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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Pilot Year One Goals 
 

1. Identify housing at greatest 
risk for lead-paint hazards; 

2. Develop partnerships and 
community engagement to 
promote primary prevention; 

3. Promote interventions to 
create lead-safe housing 
units; 

4. Build Lead-Safe Work 
Practice (LSWP) workforce 
capacity; and 

5. Identify community 
resources for lead-hazard 
control. 

 

 

 
 

 
 



   

Figure A. Number of Housing Units at Various Stages 
in Year One
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Source: Grantee quarterly reports 
 

Note: Since most grantees began full implementation of their programs in the 
third quarter, the full outcome of their efforts will not be known until Year Two, 
especially the total number of units cleared as lead-safe.  
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Implementation
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1. INTRODUCTION 

A National Perspective on Primary Prevention 

Healthy People 2010 
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Lead Poisoning in New York State  

 2000 U.S. Census Data 
for New York State: 

 Nearly 1.7 million 
children under age six; 

 476,000 children aged 
one and two years; 

 Third in the nation for 
families with children 
under age five living in 
poverty; 

 23% of the population 
born outside the U.S.; 

 Over 3.3 million homes 
built before 1950. 

Figure 1.1. Incidence of BLL >= 10 
ug/dL, 1998 and 2005
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Figure 1.2. Incidence Rate* for 
Children Age  6 and Under, BLL >= 10 

ug/dL
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            * Rate per 1,000 children tested. 
 

Source: Preventing Lead Poisoning in New York City: 2005 Annual Report21; Eliminating  
  Childhood Lead Poisoning in New York State: 2004-2005 Surveillance Report22

 



   

Primary Prevention in New York State  
 

 

 

 

 

 

The 2007 Primary Prevention Pilot Program 

“The department shall identify and designate a zip code in certain 
counties with significant concentrations of children identified with 
elevated blood-lead levels for purposes of implementing a pilot program 
to work in cooperation with local health officials to develop a primary 
prevention plan for each such zip code identified to prevent exposure to 
lead-based paint.” 

Eliminating Childhood Lead Poisoning in New York State by 2010,
 and New York City 

Plan to Eliminate Childhood Lead Poisoning, http://www.nyc.gov/html/doh/downloads/pdf/lead/lead-
plan.pdf).



   

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 



   

 

 

 

 

Evaluation Design and Methodology 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   



   

2. IDENTIFYING HOUSING AT GREATEST RISK 
 FOR LEAD-PAINT HAZARDS 

 

 

 

Defining Target Units 
  



   

Table 2.1. Zip Codes of Units Reached by Pilot-Funded Activity in Year One* 
County High-risk Zip 

Codes 
Identified 
by NYS in 
2005a  

Zip Codes 
Selected by 
Grantee as focus 
of Year One  

Number of 
Units with 
Any Pilot 
Activity in 
Year One 
with Zip 
Code Data 

Percentage and 
Number of Units 
Reached in Year One 
that Were Also in 
Grantees’ Target Zip 
Codes 

Albany 12206 12206 74 12066 (100%, N=74) 
Erie 14213, 14211, 

14215, 14212, 
14208, 14207 

14211, 14213 92 14211 (16%, N=15) c  

14213 (58%, N=53) 

Monroe 14621, 14609, 
14611 

14611 2081 14611 (98%, N=2075) 

New York 
City 
(Brooklyn 
Queens, 
Bronx, 
Manhattan)b 

11211, 11226, 
11208, 11368, 
11221, 10460, 
11373, 10456, 
11207, 11233, 
11218, 11206, 
11216, 11230, 
11237, 10458, 
11220, 10031, 
10452, 10467, 
11418, 11385, 
10457, 10468, 
10462, 11372, 
11214, 11238, 
11210, 11235, 
14208, 10453, 
11219, 11225, 
11212, 10002, 
10029, 11432, 
11205, 11203, 
10027, 11355, 
11377, 11434, 
10466, 11213, 
11236 

10026, 10027, 
10029, 10030, 
10035, 10037, 
10039, 
10451-10460, 
10474, 11001, 
11004, 11005, 
11040, 11205, 
11206, 11207, 
11212, 11216, 
11221, 11233, 
11237,  
11364-11367, 
11411-11413,  
11422, 11423, 
11426-11429,  
11432-11436 
 

235 10453 (<1%, N=1)  
11205-11207 (21%, 
N=49) 
11212-11213 (31%, 
N=72) 
11216 (8%, N=18) 
11221  (13%, N=30) 
11233 (17%, N=39) 
11237 (10%, N=24) 
  
  
 

Oneida 13501, 13502 13501 39 13501 (72%, N=28) c 
Onondaga 13204, 13208, 

13205 
13204, 13205, 
13208 and 
additional census 
tracts in 
13202,13203, 
13207, 13210, 
13224 

125 13204 (30%, N=37) 
13205 (24%, N=30) 
13208 (22%, N=28) 
Other grantee-
designated 
Census tracts (24%, 
N=24) 

Orange 12550, 10940 12550 287 12550 (100%, N=287) 
Westchester 10701 10701 2750 10701 (73%, N=1999) 
a Zip codes for grantees are listed in rank-order by annual incident number of cases.  
b NYC defined its target areas according to Community District boundaries within the Bronx,   Brooklyn, 

Queens, and Manhattan. The boundaries of these districts encompass multiple zip codes, include the 
high-risk zip codes identified in the work plan. Percentages do not sum to 100 due to rounding. 

c All other units reached by the Erie and Oneida grantees were located in zip codes that NYS had identified 
as high-risk. 

* Source: Unit-based data. Table includes all units in data base where zip codes were reported. 



