been associated with lower 
general health status,  high malnutrition,  and more iron 
deficiency.  Thus, the health benefits of energy efficiency 
to low-income families can be particularly significant 
because the income saved is often redirected to essential 
needs including food, medical insurance, and health care.  
Participants in the Weatherization Assistance Program not 
only save money on energy bills, but also gain an average 
of $900 from reduced water costs, shut off fees, transaction 
costs and lost wages, and increased property values. 


The Problem: Many Home Energy 
Efficiency Efforts Risk Harming 
Residents’ Health by Failing to 
Incorporate Healthy Housing Best 
Practices
Well thought-out energy upgrades that reduce the 
production of contaminants (such as carbon monoxide, 
mold, and dust), improve ventilation, reduce moisture 
and condensation, increase safety, improve thermal 
comfort and offer residents a healthier environment.  
Many conventional energy upgrades, unfortunately, can 
harm the occupants’ health risk, often unwittingly. For 
example, “tightening” a home without countermeasures 
for adequate outside air exchange can degrade indoor air 
quality and increase risk factors associated with asthma, 
allergies, and other respiratory ailments.  Many energy 
retrofits even overlook simple, no-cost interventions like 
reducing the water heater temperature to 120 degrees, 
which saves energy and reduces the risk of scalding.


While some of the health effects of sustainable design and 
energy retrofitting have not been fully studied, we know 
that several health and safety interventions are vital to 
include in any energy retrofit, especially:


n	 Smoke and CO alarms;


n	 Repair of interior and exterior water leaks and 
elimination of standing water;


n	 Assurance of adequate ventilation for vented 
combustion appliances;


n	 Elimination of unvented combustion appliances;


n	 Kitchen and bath fans that exhaust to the outside;


n	 Lead-safe practices in older homes and lead dust 
clearance testing of the work area;


n	 Working air conditioner in at least one room of hot 
climate homes;


n	 Pre- and post-retrofit radon testing; and 


n	 Properly sealing all leaks in ductwork, which are major 
pathways into the house for various contaminants and 
pests originating in basements, crawl spaces, and attics.


Our Challenge: Accomplishing Policy 
Change Collaboration 
The challenges for us with such a strong stake in 
national healthy housing policy include ensuring that 
unprecedented “waves” of programs and investments in 
green housing and residential energy efficiency rolling 
across the U.S will support incorporation of healthy 
housing best practices into energy efficiency efforts. 


Historically, the weatherization assistance program has 
lacked sufficient per-unit dollars to accomplish basic 
sealing and insulation plus limited action like water heater 
replacement. Federal regulations have only required that 
lead-safe work practices be used to “do no harm,” and 
that states develop plans outlining how their program 
will manage health and safety issues. With the inception 
of recovery funding, in order to permit more thorough 
treatment of a unit, the average amount available through 
DOE was increased from $2966 to $6500 per unit. DOE now 
encourages Weatherization Assistance Program grantees 
to budget health and safety costs as a separate category 
and thereby exclude such costs from the average per-
unit cost calculation affecting the calculation of energy 
savings.  EPA has developed initial recommendations for 
addressing indoor air issues during weatherization. These 
recommendations should be further developed and 
incorporated into all energy efficiency programs to avoid 
unintentional consequences of energy retrofits.  


FY 2010 Policy Agenda Related to 
Integrating Energy Efficiency and 
Health


1)  Facilitate Interagency Coordination and Provide 
Funding Support for Integrated Health and Energy 
Efficiency Activities. For example: 


n	 Work collectively to pass Senator Jack Reed’s and 
Congressman Robert Brady’s Safe and Healthy 
Housing Act (H.R. 3891). Section 204 of the Act 
authorizes a new “Health Hazard Reduction 
Competitive Grant Program” at HUD that would 
provide flexible supplemental funding to local 
agencies that receive rehab, retrofit or repair 
funding from other federal programs, such as 
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CDBG, HOME, weatherization assistance, low-
income home energy assistance, and rural housing 
assistance, to reduce health hazards in the same 
homes. 


n	 Advocate for passage of the Healthy Housing 
Council Bill (S. 1658, H.R. 3793) to empower the 
relevant agencies to coordinate interagency 
activities integrating safe and healthy housing 
considerations with green design/energy retrofits. 


n	 Work with the Administration to incentivize flexible 
use of categorical funding programs by state and 
local agencies and community-based organizations 
to advance energy, home repair, and health and 
safety goals. For example, with 15% flexibility, 
grantees with funds from the Weatherization 
Assistance Program and the Lead Hazard Control 
Program could address energy efficiency, water 
leaks, pest intrusion, condensation, safety hazards 
(e.g., inadequate lighting, window replacement 
where existing windows are coated with lead-
based paint), and other basic safe and healthy 
housing practices.


n	 Modify energy auditing software to report 
monetized benefits of improved health in the 
return-on-investment (ROI) calculations. 


2)  Develop a Healthy Housing Label for Existing 
Homes: EPA has launched an ENERGY STAR Indoor 
Air Plus labeling program for newly-constructed 
homes. Build on EPA’s experience with market-based 
approaches and develop a voluntary “healthy housing” 
labeling program for single-family and multifamily 
existing housing. 


n	 Section 301 of the Safe and Healthy Housing Act 
(H.R. 3891) authorizes the creation of a voluntary 
“Healthy Home Seal of Approval” labeling program 
at EPA that would evaluate and promote health 
protective products, materials, and criteria for 
existing housing.


