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House Judiciary Committee 
HB 1358 - Maryland Lead Poisoning Recovery Act 
March 8, 2017 
Position: Support 
 
 
Chesapeake PSR urges the House Judiciary Committee to issue a favorable report on HB 1358 - 
Maryland Lead Poisoning Recovery Act.  
 
Background 
 
The bill applies to an action brought by a unit of State or local government or by the owner of a 
residential building against a manufacturer for property damage or consequential economic 
damage allegedly caused by the presence of lead-based paint in a residential building. Because it 
is difficult to trace the origin of lead paint in a residence to a specific manufacturer, this 
legislation requires an apportionment of liability among paint manufacturers. The bill also 
establishes the Lead-Based Paint Restitution Fund to be used for lead abatement and prevention 
programs.  
 
Lead Poisoning Remains Serious Public Health Crisis 
 
Lead poisoning remains a serious public health issue in Maryland. In 2015, about 20.6 percent of 
children in Maryland were tested for elevated blood lead levels (EBLs), and 2,166 were found to 
have blood lead levels (BLLs) above Center for Disease Control and Prevention’s (CDC) 
reference level of 5 micrograms per deciliter (µg/dL).1  The CDC’s reference level is used to 
identify children with blood lead levels that are much higher than most children’s levels, and is 
the level at which CDC recommends public health actions be initiated.2 The number of children 
tested with EBLs will continue to rise as the state implements mandatory childhood lead testing. 
 
The problem of lead poisoning is particularly severe in Baltimore City, where 5.2% of the 
children tested had EBLs between 5-9 µg/dL and 1.2% had EBLs greater than or equal to 10 
µg/dL. This compares to a statewide average of 1.6% and .03% respectively.3  In many 
Baltimore City neighborhoods, it is not uncommon for over 1 in 6 children to have EBLs above 5 
µg/dL.4 
  
                                                             
1 Maryland Department of the Environment, Childhood Blood Lead Surveillance in Maryland, 
Annual Report 2015, p.7. 
2 https://www.cdc.gov/nceh/lead/ 
3 Childhood Blood Lead Surveillance in Maryland, Annual Report 2015, p.7. 
4 See data and information found at http://www.chesapeakepsr.org/maryland-testing-of-blood-
lead-levels 
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EBLs impose terrible costs on individuals, families, communities, and on our entire state. The 
science is now settled – there is no safe level of lead exposure in children. Even very low levels 
of lead in the bloodstream have been shown to affect IQ, attention span, academic achievement 
and behavior, in a manner that cannot be corrected. Of particular concern is a legacy of lead in 
house paint, which contributes to toxic exposures in young children. Children ingest and absorb 
more lead from paint, and their developing brains are more sensitive to the effects of lead 
exposure than the adult brain.5  
 
The burden on our society to address this issue is minimal when compared with the gain. Lower 
lead levels in our children means healthier children and adults, neighborhoods and communities. 
Each IQ point raises workers’ productivity. The economic losses in the United States attributable 
to lead exposure amount to $43.4 billion a year in each annual birth cohort.6 The World Health 
Organization estimates that for every U.S dollar spent to reduce exposure, there is a savings of 
$17--$220.7  
 
The Paint Manufacturers Have a Duty to Address the Harm Caused by Their Product 
 
It is appropriate that this legislation allows state and local agencies to hold the lead paint 
companies accountable for legacy of lead paint. The dangers of lead paint have been known for 
over a century. In the early 20th century countries in Europe began banning white lead in paint. 
The United States was one of the last wealthy countries to ban lead in paint in 1978. 
 
The United States was late in banning lead paint because of industry’s effort to discredit health 
science. It is well documented how the paint companies complained about regulations, 
obfuscated the truth about lead, pressured regulators, and paid researchers to put forth misleading 
or false information. In an effort to deflect responsibility for their product, manufacturers argued 
that parents were at fault for exposing their children to lead paint.8  These companies profited 
from a practice they knew would permanently impair the health and well being of countless 
children and communities. They now should be responsible for pitching in to help solve this 
problem. 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 

                                                             
5 Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, Lead Toxicity Who is at Risk of Lead 
Exposure, August 2007. 
6 Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, The Toxicological Profile for Lead, August 
2007. 
7 WHO, Childhood and Lead Poisoning, 2010. 
8 See, for example, Gerald Markowitz and David Rosner, Deceit and Denial: The Deadly 
Politics of Industrial Pollution (2002); Advocates say lead paint industry should be held liable in 
poisoning of Baltimore Children, Baltimore Sun, February 27, 2016. 
http://www.baltimoresun.com/news/maryland/sun-investigates/bs-md-ci-lead-poisoning-
20160227-story.html 