   

Table 2.2. Grantee Approaches to Defining Target Housing 
 
 
 
 
Strategies 
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Re-inspect units with history of EBLL cases; extend 
inspection to other units in the same building

x     x  x 

Concentrate on specific neighborhoods within 
designated high-risk zip codes

x x x x x x x x 

Visit the homes of at-risk newborns in the designated 
high-risk zip codes

   x x    

Inspect rental units before occupancy by resettled 
refugees or DSS-funded recipients (TANF, foster care)

  x  x x   

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

 

 
Authority to Designate High-Risk Areas 

 
 



   

 
Using Geographic Information Systems (GIS) to Identify Properties 
 

iii 10 C.N.Y.R.R. § an area of high risk is designated
the 

Commissioner or his designated representative s

, 

; 

 
305.3 Interior surfaces.

304.2 Protective treatment.



   

 

 

 

 
Implications for Program Design 
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3. DEVELOPING PARTNERSHIPS AND COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 
 TO PROMOTE PRIMARY PREVENTION  

 

 

 

 

 

 
Collaborations with Other Agencies: Policies, Procedures, and 
Infrastructure 

 



   

Table 3.1. Examples of Commitments between Agencies 
County Nature of the Commitment 
Albany Contracts with Cornell Cooperative Extension Service to conduct Lead-Safe Work 

Practices training on behalf of the Pilot, host a community event in the FY ‘09 
designated target neighborhood, and employ HNP outreach workers to canvass 
this neighborhood as a means to build an inventory of possible FY ‘09 
investigations.  
 

Erie Letter of Commitment between Buffalo’s Housing Court Judge and the Pilot to hear 
cases at no cost, speak at events, and participate in revisions to Sanitary Code. 
MOU between West Side Housing Services and Health Department to partner for 
outreach and referral. 
 

Monroe Funded activities of two City Code Inspectors in target areas to support Pilot 
activities.  
 

New York 
City 

Pre-existing MOU with the City’s Department of Housing Preservation and 
Development (HPD) and the City’s Housing Authority to identify Section 8 housing 
where the Lead Poisoning Prevention Program (LPPP) has identified LBP hazards. 
Expanded existing collaboration with the Brooklyn District Public Health Office 
(DPHO) and Asthma Program; built new collaborations with the Manhattan and 
Bronx DPHO and the Queens Nurse Family Partnership (NFP). HPD also accepts 
referrals from these home visiting programs. In addition, when LPPP orders the 
building owner correct the hazards and the owner fails to comply, LPPP refers the 
address to the HPD Emergency Repair Program (ERP). The landlord is billed for 
the work. LPPP also makes referrals to the NYC Window Falls Prevention 
Program to conduct follow-up investigations on all homes with window guard 
violations. 
 

Oneida Utica’s Municipal Housing Authority and Rebuild Mohawk Valley, Inc. committed to 
rehabilitate 40 owner-occupied units in the target area with rehabilitation monies 
received from the Empire Development Corporation and the Division of Housing 
and Community Renewal. 
 

Onondaga Pre-existing agreement with Department of Social Service (DSS) to only place 
foster care children age seven or under where homes with known LBP hazards are 
addressed extended to Child Protective Services and rent-subsidy programs. 
 

Orange VISTA Neighborhood Watch workers distributed primary prevention materials.
Formal agreement to refer Pilot LBP investigation findings to Orange Code 
Enforcement for follow up. 
 

Westchester Joint weekly and monthly meetings with Lead-Safe Westchester (HUD-funded lead 
hazard control grant program). Westchester also established partnerships with 
CLUSTER (a tenant/landlord counseling agency), WESTHAB (a provider of 
emergency housing and low-income units), and the Nepperhan Community Center 
(a community-based agency that provides youth activities, violence prevention 
programs, and acts as a referral source for other needed services). The Pilot also 
refers observed structural deficiencies to the Yonkers Building Department and 
observed fire hazards to the Yonkers Fire Department for further investigation. 
 

 



   

Table 3.2. Grantee Approaches to Building Collaborations with Other Agencies 
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Changes in referral process, 
procedures, documentation 

x x x x x x x x 

Coordinate data collection 
with other agencies 

x  x x x x x x 

Joint visits with or referrals 
from the Healthy 
Neighborhoods Program 

x x  x x x x x 

Joint visits with or referrals 
from Maternal and Child 
Health, Visiting Nurses, or 
other social service programs 

   x x x  x 

Staff training with any of the 
above referral or home 
visiting programs 

  x x x x x x 

Referrals to code 
enforcement or lead hazard 
control programs 

x x x x x x x x 

Joint training or investigation 
with code enforcement or 
lead hazard control programs

 x x  
(with City 
Code) 

*initiated 
prior to 
Pilot  
start-up 

*initiated 
prior to 
Pilot 
start-up 

  x 



   

Potential Agency Partners 
 for Primary Prevention: 

 Healthy Neighborhoods Program 
 Maternal and Child Health Home Visiting 

Programs 
 Newborn services 
 Department of Social Services, Foster 

care 
 Refugee Resettlement Agencies 
 Community- and faith-based services 
 Women’s, Infants’, and Children’s (WIC) 

program and other nutritional services 
 Child care and Head Start centers 
 Health care providers and clinics 
 Municipal Housing authorities 
 Section 8 (tenant-based rental assistance) 
 Fire inspectors 
 Building permits and code inspectors 
 Vista/AmeriCorps 
 Schools and parent outreach services 
 Workforce development programs 
 Community development corporations 
 Community action agencies 
 Child safety and injury prevention 

programs 
 Emergency housing services 
 Community Foundations 
 Community Colleges 
 Tenants-rights organizations 
 Legal services 
 Landlords’ associations 
 Homeless service organizations 



   

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 



   

 

 

 
Engagement of Community Groups 

Table 3.3. Examples of New Partnerships or Initiatives Formed with Community-Based    
                 Organizations 
County Nature of the Commitment 
Albany Capital District Association of Rental Property Owners and the Capital District 

Land Trust participated in a neighborhood health fair in the target area in 
September. The Pilot contracted with Cornell Cooperative Extension to organize 
the event. 
 