FY2011 Policy Initiatives  
(Discussion Draft)


1)  Advance Home Star Legislation and Incorporate 
Health Considerations. Home Star for Energy Retrofit 
(H.R. 5019 – which has passed the House, S. 3177) 
will create energy savings and improved comfort 
for millions of families. The program can control 


the negative effects of increased tightening of the 
building envelope and improve safety and health by: 


n	 Expanding the scope of the Silver Star Rebates by 
adding bathroom and kitchen fans and carbon 
monoxide alarms to the measures for which rebates 
can be provided.


n	 Ensuring through the verification system that the 
ASHRAE 62.2 ventilation standard is met after air-
tightness is improved for homes where Gold Star 
Rebates are provided.


n	 Requiring, if the home was built before 1978, that 
Gold Star Rebate verification include a visual check for 
dust/debris on the floor of the work area and a post 
renovation report.	


n	 Encouraging those providing energy retrofit 
certification training to incorporate health and safety 
training.


n	 Measuring air changes, indoor air quality, and 
occupant health in program evaluation.


2)  Make “Energy-Efficient Mortgages” Healthy.  Work 
with the Congress and the Administration to build a 
standard healthy housing component into energy-
efficient mortgages proposed in the Energy Efficiency 
in Housing Act (S. 1379 and H.R. 2336).  
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Annual Meeting Agenda
May 24–25 . Washington, DC


May


24


May


25


Location: G11 Dirksen Senate Office Building, 1st & C Sts., NE, 20510


2:30 pm	 Cake and Coffee


3:00 – 4:00pm	 Senate Staff Briefing 
n  Jon L. Gant, Director, Office of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control, 
     U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
n  Mark Allen, Director, Alameda County Lead Poisoning Prevention Program, California
n  Kathleen Hogan, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Energy Efficiency, Office of Energy 
     Efficiency and Renewable Energy, U.S. Department of Energy 
n  Dan Newman, Executive Director, Sustainable Resources Center, Inc., Minnesota


4:00 – 5:00 pm	 Free Time for Coalition Members to Visit Senate Offices


Location: Washington Court Hotel—Ballroom 1, 525 New Jersey Avenue, NW,  
Washington, DC 20001


6:00 – 7:30 pm   Networking Reception 


Location: 2168 Rayburn House Office Building—Gold Room,  
Independence Ave. & S. Capitol St., SW, 20515


8:45 am 	 Coffee and Bagels


9:00 am 	 Federal Public Policy Updates 
Hear about the Coalition’s accomplishments to date and plans for the futures. Get ready 
for a day with Congressional staff promoting the healthy homes agenda. 


9:30 am	 White House Activities on Healthy Housing 
Nikki Buffa, Associate Director of Communities, Environmental Protection and Green Jobs, 
White House Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
Hear about the landscape of healthy housing as it relates to the Obama Administration’s 
priorities on energy, the environment, and sustainability. 


10:00 – 11:00am	 House Staff Briefing
n  Peter Grevatt, Director of the U.S. EPA’s Office of Children’s Health Protection and 
     Environmental Education 
n  Kim Foreman, Education and Outreach Director, Environmental Health Watch, 
     Cleveland, OH 
n  Dr. Sharunda Buchanan, Director, National Center for Environmental Health/Division 
     of Emergency and Environmental Health Services, U.S. Centers for Disease Control  
     and Prevention 
n  Madeleine Shea, Acting Deputy Commissioner for Healthy Homes & Communities, 
     Baltimore City Health Department 


11:00 – Noon	 Free Time for Coalition Members to Conduct Hill Visits







May


25


Annual Meeting Agenda . May 24–25 . Washington, DC


Location: Washington Court Hotel—Springwood Room, 525 New Jersey Avenue, NW, 
Washington, DC 20001


12:30 pm	 Lunch 
Stockton Williams, Office of Sustainable Housing and Communities, U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development 


1:30 pm	 Hot Topic Salons 


Energy and Health 
Legislative Backdrop: Home Star Legislation (H.R. 5019 and S. 3177), Energy Efficiency in 
Housing Act of 2009 (S. 1379 and H.R. 2336) 


Healthy Homes Financing and Resources 
Legislative Backdrop: The Safe and Healthy Housing Act (H.R. 3891), Appropriations for 
HUD, EPA, CDC
  
Health Housing Codes and Standards 
Legislative Backdrop: Code Administration Act (S. 970, H.R. 2246), Safe Chemicals Act of 
2010 (S. 3209), Livable Communities Act of 2009 (S. 1619 and H.R. 4690)


3:45 pm	 Break


4:00 pm	 Report-Out (Discoveries from Salons)


4:15 pm 	 Organizational Meeting (Including Steering Committee Elections)


5:00 pm 	 Adjourn







Annual Meeting Speaker Bios 


Nikki Buffa
Nikki Buffa is the Associate Director of Communities, Environmental Protection and Green 
Jobs at the White House Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).  Previously, she served as the 
Deputy Chief of Staff for CEQ, after working as a vetting attorney for the Obama-Biden Transition 
team and as Assistant Staff Counsel for Obama For America.  Prior to joining Obama for America, 
she was an associate at Latham & Watkins, LLP, working in the firm’s environmental and energy 
practices.  While in law school, Nikki was a judicial extern for the Honorable Judge Reinhardt of 
the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals and a research associate to Mary Nichols, now Chair of the 
California Air Resources Board.  Prior to law school, Nikki worked for five years at the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency as an environmental protection specialist.  Nikki holds a Bachelors of 
Science in Conservation and Resource Studies from the University of California at Berkeley and a 
Juris Doctorate from the UCLA School of Law.