Erie Community Foundation of Greater Buffalo adopted lead poisoning prevention as 
a strategic goal for 2007-2011 and agreed to identify private funding and 
opportunities to improve partnerships between the City and County. The 
Foundation co-sponsored a March 2008 Community forum, attended by over 
150, to promote primary prevention in Western New York. The grantee also 
sponsors “tailored receptions” for up to 50 families, hosted by community 
organizations, for education and to gain referrals for investigations.  
 

Monroe Invited the Coalition to Prevent Lead Poisoning, SouthWest Area Neighborhood 
Association; Plymouth-Exchange Neighborhood Association, Charles Street 
Settlement House, Jay Orchard Street Area Neighborhood Association, and the 
University of Rochester’s Healthy Home program to assist in developing the 
marketing plan and messages for the new Lead-Safe Saturday initiative. 
 

New York 
City 

The NYC Lead Poisoning Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is composed of 
representatives of governmental and nongovernmental agencies, health care 
providers, and community-based organizations, including those representing key 
low income neighborhoods in the target area. The TAC provides advice and 
support to the program on its lead poisoning prevention activities. The Fall TAC 
meeting was devoted to discussion of Year One primary prevention activities and 
proposed Year Two activities for the grant.  
 



Oneida Countywide Refugee Task Force begun in July 2008 in response to housing, 
education, legal and other issues encountered in servicing the Somali Bantu 
Refugee resettlement population. The grantee successfully applied to Excellus 
Blue Cross insurance agency to supply community-based groups with HEPA 
vacuums for a FY ‘09 vacuum loaner programs modeled on the Pilot’s HEPA 
loaner program. 
 

Onondaga Syracuse Lead Task Force (SLTF) and Syracuse University sponsored a 
September community forum at the South West Community Center to discuss 
the need for a local lead ordinance. The SLTC has begun to engage a 
consortium of community churches (Alliance of Communities Transforming 
Syracuse) to address a lead ordinance. 
 

Orange In FY ’09, the Pilot plans to invite individuals from the target area who expressed 
interest at home visits in joining a coalition to attend a planning meeting. 
 

Westchester Pilot met and provided educational materials to the Andrus Children’s Center, 
Arab-American Council, Kingdom Christian Cultural Center, Nepperham 
Community Center, and numerous governmental and nongovernmental sites 
such as the Victim Assistance Services.  

 
Marketing and Media 
 

 

Table 3.4. Grantee Media and Marketing Strategies 
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Media outreach – print, radio, television   x  x x x x x 
Media events, including participation by elected 
officials 

   x x x   

Public Service Announcements, special program 
bulletins/newspapers 

x   x x x x  

Presentations to community groups or health fairs x x x x x x x x 
Paid advertisements in newspapers, TV, or radio      x   
Display of Pilot literature in libraries, building permit 
offices, hardware stores, etc. 

 x  x x x x  

Written marketing/communication plan     x      

 

 



   

 

 

 
 
 

 



   

Table 3.5. Reported Number of Marketing and Educational Activities * 
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Media events 
Number of events 1 1 -- 1 21 1 12 10 47
Number reached 
(estimated) 

600 25,000 -- -- 143,900 22 78,693 1,648 249,863

Public informational meetings in targeted neighborhoods 
Number of events 1 7 1 20 15 4 -- -- 48
Number reached 
(estimated) 

600 270 -- 246 296 49 1,100 -- 2,561

Events to educate or recruit property owners 
Number of events 1 29 1 8 5 1 247 3 295
Number reached 
(estimated) 

NA 3,325 2,088 330 54 166 262 65 6,290

Other marketing activities 
Number of events 1 -- -- -- 23 84 93 6 207
Number reached 
(estimated) 

237 -- -- -- 17,856 3,537 1,476 62 23,168

Home visits to provide education and discuss pilot project 
Number of visits --** 79 643 235 18 125 82 655 1,837
  * Source: Quarterly reports

** Albany County reported 61 investigations completed during Year One.  
 

 
 
 

 



   

Implications for Program Design 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 



   

3. PROMOTING INTERVENTIONS 

 

 

 

 

 
Access to Units 



   

Table 4.1. Strategies for Gaining Access to Units  
 
 
 
 
Strategies A
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Partner with community organizations to enroll units x x  x x x x x 
Landlord workshops or “owner’s nights”    x x   x 
Letters, flyers, door hangers  x x x x x x x x 
Door-to-door canvass x x x x a x x x 
Provide information on tenants’ rights   x x x  b  
Street fairs/health fairs in target neighborhoods x x  x x x x  
Efforts to engage special populations (e.g., translation 
services, translated materials)  

x x x x x x x x 

Resident incentives (e.g., cleaning supplies)  x x  x  x x 
Saturday or late afternoon or evening visits   x x x    
Inspect units at the request of owner or tenant x x   x x x x 
 

a Oneida County had done a joint canvass with its CLPPP and HNP outreach workers in the prior 
year and concluded that this was not a productive strategy for the target neighborhood. 
b Orange County had an informational pamphlet in development as of fourth quarter. 
 