Stockton Williams
Stockton is Senior Advisor in the Office of Sustainable Housing and Communities at the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) where he develops new initiatives that 
expand energy efficiency, renewable energy and green, healthy development in low-income 
communities. He also works with other federal cabinet agencies and White House offices to 
advance the Obama Administration’s commitment to affordable housing, clean energy and 
environmental sustainability. Previously he was Senior Advisor and Director of Green Economy 
Initiatives for Living Cities. Before that he served as the Senior Vice President and Chief Strategy 
Officer for Enterprise Community Partners where he was the principal architect of and had 
executive responsibility for the Green Communities® initiative, the largest nongovernmental 
effort to bring the benefits of green development to residents, builders and investors in 
affordable housing. The initiative led  Enterprise Community Partners to be named “Social 
Enterprise of the Year” by Fast Company magazine in 2008. Stockton is a member the Urban 
Land Institute’s Advisory Group on Climate Change, Land Use and Energy; the Trust for Public 
Land Real Estate Council; the Board of Directors of CNT-Energy and the Advisory Council of The 
DCProject. He is also a Guest Lecturer at American University. Stockton has a Master of Science 
Degree in Real Estate Development from Columbia University and a Bachelor of Arts Degree in 
Religion from Princeton University.








 
 


 
Provisional Business Meeting Minutes 


In conjunction with the 1st Annual Coalition Meeting 
May 25, 2010 – Washington, DC  


 
The National Safe and Healthy Housing Coalition held its annual business meeting during 
its Annual Coalition meeting with the main purpose of electing its Steering Committee.  
 
Rebecca Morley called the meeting to order at 4:30pm. She thanked the Coalition for 
the strong turn out to the Annual Meeting and introduced Patricia Adkins and Melanie 
Hudson, Co‐Chairs of the Collaboration and Partnership Working Group. Melanie 
described the activities of the work group – how they have developed guidelines for the 
Coalition, developed a membership kit, are active in recruiting organizations to join and 
stay engaged with the Coalition. Also, Ms. Hudson reminded members that the Coalition 
keeps information and resources online, through the National Center for Healthy 
Housing website (www.nchh.org/Policy/National‐Safe‐and‐Healthy‐Housing‐
Coalition.aspx). Melanie briefly described the activities of the other workgroups 
(Legislative and Regulatory/Administrative), as they pertain to setting policy priorities.   
 
Patricia Adkins then spoke about the draft guidelines and asked if there were any 
changes or objections.  A motion was called by Ruth Ann Norton to accept the 
guidelines as written on 10/20/2009. Lars Peterson seconded. All were in favor, Motion 
Approved.  
 
There was then some discussion about whether or not the Steering Committee election 
should proceed, since there are approximately 90 member organizations now in the 
Coalition, and only 30 organizations were present at the meeting. After a vote, it was 
decided to proceed in holding the Steering Committee election. Nominations had been 
collected previously online, and ballots reflected the 14 nominees plus spaces for 3 
extra “floor nominations.”  No organization was given a floor nomination and so the 
vote proceeded with 14.  Three volunteers (who were not nominated themselves, nor 
able to vote as a member organization) were selected to tally votes.  After ballots were 
collected, the three volunteers counted votes and revealed that all 14 nominees were 
elected. The Coalition guidelines state that no less than 10 and no more than 15 
organizations can serve on the Steering Committee. This means that there may be one 
potentially open seat. The new Steering Committee Members, as voted on, are: 
 
American Public Health Association (Tracy M. Kolian & Tia Taylor) 
American Society of Home Inspectors (Randy Pence) 
Baltimore City Health Department (Genevieve Birkby) 
Children’s Health Forum (Melanie Hudson & Olivia Morgan) 
Home Safety Council (Patricia Adkins & Angela Mickalide) 







Houston Department of Health and Human Services (Brenda Reyes) 
Indoor Air Quality Association (IAQA) (Carl Grimes) 
International Code Council (Sarah Yerkes) 
National Center for Healthy Housing* (Rebecca Morley & Jane Malone) 
National Coalition to End Childhood Lead Poisoning (Ruth Ann Norton) 
National Low Income Housing Coalition (Linda Couch) 
NeighborWorks (Tom Deyo) 
Rebuilding Together (Greg Scord & Lars Peterson) 
U.S. Green Building Council (Casius Pealer & Bryan Howard) 
 
Next Steps: 
 


• Next Steering Committee Meeting will be held June 22nd.  
• The Steering Committee may solicit interest in filling the final seat at the next 


meeting.  








Creating Healthier Housing Through Standards 
National Safe & Healthy Housing Coalition Annual Meeting 2010 – Discussion Salon 
 
Facilitator: Rebecca Morley, National Center for Healthy Housing 
Technical Experts: Eric Hornbuckle, HUD and International Code Council Staff 
 
General Feedback 


• There was broad support for both the FY10 and FY11 Policy Agenda Related to Codes. Coalition 
members agreed that developing a consensus healthy homes standard and getting it 
implemented should be a high priority, since many jurisdictions do not have housing codes or if 
they do, they are not enforced.  


• ISO (www.iso.com) could be a good partner and would be a source for tracking data about 
injuries in the home. They are the leading source or information about property/casualty 
insurance risk. 