 

Figure 4.1. Total Reported Home Visits and Investigations, 
by Grantee
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Table 4.2. Units Investigated, Found to Have Hazards, and Cleared of Hazards by End of   
                  Year One* 
 
Initiative for investigation 

Number  
(and percent) 
of all those 
investigated 

Number  
(and percent) 
of those with 

hazards 

Number  
(and percent) of 

those with 
hazards cleared 

Planned program outreach and 
canvassing visits 

802
(61.6)

317
(47.4)

17
(9.4)

Property owner request 20
(1.5)

16
(2.4)

10
(5.6)

Tenant request 118
(9.1)

90
(13.5)

18
(10.0)

Referral – Healthy Neighborhoods or 
Maternal Child Health 

297
(22.8)

202
(30.2)

131
(72.8)

Referral – housing code, HQS, or 
Section 8 inspection 

15
(1.2)

15
(2.2)

1
(0.6)

Other . 50
(3.8)

29
(4.3)

3
(1.7)

Total 1,302 669 180
*Source: Unit-based data. Smaller N for investigations compared to quarterly reporting totals 
reflects the number of cases excluded for missing data. 

 

 
 

 



   

Onondaga Cost Estimates 
 

 Engagement of community partners  $11,000/30 = $367 
 Mass Mailings  $4,000/29 = $138 
 Pilot outreach:   $11,000/29 = $379 
 Paid Advertising   $22,000/16 = $1,375 
 Self requests and referrals:    $48,000/122 = $393 

 
  
Investigations Completed 
 
Methods of Investigation 

de minimus

De minimis 



   

Figure 4.2. Proportion of Investigations that Used Different Procedures in All Units, 
Units With Hazards, 

and Units Cleared of Hazards
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*Source: Unit-based data 
Note:  The 2 units investigated using other procedures are not including in this figure. 

de minimus



   

  
Investigation findings 



   

Figure 4.3. Percentage of Units Investigated and Identified with 
LBP or LBP Hazards, by Building Type

15 16

28

43

55

40

1 1
0

20

40

60

80

100

Investigated (N=1,309) Identified with LBP Hazards (N=659)

P
er

ce
n

ta
g

e 
o

f 
u

n
it

s

Owner Occupied Rental 1-2 units Rental 3+ units Rental unknown # units

 
*Source: Unit-based data 

Figure 4.4. Percentage of Units Investigated and Identified with LBP 
or LBP hazards, by Building Age
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*Source: Unit-based data 



   

 

 
Remediation and Clearance 
 
Notification procedures 

 
 
 
 

 

 



   

 
 Table 4.3. Approaches Used for Notifications to Units with Hazards and Units Cleared  
                  of Hazards in Year One* 
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Units with hazards (number of units) 
Notice and Demand only 53 20 54 0 0 90 40 66 323
Notice and Demand and other 
administrative action 

0 2 22 0 0 17 3 7 51

Other administrative action only 0 39 0 104 15 0 0 28 186
No Notice and Demand or other 
administrative action described 

0 2 89 0 1 8 0 15 115

Total units with hazards 53 63 165 104 16 115 43 116 675
Units cleared of hazards (number of units) 

Notice and Demand only 12 -- 7 0 -- 23 -- 65 107
Notice and Demand and other 
administrative action 

0 -- 0 0 -- 0 -- 0 0

Other administrative action only 0 -- 0 67 -- 0 -- 3 70
No Notice and Demand or other 
administrative action described 

0 -- 3 0 -- 0 -- 0 3

Total units with hazards 
cleared 

12 0 10 67 0 23 0 68 180

*Source: Unit-based data. See Appendix B for rules governing missing data. 
 
Remediated units achieving clearance



   

Figure 4.5. Total Number of Units Investigated, Found to Have LBP or 
LBP Hazards, and Cleared in Year One
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*Source: Quarterly reports.  

Note: Since most grantees began full implementation of their programs in the 
third quarter, the full outcome of their efforts will not be known until Year Two, 
especially those related to the number of housing units successfully remediated. 

 



   

Figure 4.6. Number of Units Inspected, Found to Have LBP or LBP 
Hazards, and Cleared in Year One, by Grantee
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  *Source: Quarterly reports. xv 
 

Note:  ACCESS database for Albany records a total of 12 units cleared, 
rather than the 6 units reported in the early quarterly reports. For all other 
grantees, the number of units reported cleared in the quarterly report 
was greater than or equal to the number reported in the ACCESS 
database. 
 



   

Figure 4.7.  Year One Investigation Results by Grantee 
and all Counties Combined
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Figure 4.8. Time from Date of Investigation to Date Unit was Reported as 
Cleared of Hazards by Occupancy Status
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 *Source:  Unit-based dataxvii 

Figure 4.9. Time from Date of Investigation to Date Unit was Reported as 
Cleared of Hazards by 

Who Was Involved in Remediation Work
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Source: Unit-based data



   

Table 4.4. Units Investigated, Found to Have Hazards, and Cleared of Hazards in Year One,  
                 by Characteristics of the Housing Unit * 
 
Characteristics of units 

Number  
(and percent) 
of all those 
investigated 

Number  
(and percent) 
of those with 

hazards 

Number  
(and percent) of 

those with 
hazards cleared 

Building type 
Owner-occupied 201

(15.4)
105

(15.9)
7

(3.9) 
Rental, 1-2 units  369

(28.2)
283

(42.9)
35

(19.6) 
Rental, 3+ units 723

(55.2)
262

(39.8)
137

(76.5)
Rental, unknown # units 16

(1.2)
9

(1.4)
0

Total 1,309 659 179
Year of construction 

Pre-1950 635
(87.8)

467
(95.9)

91
(91.0)