• Eric Hornbuckle discussed the Home Health & Safety Rating System that is in place in the UK. 
Discussed how homes are scored for health and safety issues, how they are inspected, and then 
the rating system assigned. Mentioned that homes that have a problem that could result in 
death fail the inspection and have to be repaired.  


o UK System: risk based 
 Requires owners to evaluate property annually based on issues present and 


likelihood of harm as a result of each (falling, toxicity, etc.) 
 Home health and safety rating system 
 Decent Home Standard 
 Different implementation of correction processes 


o Need incentive for homes to meet minimum standards 
 Incentives for states to implement: ( e.g. seatbelt laws ‐ no DOT funding if not 


enforced) 
 Requirements of inspection at point of sale 
 Insurance related incentives 


o Need Common Assessment Protocol 
 
FY2010 Agenda (Priorities) 


• Amend the ICC Model Codes 
o To win greater support for sprinklers in the home, someone needs to conduct a long‐


term study looking at 10 locations with sprinklers and 10 without and look at fire‐related 
mortality and morbidity between them.   


• To support code adoption more broadly, localities need small grants to enforce codes at the local 
level. The Code Administration Act passed the House as part of the Permlutter bill and may be 
included in the Senate version. The Coalition should continue to advocate for this important bill.  


 
FY2011 Agenda (Priorities) 


• Amend the Safe Chemicals Act to include standards for building materials 
o Fire Departments  as allies 


• Amend Home Star legislation to require EPA minimum standards for health and safety 








Integrating Energy Efficiency and Healthy Housing 
National Safe & Healthy Housing Coalition Annual Meeting 2010 – Discussion Salon 
 
Facilitator: Elyse Pivnick 
Technical Experts: Julie Hughes, DOE 
 
General Feedback 


• Participants in the Energy & Health Salon thought it would be especially helpful to 
establish a universal standard for what is meant by "healthy homes" for HUD, EPA, DOE 
and their various programs (HomeStar, Weatherization Assistance, Recovery through 
Retrofit). Currently, it seems staff must "reinvent the wheel" each time they write 
regulations for their respective programs. The Coalition could even be helpful in writing 
these standards.   


• In the same way, participants recommended a universal standard for energy retrofits to 
integrate standards into programs that have been conventionally described as "healthy 
homes." 


• All programs from HUD, EPA, DOE should have an advisor from each agency to foster 
the goal of integrated housing programs. This may be especially helpful when new 
programs are developing because seeking review after a program has been substantially 
developed is too late.  Participants agreed, more systematic communication among the 
agencies is needed. 


• It is important that HomeStar regulations include healthy homes concerns using specific 
language, not vague phrases (even if well‐meaning). 


• Integrate healthy homes issues into RRP training going forward.  Members of the group 
thought this was possible and desirable to do within the one‐day training.  No one 
suggested a longer training. 


• Rigorous standards for implementation of HH or DOE actions, instead of requiring 
contractors to prove the impact of their work per job.  Research tells us that if a certain 
improvement is made according to accepted standards, the impact of improved indoor 
environment or energy efficiency will be achieved. 


  
Barriers 


• A barrier to implementing HomeStar effectively is informing the public about the 
opportunity. One solution is to "bombard" people with a HomeStar campaign.  
Suggestions include:  going door‐to‐door, using one outreach worker to convey 
information about multiple programs; use realtors and apartment associations to help 
with communications, educating community nurses, physicians and clergy who reach 
people at the most grassroots level.   


• Concern was expressed about ventilation standards for older urban buildings and that 
more research was needed on this.  


  
FY2010 Agenda (Priorities) 


• Facilitate interagency coordination and fund integrated health and energy efficiency 
activities through enactment of the Reed‐Brady Safe and Healthy Housing Act (H.R. 
3891), Healthy Housing Council Bill (S. 1658, H.R. 3793), and other measures.  








Financing Healthy Housing 
National Safe & Healthy Housing Coalition Annual Meeting 2010 – Discussion Salon 
 
Facilitator: Linda Couch, National Low Income Housing Coalition 
Technical Experts: Jane Malone, National Center for Healthy Housing 
 
General Feedback 


• Need to identify current opportunities to reserve Healthy Homes funding from programs at 
HUD. Can HUD put out a notice/guidance to communities it works with to work together 
w/healthy homes resources? 


• Indoor air and dust should be in HUD’s Housing Quality Standards (HQS), just as lead is. 
• Bring improved HQS indoor air quality/dust requirements to National Housing Trust Fund 


units. 
• More resources need to go to states to coordinate healthy housing work – a long term 


strategy by the Coalition to get dedicated funding for HH initiatives; look at replicating 
state/local taxes and fees in existence and then provide the TA to bring to other states. Look 
at what the tax/fee ideas are. Help build coalitions to replicate enactment in new 
jurisdictions. 


• Provide incentives – tax breaks – for people who participate, donate, or provide services. 
Make healthy homes work a way of doing business. 


• There is a disconnect between where need is greatest and where funding is. Need to look at 
highest risk housing and come up with some financing ideas. Perhaps there is an 
opportunity to capture a ready workforce (i.e. low income people getting jobs in HH 
activities). 


• Needs exceed resources – either because programs are not comprehensive or there are not 
enough programs. 


• Some funds may be available from RRP training and certification. Better oversight of 
construction industry – certification fees and taxes can generate more revenue. 


• New health care bill – there is a great opportunity for planning for patient‐centered medical 
homes rolling out in 2014 – these should include HH interventions. 


• Business case for home‐based environmental incentives – should be great interest in HUD 
interagency working group. In‐home visits, inspectors, interventions have to be accepted 
medical expenditures; have the medical community identify best practices for, say, asthma, 
copd, fall prevention, etc. 


• Need to reclassify healthy homes interventions to fit into the Medicaid/insurance world so 
that HH interventions are not classified as “administrative.” 


•  Medicaid hospitals have to provide a community benefit – certain amount of $ given back 
to the community. The Coalition could encourage or hold a campaign to have this money 
spent on healthy homes interventions. 


• Perhaps leverage some of the health insurance savings from health interventions for HH 
• Health care reform has a lot of focus on workplaces – have employers offer the HH benefits. 


Employer‐assisted HH intervention. 
• Attach strings to all federal funding for housing 
• Follow lead of energy efficient mortgages to include healthy homes mortgages 
• Loans provided to finance homes could better incentivize healthy homes interventions 


 







EPA’s Kathy Seikel volunteered to host webinar on business‐case report/model in the Delta/EPA 
region 5 report. 
 
Questions and Barriers 


• Could Real Estate Investment Trusts include healthy homes in their private financing? 
• What are the business‐based benefits and how do they translate for realtors, home builders, 


etc, participating in the HH interventions? 
• Climate change: are our homes ready? Must be adapted but how, to what end? Maintain 


existing funding sources. 
• How do we make HH components of value to house flippers? 
• Keep working to say clearly: green does not equal healthy 
• Working to close loophole that prevents pregnant women on Medicaid from going into 


smoking cessation programs (???) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Additional resources for the Financing Salon: 
  
(1) Asthma Regional Council's Environmental Investments Initiative aligns asthma services and 
reimbursement policies with best practices in asthma management.  ARC's work in this area has 
included developing white papers that summarize emerging research on the benefits of specific 
environmental approaches, highlight model programs, and discuss financing options which New 
England health payers may want to pursue. These publications are at 
http://asthmaregionalcouncil.org/asthma‐management.html:   


Asthma: A Business Case for Employers and Health Care Purchasers (2010) 
The report details three strategies employers can pursue to cost‐effectively bring asthma under 
control: 1) Aligning employee health benefits with recommended best practices for asthma; 2) 
Supporting employees in overcoming barriers to self‐management of asthma; and 3)  Ensuring 
healthy work environments.  Published by ARC and Lowell Center for Sustainable Production. 


Investing in Best Practices for Asthma: 
A Business Case for Education and Environmental Interventions (2007) 
This highly‐acclaimed publication documents the cost benefits of payers investing in best practices, 
including environmental strategies. All of the research was conducted by ARC, in collaboration with 
the University of Massachusetts Lowell's Environmental Health Initiative. 


 2) Creative Funding Strategies for Remediation of Lead and Other Healthy Housing Hazards: A Guide 
for Increasing Private‐Sector Financing Guidebook.   The Delta Redevelopment Institute developed 
the Guidebook (with support from EPA) to inform lenders about incentives for certain types of 
health‐related improvements and encourage them to become more actively involved in financing 
healthy home improvements. The document also serves to inform government and 
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) about the important role they play in creating and 
supporting private lending programs.  Document is available at   
http://www.delta‐
institute.org/publications/2010/DeltaREDI_CreativeFundingStrategiesForRemediationOfLead.pdf  
  
3) Revisiting Rental Housing: leading housing researchers build on decades of experience, research, 
and evaluation to inform our understanding of rental housing challenges and what to do about 
them. The authors look at contributing factors and problems generated by the operation of rental 
markets, and assess whether existing policies and programs have helped and what lessons have 
been learned. Finally, the authors suggest new directions for housing policy, including the 
integration of best practices from past lessons into existing programs and innovations for large‐
scale, long‐term market and policy solutions that can get to the root of rental housing 
challenges http://www.brookings.edu/press/Books/2007/revisitingrentalhousing.aspx 
 
4) A Guide for Financing Radon Mitigation to Reduce Exposure in Existing Housing (Alliance 2009). 
Available at http://afhh.org/RadonFinancingGuide.pdf.  
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Sustainable Resources Center, Inc.


MissionMission
To create healthy and efficient homes, in partnership


with families and communities


Programs
Low Income Weatherization in suburban and rural Hennepin County 
(Minneapolis area)( p )
Lead Hazard Control in the Twin Cities metropolitan area, primarily 
Minneapolis
Lead Poisoning Prevention throughout Minnesota
Training in lead safe work practices and healthy homes (1200 people 
annually)


SRC staff will work in the homes of over 1100 low income families in 2010SRC staff will work in the homes of over 1100 low income families in 2010







Home Environmental Survey & Radon Testing Results
Partnerships with the Minnesota Department of Health


R d %  h   l  Ci/LRadon: 44% greater than or equal to 4.0pCi/L


Mold/Mildew:   44%


Pests: 30%


Fall Hazards: 19%


Asthma: 32% of households have someone who has been     
diagnosed with asthma


Of these, 50% have mold or mildew, 40% have pests, 26% have both


Weatherization homes/built before 1978/with children under 6 = 
70% with chipping or peeling paint







Client A


Family of 5  children under the age of 6 Family of 5, children under the age of 6 


Owns single family home built in 1953.


Lots of mouse droppings. Furnace was 
very dirty, short-cycling. Furnace filter y y, y g
was almost completely plugged.


Windows had lead based paint and Windows had lead based paint and 
were in poor condition.



