1950-1978 84
(11.6)

19
(3.9)

9
(9.0)

Post-1978 4
(0.6)

1
(0.2)

0

Total 723 487 100
*Source: Unit-based data. Smaller N for investigations compared to quarterly reporting totals 
reflects the number of cases excluded for missing data. 
 

almost half

 



   

Table 4.5. Units in Which Previous EBLL Investigations Had Found Hazards
 
 
 
Procedures  

A
lb

an
y 

E
ri

e 

M
o

n
ro

e 

N
Y

C
 

O
n

ei
d

a 

O
n

o
n

d
ag

a 

O
ra

n
g

e 

W
es

tc
h

es
te

r 

T
O

T
A

L
 

All Investigations 
Number of units  61 69 286 193 17 125 51 529 1,331
Number with previous 
EBLL investigation 
that found hazard 

22 3 12 0 2 21 6 0 66

Percentage with 
previous EBLL 
investigation that 
found hazard 

36.1% 4.3% 4.2% 0 11.8% 16.8% 11.8% 0 5%

Investigations that found hazards 
Number of units 53 63 165 104 16 115 43 116 675
Number with previous 
EBLL investigation 
that found hazard 

21 3 9 0 2 19 5 0 59

Percentage with 
previous EBLL 
investigation that 
found hazard 

39.6% 4.8% 5.5% 0 12.5% 16.5% 11.6% 0 8.7%

*Source: Unit-based data 

 
Additional Enforcement Needed to Achieve Remediation 



   

Early Lessons Learned 

Table 4.6. Reported Enforcement Activities Initiated* 
County Number and type of enforcement actions 
Albany 1 under consideration, may be initiated in FY ‘09 
Erie 1 initiated in 4th quarter 
Monroe 22 Lead Hazard Warning letters send in 4th quarter related to Lead Safe 

Saturday inspections (none before 4th quarter) 
New York City 55 NOVs issued for Year One 
Oneida None reported 
Onondaga 10 Administrative hearings held in Year One 
Orange None reported 
Westchester None reported  

Source: Grantee quarterly reports

Who Benefits: The Effects of the Pilot on Young Children and the 
Community as a Whole 
 



   

Figure 4.10.  Percentage of All Investigations and Investigations That Found 
Hazards that Occurred in Units with a Child Age 6 or Under, By Grantee
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*Source: Unit-based data 



   

Figure 4.11. Number of Young Children in All Units Investigated and in Units 
with Hazards, by Grantee
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Figure 4.12.  Number of Children Living in Units with Hazards Who 
Were Referred for BLL, by Grantee
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* Source: Unit-based data 

 



   

 
 

 

Implications for Program Design 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 



   

5. BUILD LEAD-SAFE WORK PRACTICE WORKFORCE CAPACITY  
 

 

 

 

 
LSWP Training Accomplishments in Year One 

�

 
Table 5.1. LSWP Training Sessions and Individuals Trained 
 
 
 

  

A
lb

a
ny

 

E
ri

e 

M
on

ro
e 

N
Y

C
 

O
ne

id
a 

O
no

nd
ag

a 

O
ra

ng
e 

W
es

t-
 

ch
es

te
r 

T
O

T
A

L 
LSWP training held within the 
targeted community 

 

   Number of sessions 3 11 1 -- 12 -- 2 1 30 
   Number of individuals    
   trained 

125 159 18 -- 74 -- 53 31 460 

Other training  
   Number of sessions 1 -- -- -- 5 -- -- -- 6 
   Number of individuals  
   trained 

10 -- -- -- 48 -- -- -- 58 

Trainings sponsored by grantees, 
but not funded through Pilot** 

 

   Number of individuals  
   trained 

  1,303 11,000     12,303 

*Source: Grantee quarterly reports 
** Monroe County and NYC had contracted to fund LSWP training through other programs during Year One. 
New York City’s FY ‘08 activities to implement its primary prevention law included an MOU with HPD and 
$389,000 in funding to support lead-safe work practice training for contractors, building owners and building 
superintendents. HPD also integrates these classes into its existing housing education program. The 
Monroe County Health Department and the City of Rochester sponsored LSWP trainings through their 
ongoing HUD LHC grants. 



   

Table 5.2. Methods Used to Market LSWP trainings  
 
 
 
 
Strategies 
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Press releases x    x    
PSA x    x    
Website (grantee’s or training provider’s) x x x * x    
Notification to community organizations x x   x **   
Flyers/mailings distributed in target community or to 
target property owners 

x x x * x **  x 

Incentives offered (in addition to free training and 
refreshments) 

 x   x   x 

Evening and weekend course offerings  x   x    
Information provided through other agency partners  x x * x **   
Paid for additional sessions of LSWP being offered by 
other agencies 

  x   **   

* NYC CLPPP funded LSWP trainings in Year One, but did not use Pilot funds for this effort. 
** Onondaga was awaiting contract approval for LSWP trainings at the end of the September: 
these methods will be implemented in Year Two. 

 



   

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Actions to Increase Market Demand for LSWP-Trained Contractors  
  



   

 

 

 

 

 

Potential Venues for LSWP messages 
 Health Dept. websites 
 Local media (paid advertisements, 

DVDs, PSAs, want ads, yellow 
pages) 

 Schools, continuing education 
programs, parents’ associations 

 Social service agencies, WIC centers 
 Workforce development and job 

training centers 
 Libraries 
 Building Permit Offices 
 Hardware stores 
 Real estate offices 
 Bus stops 
 Check cashing stores 
 Child care and Head Start centers 
 Community centers 
 Homeowner education programs 
 Refugee resettlement centers 

 

 

Pennysaver



   

 
 
 
 
 

  
Actions to Build Capacity to Deliver Training 

 

 
Implications for Program Design 
 



   

 

 

 

 



   

 
6. SECURING ADDITIONAL FUNDING FOR LEAD HAZARD CONTROL 

 

 

 

 

 
Actions that Have Enhanced Property Owners’ Access to Funding 
 

 

 

 

 

 



   

 

 

New Sources of Funding Identified 
 



   

Implications for Program Design 

 

 

 

 

 



   

7. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

APPENDIX A – AUTHORITIES AND PROCEDURES 
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APPENDIX B – ADDITIONAL DATA TABLES 

 

 

 

 

 



   

Table B-1. Number and Percentage of Units Investigated As a Result of Different Initiatives,  
                  by County and Total * 
 
 
 
Initiative 
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Planned program 
outreach and canvassing 
visit 

45 
(73.8) 

33
(49.3)

286
(100)

0 15
(100)

18 
(14.4) 

16 
(34.0) 

389
(76.6)

802
(61.6)

Property owner request 13 
(21.3) 

3
(4.5)

0 0 0 2 
(1.6) 

0 2
(0.4)

20
(1.5)

Tenant request 2 
(3.3) 

8
(11.9)

0 0 0 82 
(65.6) 

3 
(6.4) 

23
(4.5)

118
(9.1)

Referral from Healthy 
Neighborhoods or 
Maternal Child Health 
Outreach visit 

0 4
(6.0)

0 193
(100)

0 3 
(2.4) 

26 
(55.3) 

71
(14.0)

297
(22.8)

Referral from Housing 
Code, HQS, or Section 8 
inspection 

0 9
(13.4)

0 0 0 5 
(4.0) 

1 
(2.1) 

0 15
(1.2)

Other referral 1 
(1.6) 

10
(14.9)

0 0 0 15 
(12.0) 

1 
(2.1) 

23
(4.5)

. 50
(3.8)

Total 61 67 286 193 15 125 47 508 1,302
*Source: Unit-based data 
 



   

Table B-2. Procedures Used in All Investigations, in Units with Hazards, and in Units  
                  Cleared of Hazards during Year One, by County and Total *  
 
 
 
Procedures  
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All Investigations 
Visual assessment only 0 47

(68.1)
232

(81.7)
7

(3.6)
0 0 5 

(9.8) 
445 

(84.8) 
736

(55.5)
Visual assessment with 
XRF of paint 

17 
(27.9) 

0 0 186
(96.4)

0 125
(100)

46 
(90.2) 

79 
(15.0) 

453
(34.2)

Visual assessment with 
dust wipes 

0 0 52
(18.3)

0 17
(100)

0 0 0 69
(5.2)

Lead risk assessment 
as defined by HUD 
protocol 

43 
(70.5) 

22
(31.9)

0 0 0 0 0 0 65
(4.9)

Other 1 
(1.6) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
(0.2) 

2
(0.2)

Total 61 69 284 193 17 125 51 525 1,325
Investigations of Units with Hazards during Year One 

Visual assessment only 0 41
(65.1)

149
(90.3)

0 0 0 0 68 
(58.6) 

258
(38.2)

Visual assessment with 
XRF of paint 

16 
(30.2) 

0 0 104
(100)

0 115
(100)

43 
(100) 

48 
(41.4) 

326
(48.3)

Visual assessment with 
dust wipes 

0 0 16
(9.7)

0 16
(100)

0 0 0 32
(4.7)

Lead risk assessment 
as defined by HUD 
protocol 

36 
(67.9) 

22
(34.9)

0 0 0 0 0 0 58
(8.6)

Other 1 
(1.9) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
(0.1)

Total 53 63 165 104 16 115 43 116 675
Investigations of Units with Hazards Cleared during Year One 

Visual assessment only 0 -- 6
(60)

0 -- 0 -- 63 
(92.6) 

69
(38.3)

Visual assessment with 
XRF of paint 

4 
(33.3) 

 

-- 0 67
(100)

-- 23
(100)

-- 5 
(7.4) 

99
(55)

Visual assessment with 
dust wipes 

0 -- 4
(40)

0 -- 0 -- 0 4
(2.2)

Lead risk assessment 
as defined by HUD 
protocol 

8 
(66.7) 

-- 0 0 -- 0 -- 0 8
(4.4)

Other 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 -- 0 0

Total 12 -- a 10 67 -- a 23 -- a 68 180
*Source: Unit-based data 
a No homes were reported cleared of hazards in Erie, Oneida, or Orange counties. 

 
 



   

Table B-3. Characteristics of Units Investigated* 
 
 
 

Characteristics of 
units investigated 
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Number (Percentage) of investigations in units of different types 
Building type (if 
occupied) 

   

Owner-
occupied 

3 
(5.0) 

18
(27.7)

129
(46.4)

0 7
(41.2)

6
(4.8)

4 
(8.3) 

34 
(6.5) 

201
(15.4)

Rental, 1-2 
units 

44 
(73.3) 

39
(60.0)

132
(47.5)

21
(10.9)

10
(58.8)

94
(75.2)

12 
(25.0) 

17 
(3.3) 

369
(28.2)

Rental, 3+ 
units 

13 
(21.7) 

8
(12.3)

14
(5.0)

172
(89.1)

0 25
(20.0)

27 
(56.3) 

464 
(88.7) 

723
(55.2)

Rental, 
unknown # 
units 

0 0 3
(1.1)

0 0 0 5 
(10.4) 

8 
(1.5) 

16
(1.2)

Total 60 65 278 193 17 125 48 523 1,309
Year of construction 
(if age is known) 

   