How We Were Able To Help


Repair, clean and tune furnace
Water heater was replaced with a power vented unit to prevent back- drafting Water heater was replaced with a power vented unit to prevent back- drafting 
Lead risk assessment and window replacement. 
Air sealing (included sealing up an old basement space heater flue)
Added R30 of blown cellulose 
Added water pipe insulation from water heater
Re-vented the kitchen exhaust fan out of the attic
Installed 2 CO monitors
Weather stripped a doorWeather stripped a door
Installed 2 smoke detectors
Anti-freeze down un-used drain to stop sewer gasses 
Replaced missing door knob that allowed air leakage
I t ll d b th  h t f  ith  ti  tti  f f  d  hi h Installed bathroom exhaust fan with a continuous setting of 50cfm and a high 
setting of 80cfm
House cleaning to lead safe clearance







How Are These Efforts Are Funded?


Funding Utilized
Weatherization (including health and safety)
Lead Elimination Action (LEAP)Program
Low Income Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) 
Transfer Funds
Utility company conservation fundsUtility company conservation funds


Issues not addressed through lack of fundsIssues not addressed through lack of funds
Pest management 
Radon







The Problem


Current systems of funding are commonly described 
as silos of activities  These silos are directed at as silos of activities. These silos are directed at 


specific objectives, and have gaps between them.


The problems we seek to solve are interrelated in


complex ways  that vary based on local conditionscomplex ways, that vary based on local conditions.







A Solution: the Flexibility Principle


Allow recipients to spend a portion on cross-sector activities that achieve service 
i t ti   th  dintegration, on the ground..


Make a direct impact on integrating disparate systems by making room for 
integration at the local level, without creating new programs, new procedures, more 
administrationadministration.


It is not tearing down silos, or building new silos to fill the gaps between the ones 
that we have.


It is putting some holes in the silos we have and letting the spillage fill the gaps.


Allow a modest amount of the funding in bordering silos to be used for the goods 
and services that would fill in the gaps between themand services that would fill in the gaps between them.


Provide enough money to address what falls in the gaps, and yet not so much as to 
threaten the core function of the program






Sharunda Buchanan, M.S., Ph.D.

Director,  Division of Emergency and Environmental Health Services



National Safe and Healthy Housing Coalition

Annual Meeting

May 25, 2010

National Center for Environmental Health

Division of Emergency and Environmental Health Services

Healthy Homes: House Staff Briefing





Housing Conditions Have an Important Impact on Public Health

Most people spend an average of 50% or more of every day inside their homes 





More Than 6 Million Substandard Housing Units Nationwide

Residents at increased risk for 

exposure to lead, carbon monoxide, 

mold, cockroaches, dust mites, 

pesticide residues, tobacco smoke, combustion gases, and radon, 

rat bites, and falls





More Than 6 Million Substandard Housing Units Nationwide

Children in these units are more 

likely to have elevated blood lead 

levels and to have ever been 

diagnosed with asthma

Children, the elderly, African Americans, American Indians, and the poorest Americans are at greatest risk for fire-related injuries and deaths 





Substandard Housing Units (continued)

Critical need to prevent the public health problems that stem from these units 

Healthy People 2010 goals call for a 52% improvement in the number of 

substandard occupied housing units





CDC's Healthy Homes Program

Multihazard holistic approach 

Focus: to identify health, safety, and quality-of-life issues in the home environment and eliminate or 

mitigate problems 





Healthy Homes Program (continued)

Transition of lead poisoning prevention branch to healthy housing branch

Healthy housing surveillance

Healthy housing policy

Healthy housing research





Sufficient Evidence

		Interior Biological Agents

		Multifaceted tailored asthma interventions 
Integrated pest management 
(allergen reduction) 
Moisture intrusion elimination 



		Drinking Water & Waste Treatment

		Voluntary drinking & wastewater treatment standards for small systems & private wells 
Training for small system personnel 
Guidelines for immunocompromised individuals 



		Interior Chemical Agents

		Radon air mitigation through active subslab depressurization
Integrated pest management (pesticide reduction) 
Smoking bans 
Lead hazard control 



		Structural Deficiencies

		Installation of working smoke/CO alarms 
Isolation 4-sided pool fencing
Preset safe temperature hot water heaters 
Air condition during heat waves



















































Health Care and Productivity Costs for Illnesses and Injuries

Asthma: $18.3 billion a year

Burns: $7.5 billion a year

Childhood Lead Poisoning:

$2,552 for each 1 µg/dL increase in blood lead level

Falls (in 2000): $81 billion in lifetime costs

Depression: $83.1 billion in lifetime costs





Healthy Homes Program Activities

Development of guidance documents 

National Healthy Homes Training Center and Network

Healthy homes clearinghouse





For more information please contact Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

1600 Clifton Road NE, Atlanta, GA 30333
Telephone, 1-800-CDC-INFO (232-4636)/TTY: 1-888-232-6348
E-mail: cdcinfo@cdc.gov 	Web: www.cdc.gov

The findings and conclusions in this report are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official position of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.



National Center for Environmental Health

Division of Emergency and Environmental Health Services 
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Bill Summaries for the National Safe and Healthy Housing Coalition  


Annual Meeting 
May 2010 


 
Healthy Housing Council Act of 2009 (H.R. 3793, S.1658) —Establishes in the executive branch an 
independent Interagency Council on Healthy Housing. Requires the Council to: (1) review federal 
programs and services that provide housing, health, energy, or environmental services to families 
and individuals; (2) monitor, evaluate, and recommend improvements in existing programs and 
services administered, funded, or financed by federal, state, and local agencies; (3) recommend 
ways to reduce duplication among federal programs and services; and (4) ensure collaboration 
among and within agencies in the provision and availability of such programs and services. 
 