Pre-1950 1 
(100) 

69
(100)

242
(97.6)

128
(66.3)

15
(93.8)

122
(100)

46 
(90.2) 

12 
(52.2) 

635
(87.8)
 

1950-1978 0 0 6
(2.4)

61
(31.6)

1
(6.3)

0 5 
(10.0) 

11 
(47.8) 

84
(11.6)

Post-1978 0 0 0 4
(2.1)

0 0  0 4
(0.6)

Total 1 69 248 193 16 122 51 23 723
Number (Percentage) of units with hazards in each type of building 

Building type (if 
occupied) 

   

Owner-
occupied 

3 
(5.8) 

14
(23.7)

69
(43.7)

0 7
(43.8)

5
(4.3)

4 
(9.8) 

3 
(2.6) 

105
(15.9)

Rental, 1-2 
units 

38 
(73.1) 

38
(64.4)

81
(51.3)

17
(16.3)

9
(56.3)

87
(75.7)

11 
(26.8) 

2 
(1.8) 

283
(42.9)

Rental, 3+ 
units 

11 
(21.2) 

7
(11.9)

5
(3.2)

87
(83.7)

0 23
(20.0)

22 
(53.7) 

107 
(93.9) 

262
(39.8)

Rental, 
unknown # 
units 

0 0 3
(1.9)

0 0 0 4 
(9.8) 

2 
(1.8) 

9
(1.4)

Total 52 59 158 104 16 115 41 114 659
Year of construction 
(if age is known) 

   

Pre-1950 1 
(100) 

63
(100)

138
(97.2)

93
(89.4)

14
(93.3)

114
(100)

39 
(90.7) 

5 
(100) 

467
(95.9)

1950-1978 0 0 4
(2.8)

10
(9.6)

1
(6.7)

0 4 
(9.3) 

0 19
(3.9)

Post-1978 0 0 0 1
(1.0)

0 0 0 0 1
(0.2)

Total 1 63 142 104 15 114 43 5 487
* Source: Unit-based data 



   

Table B-4. Investigation Results, by Grantee and Total, from Grantees’ Quarterly Reports * 
 
 
 

Investigation data 
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Number of lead-based paint or 
lead dust hazard investigations 
completed by pilot program 

61 83 284 194 15 125 89 663 1,514

Number of investigations that 
found existing or potential LBP 
hazards 

51 71 165 105 9 115 61 122 699

Number of units that 
achieved clearance 

6 1 32 70 0 38 0 68 215

*Source: Quarterly Reports 
 

 

Table B-5. Investigation Results, by Grantee and Total, from Unit-Based Data in ACCESS * 
 
 
 

Investigation data 
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Number of lead-based paint or 
lead dust hazard investigations 

61 69 286 193 17 125 51  529 1,331

Number (and percentage) of 
investigations that found hazards 

53
(87)

63
(91)

165
(58)

104
(54)

16
(94)

115 
(92) 

43 
(84)  

116
(22)

675
(51)

Number (and 
percentage) of units with 
hazards that achieved 
clearance 

12
(23)

0
(0)

10
(6)

67
(64)

0
(0)

23 
(20) 

0 
(0) 

68
(59)

180
(27)

*Source: Unit-based data 
 
Table B-6. Children Age 6 and Under Directly Affected by the Home Visits and  
                   Investigations * 
 
 
 
Activity involving children 
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Housing units investigated 
that had any children age 6 or 
under 

61 49 136 235 15 114 66 144 820

Children living in units 
investigated 

98 87 252 235 31 191 132 263 1,289

Children referred for blood-
lead level test  

47 31 89 235 23 62 26 69 582

*Source: Quarterly reports 



   

Table B-7. Children Age 6 and Under Directly Affected by the Home Visits and  
                   Investigations * 
 
 
 

Activity involving 
children 
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Number (and 
percentage) of all 
housing units 
investigated that had 
any child age 6 or 
younger 

61 
(100) 

41
(61.2)

64
(30.8)

193
(100)

15
(93.8)

114
(91.2)

36 
(90.0) 

141 
(31.2) 

665
(57.2)

Number of 
children living 
in units 
investigated 

100 73 97 193 33 191 72 198 957

Number (and 
percentage) of all 
housing units with 
hazards that had any 
child age 6 or younger 

53 
(100) 

40
(65.6)

35
(32.1)

104
(100)

14
(93.3)

107
(93.0)

31 
(91.2) 

35 
(71.4) 

419
(77.6)

Number of 
children living 
in a unit where 
a hazard was 
found 

88 72 59 104 31 181 63 51 649

Number of 
children living 
in units with 
hazards who 
were referred 
for BLL  

50 
  
 
 
 

26
 

23 104
 

23
 

59 8 1 294
 

Number (and 
percentage) of all 
housing units cleared 
of hazards that had any 
child age 6 or younger 

12 
(100) 

-- a 1
(14.3)

67
(100)

--a 22
(95.7)

--a 2 
(50) 

104
(92.0)

Number of 
children living 
in a unit that 
was cleared of 
hazards 

16 -- 1 67 -- 39 -- 3 126

Number of 
children living 
in units cleared 
of hazards who 
were referred 
for  BLL 

16 -- 1 67 -- 37 -- 0 121

 Source: Unit-based data 
Note:  Percentages are based on all units for which information about the presence or absence of 
children was provided. The number of units with children and the number of children in those 
units may be greater than the number reported. 
a No homes were reported cleared of hazards in Erie, Oneida, or Orange counties.



   

Table B-8. Mean (and Median) Number of Days between Investigation and Clearance of  
                  Hazards under Different Conditions, by County and Total * 
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All units  31.8
26

(N=12)

48.6
34

(N=8)

87.4
81

(N=67)

80.7
81

(N=23)

270 
279 

(N=68) 

150.1
105

(N=178)
Analyzed by whether unit had N & D or other administrative action 

With N & D or other 
administrative action 

31.8
26

(N=12)

34.5
23

(N=6)

87.4
81

(N=67)

80.7
81

(N=23)

270 
279 

(N=68) 

151.5
105

(N=176)
Without N & D or other 
administrative action 

-- 91.0
91

(N=2)

-- -- -- 91
91

(N=2)
Analyzed by Occupancy 

Owner-occupied -- 62.8
60

(N=4)

-- 95.5
96

(N=2)

-- 73.7
105

(N=6)
Renter-occupied or 
vacant 

31.8
26

(N=12)

34.5
34

(N=4)

87.4
81

(N=67))

79.2
77

(N=21)

270.0 
279 

(N=68) 

153.5
105

(N=172
Analyzed by Who Was Involved in Remediation Work 

Owner alone 31.8
26

(N=12)

-- -- 71.6
81

(N=9)

-- 48.8
50

(N=21)
EPA-certified 
abatement contractor 

-- -- 87.4
81

(N=67)

-- 278.5 
279 

(N=65) 

181.5
219

(N=132)
Other -- -- -- 84

77
(N=13)

85.7 
105 

(N=3) 

84.3
80

(N=16)
*Source: Unit-based data 

Note 1: Erie, Oneida, and Orange did not meet the criteria for inclusion in this analysis, that is, 
dates for investigation and clearance.  
 
Note 2: “—“ means no units met the criteria for inclusion in that cell or data were missing



   

APPENDIX C - WESTCHESTER COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS 
 
Local Costs 
 
Local cost of one ER visit for asthma $945 (1) 
Local cost of one hospitalization for asthma $4,320 (7) 
Local cost of one chelation treatment $15,000 (7) 
Local cost of one lead poisoned child/year $9,800 (7) 
Local cost of minor burn treatment $2,100 (1) 
Local cost of major burn treatment $210,000 (1) 
Local cost of one CO treatment $10,500 (1) 

HNP Cost per Household  

 
a. Total actual spending 05-06: $284,200  
b. Total one-time costs: 0  
c. Total recurring costs (a - b) $284,200  
d. Total households accessed, initial home visits 704 (3) 
e. Total household, initial interviews, non-home visit 0 (3) 
f. Total revisits in 06-07 to households (including dwellings 

where an initial visit took place in a prior grant cycle) 
747* (3) 

g. Total households receiving services (d + e + f)             1565*  
h. Total cost per unduplicated household visited (c  f) $181.60/HH*  
   

Cost per Visit (2) 

 
a. Total recurring costs: $284,200  
b. Total initial home visits         704  (3) 
c. Total follow-up and asthma re-visits 497* (3) 
d. Total periodic revisits 250* (3) 
e. Total visits        1478*  (3) 
f. Total cost per field visit (a  e) $181.60/HH*  

Asthma 

 
a. Number of asthma ER visits/asthmatic, 2Q baseline 4.50 (3) 
b. Number of asthma ER visits/asthmatic, 4Q @ revisits 3.20 (3) 
c. Reduction in ER visits/asthmatic (a - b) 1.30  
d. Number asthmatics revisited, 4Q 129 (3) 
e. Reduction in ER visits in 4 Q (c X d) 167  
f. Local cost of one ER visit $945 (1) 
g. Savings in ER visit costs, (e X f) $157.240  
   
a. Number of hospitalizations/asthmatic, 2Q baseline 5 (3) 
b. Number of hospitalizations/asthmatic, 4Q revisits 1 (3) 
c. Reduction in hospitalizations/asthmatic (a - b) 4  
d. Number asthmatics revisited, 4Q 129 (3) 
e. Reduction in hospitalizations in 4Q, (c X d) 516  
f. Local cost of one asthma hospitalization 2310 (1) 
g. Savings in hospitalizations, 4Q (e X f) 66,564  

 



   

Fires, Carbon Monoxide 

 
a. Number of residential fires 1188 (4) 
b. Projected fire deaths  2.75 (4) 
c. Fire deaths reported 0 (3) 
d. Possible fire deaths prevented         2.75       
 
a. Number of CO deaths in target census tracts, 1-4Q 0  
b. Savings from the above: Inestimable  
 
a. Number of smoke detectors distributed 17 (3) 
b. Savings per smoke detector $69 (5) 
c. Total savings from smoke detectors $1,173  

Lead Poisoning Prevention 

 
a. Number of children referred for lead screening 122 (3) 
b. Projected lead poisonings averted (a X .029) 3.538 (6) 
c. Government cost for one lead poisoned child/year $1,152,900  (2) 
d. Savings/year due to lead poisoning prevention (a X c) $878,850  
e. Local medical cost of one chelation treatment $15,000 (7) 
f. Savings from chelation treatments (b X e) $53,070  
 
(1) Based on telephone survey of local hospitals. (increase of 5% as compared to past 5 years) 
(2) Annual WCDH grant funding for Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program divided by 

total number of lead poisoned children. 
(3) WCDH FFY 2004-2005 Annual Report statistics. 
(4) National Fire Protection Association 2005 Report by Michael Karter Jr. Estimated figures for 

Average 2001-2005 Fire Experience by size of community. 
(5) $69: Per National Center for Injury Prevention & Control, CDC 
(6) 0.029%: Per WCDH 2004 Databook Table 81 Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program 
(7) Children’s Health Fund Report, 12/7/2006 
* Incomplete data available based on annual 2006-2007 data 
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