Safe and Healthy Housing Act of 2009 (H.R. 3891)—Directs the Director of the National Institute 
of Environmental Health Sciences and the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) to evaluate the health effects of housing‐related health hazards for which limited research 
or understanding of causes or associations exists. Directs the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), acting through the Director of the Office of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard 
Control (Director), to implement studies of the assessment, prevention, and control of housing‐
related health hazards. Directs the Administrator of the EPA to study how sustainable building 
features in existing housing affect the quality of the indoor environment, the prevalence of 
housing‐related health hazards, and the health of occupants. Directs the Secretary of HUD, acting 
through the Director, to complete the analysis of data collected for the National Survey on Lead 
and Allergens in Housing and the American Healthy Housing Survey. Directs the Administrator of 
the EPA to expand current indoor environmental monitoring efforts to establish baseline levels of 
indoor chemical pollutants and their sources. Requires the Director of the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC) to determine the data and resources needed to establish a healthy 
housing data collection system. Directs the Secretary of HUD, acting through the Director, to: (1) 
develop improved methods for evaluating, reducing, and preventing health hazards in housing; (2) 
support development of objective measures for a healthy residential environment; (3) promote 
the incorporation of healthy housing principles in post‐disaster environments as well as ongoing 
practices and systems, and of health considerations into green and energy‐efficient construction 
and rehabilitation; (4) improve the dissemination of healthy housing information; and (5) promote 
state and local level healthy housing efforts. Amends the Public Health Service Act with respect to 
the CDC Program Capacity on Housing‐Related Health Hazard. Directs the Administrator of the 
EPA, acting through the director of the Office of Children's Health Protection and Environmental 
Education (OCHPEE), to address health hazards in the home environment, with particular attention 
to children, the elderly, and families with limited resources. Directs the Secretary of HUD, acting 
through the Director, to award health hazard reduction grants to reduce significant structural, 
health, and safety hazards in the home. Directs the Secretary of Agriculture, acting through the 
Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service, to establish a competitive grant 







program to promote education and outreach on housing‐related health hazards. Amends the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 1992 with respect to enforcement of the lead 
disclosure rule. Establishes within the EPA voluntary products and materials and housing labeling 
programs. Specifies the duties of the EPA Administrator with respect to the Healthy Home Seal of 
Approval. Directs the EPA Administrator, acting through the OCHPEE, to provide public education 
and outreach on environmental health risks experienced by the elderly, and low‐cost methods for 
addressing them. Directs the Secretary of HUD, acting through the Director, to award funds for a 
Health Hazards Outreach competitive grant program. Directs the Secretary of HUD (acting through 
the Director), the Director of the CDC, and the Administrator of the EPA to establish a national 
healthy housing media campaign.  
 
Community Building Code Administration Grant Act of 2009 (S. 970, H.R. 2246)—Requires the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, to the extent amounts are made available for 
grants under this Act, to award grants, on a competitive basis and with federal matching funds, to 
qualified local building code enforcement departments to increase staffing, provide staff training, 
increase staff competence and professional qualifications, support individual certification or 
departmental accreditation, or for capital expenditures specifically dedicated to department 
administration. Sets forth criteria for rating and ranking of grant proposals. 
 
Safe Chemicals Act of 2010 (S. 3209)—(1) Provides EPA with sufficient information to judge a 
chemical’s safety. Requires manufacturers to develop and submit a minimum data set for each 
chemical they produce, while also preventing duplicative or unnecessary testing. EPA will have full 
authority to request additional information needed to determine the safety of a chemical. (2)  
Prioritizes chemicals based on risk. Calls on the EPA to categorize chemicals based on risk, and 
focus resources on evaluating those most likely to cause harm. (3)  Ensures safety threshold is met 
for all chemicals on the market. Places the burden of proof on chemical manufacturers to prove 
the safety of their chemicals. All uses must be identified and determined safe for the chemical to 
enter the market or continue to be used. (4) Takes fast action to address highest risk chemicals. 
Requires EPA to take fast action to reduce risk from chemicals that have already been proven 
dangerous. In addition, the EPA Administrator is given authority to act quickly if any chemical 
poses an imminent hazard. (5) Creates open access to reliable chemical information. Establishes a 
public database to catalog the information submitted by chemical manufacturers and the EPA’s 
safety determinations. The EPA will impose requirements to ensure the information collected is 
reliable. (6) Promotes innovation and development of green chemistry. Establishes grant programs 
and research centers to foster the development of safe chemical alternatives, and brings some 
new chemicals onto the market using an expedited review process. 
 
Livable Communities Act of 2010 (S. 1619 and H.R. 4690)—Establishes in the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) an Office of Sustainable Housing and Communities 
(OSHC). Establishes in the executive branch an independent Interagency Council on Sustainable 
Communities. Requires the OSHC Director to establish a program to make comprehensive planning 
grants and sustainability challenge grants to eligible entities (partnerships between a consortium 
of units of general local government and an eligible partner, which may be a metropolitan 
planning organization, a rural planning organization, a regional council, or a state). Requires the 







use of a comprehensive planning grant to carry out a project to: (1) coordinate land use, housing, 
transportation, and infrastructure planning processes across jurisdictions and agencies; (2) identify 
potential regional partnerships for developing and implementing a comprehensive regional plan; 
(3) conduct or update housing, infrastructure, transportation, energy, and environmental 
assessments to determine regional needs and promote sustainable development; (4) develop or 
update a comprehensive regional plan or goals and strategies to implement an existing 
comprehensive regional plan; and (5) implement local zoning and other code changes necessary to 
implement a comprehensive regional plan and promote sustainable development. Requires the 
use of a sustainability challenge grant to: (1) promote integrated transportation, housing, energy, 
and economic development activities carried out across policy and governmental jurisdictions; (2) 
promote sustainable and location‐efficient development; and (3) implement projects identified in 
a comprehensive regional plan. Directs the OSHC Director to study and report to specified 
congressional committees on incentives for encouraging lenders to make, and homebuyers and 
homeowners to participate in, energy‐efficient mortgages and location‐efficient mortgages. 
 
Home Star Energy Retrofit Act of 2010  (H.R. 5019 and S. 3177)—Requires the Secretary of Energy 
to establish: (1) the Home Star Retrofit Rebate Program to provide rebates to contractors to be 
passed through as discounts to homeowners who retrofit their homes to achieve energy savings; 
(2) a Federal Rebate Processing System to enable rebate aggregators to submit claims for 
reimbursement; and (3) a national retrofit website and public information campaign that provide 
information on the Program. Requires the Secretary to: (1) develop a network of rebate 
aggregators that can facilitate the delivery of rebates to reimburse participating contractors and 
vendors for discounts provided to homeowners for energy efficiency retrofit work; (2) ensure that 
rebate aggregation services are available to all homeowners at the lowest reasonable cost; and (3) 
develop guidelines for states to allow utilities participating as rebate aggregators to count the 
energy savings from their participation toward state‐level energy saving targets. Sets forth 
eligibility criteria for, and responsibilities of, rebate aggregators. Establishes: (1) a Silver Star Home 
Energy Retrofit Program to award rebates during the first year after this Act's enactment to 
reimburse participating contractors and vendors for discounts provided to homeowners for 
retrofit work that installs specified energy saving measures, including air‐sealing and insulation 
measures, duct seal or replacement, window or door replacement, heating or cooling system 
replacement, and water heater replacement; and (2) a Gold Star Home Energy Retrofit Program to 
award rebates to reimburse participating accredited contractors and vendors for retrofit work that 
achieves whole home energy savings. Sets forth provisions concerning: (1) the amount of the 
rebates (up to $3,000 per home for Silver Star rebates or $8,000 per home for Gold Star rebates); 
and (2) the treatment of rebates for tax purposes (excluded from taxable income). Requires states 
that receive funding under this Act to submit to the Secretary plans to implement quality 
assurance programs that cover residential energy efficiency retrofit work sponsored or provided 
under this Act. Requires the Secretary to establish a Home Star Energy Efficiency Loan Program to 
make funds available to states to support financial assistance provided by qualified financing 
entities for qualifying energy saving measures under the Silver Star or Gold Star programs. 
 
Energy Efficiency in Housing Act of 2009 (S. 1379 and H.R. 2336)—Directs the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to establish: (1) annual energy efficiency participation 







incentives for HUD programs to achieve substantial improvements in energy efficiency; (2) budget‐
neutral incentives to encourage lenders to make energy‐efficient and location‐efficient mortgages; 
(3) incentives for increasing the energy efficiency of multifamily housing subject to mortgages 
insured under the National Housing Act; and (4) an energy efficiency demonstration program for 
multifamily housing projects assisted with project‐based rental asistance. Amends the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1992 to: (1) require the Director of the Federal Housing Finance 
Agency (FHFA) to assign an additional housing credit for compliance with Federal Mortgage 
Insurance Association (Fannie Mae) and Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation (Freddie Mac) 
housing goals for energy efficient mortgages; and (2) require the HUD Secretary to establish a 
commission to develop and recommend model mortgage products and underwriting guidelines 
that provide market‐based incentives to incorporate energy efficiency upgrades and location 
efficiencies in new mortgage loan transactions. Amends the Federal Housing Enterprises Financial 
Safety and Soundness Act of 1992 to require Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac to develop loan 
products and flexible underwriting guidelines to facilitate a secondary market for energy‐efficient 
and location‐efficient mortgages for low and moderate income families and for second and junior 
mortgages made for purposes of energy efficiency or renewable energy. Amends the National 
Housing Act to require the Secretary, in applying underwriting standards for mortgages on single‐
family housing, to consider the impact on the income of borrowers under Federal Housing 
Administration (FHA) mortgage insurance programs and Native American and Native Hawaiian 
loan guarantee programs from savings on utility costs resulting from energy efficiency standards 
established by this Act. Amends the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act of 1975 to require the 
collection of information on energy‐efficient and location‐efficient mortgages. Requires the 
Secretary to develop and implement a pilot program for the financing of capital improvements to 
improve the energy efficiency and conservation of assisted housing projects. Amends the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 to prohibit the Secretary from making a site revitalization grant unless 
the applicant's proposed revitalization plan meets specified Green Developments requirements. 
Amends the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 1989 to require real 
estate appraisals, in determining the value of a property, to consider any renewable energy 
sources or energy‐conserving improvements or features of the property. Establishes in the 
Treasury the Alternative Energy Sources State Revolving Fund to provide loans to states and Indian 
tribes to carry out renewable energy and energy conservation activities. Authorizes the Secretary 
to make grants to nonprofit organizations to increase low‐income community development 
capacity. Authorizes the Secretary to make loan guarantees for the financing of renewable energy 
systems leased for residential use. Amends the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to establish green 
banking centers to provide energy efficiency information to consumers seeking a mortgage, home 
improvement loan, or home equity loan. Requires the Comptroller General to report to Congress 
on the impact of this Act on the availability of affordable mortgages. Requires the Secretary to 
obtain information from public housing agencies on the energy costs of their housing units and 
report such information to Congress. 





