
RESEARCH

CORRESPONDING AUTHOR:
Jonathon Taylor

Department of Civil Engineering, 
PO Box 600, Tampere University, 
Tampere 33014, FI

jonathon.taylor@tuni.fi

KEYWORDS:
adaptation; building assessment; 
building stock; damp; housing; 
microbial growth; moisture; 
moisture damage; mould; 
vulnerability; Finland

TO CITE THIS ARTICLE:
Taylor, J., Salmela, A., Täubel, 
M., Heimlander, A., Karvonen, 
A. M., Pakkala, T., Lahdensivu, 
J., & Pekkanen, J. (2023). Risk 
factors for moisture damage 
presence and severity in Finnish 
homes. Buildings and Cities, 
4(1), pp. 708–726. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.5334/bc.366

Risk factors for moisture 
damage presence and 
severity in Finnish homes

JONATHON TAYLOR 

ANNIINA SALMELA 

MARTIN TÄUBEL 

ANTTI HEIMLANDER

ANNE M. KARVONEN 

TONI PAKKALA 

JUKKA LAHDENSIVU 

JUHA PEKKANEN 

*Author affiliations can be found in the back matter of this article

ABSTRACT
Moisture-damaged buildings are a prominent issue in Finland, but with limited 
information on damage prevalence, degree of severity and risk factors. This paper 
analyses 14,996 Finnish detached and semidetached houses that have undergone a 
standardised moisture assessment of interior spaces and at-risk structures inside the 
building envelope. Confirmed damage (a binary indicator of damage presence) and 
a damage index (an ordinal indicator of severity) were calculated for each home and 
their association with different building and area characteristics estimated. Frequently 
damaged structures include pre-1950s log walls, walls contacting soil, wooden ground 
floors and false plinths. Around 15% of surveyed houses had risk structure damage, 
19% had at least one confirmed damage anywhere in the house and 49% had either 
confirmed, likely or possible damage. The greatest risk factor for confirmed damage was 
house age (odds ratio = 1.48 (95% confidence interval (CI) = 1.45–1.51) for each decade 
since construction), with nearly half of all houses built pre-1939 damaged. Other risk 
factors explained a third of the effect of building age, and included log external walls, 
fibreboard roofs, absence of mechanical ventilation, detached properties and wind-driven 
rain precipitation. Results can support targeted remediation efforts, protect health and 
estimate exposure–response relationships for moisture damage.

PRACTICE RELEVANCE

Moisture damage in homes causes various health concerns for occupants, and in colder 
climates such as Finland such damage often occurs within the building structure. This 
study finds confirmed moisture damage in 19% of surveyed Finnish homes. Most damage 
was within the building structure, supporting the need for surveys investigating inside 
known-risk structures. Older homes had much higher damage risk, reflecting different 
construction methods and ageing, but also suggesting modern building standards are 
helping to reduce damage. Increased risk in higher wind-driven precipitation regions 
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1. INTRODUCTION
Indoor moisture and mould are issues with significant health, wellbeing and economic 
implications. They have been associated with a range of health problems in occupants, with 
the best evidence for asthma and respiratory infections (Mendell et al. 2011). In children, visible 
mould and mould odour are associated with asthma development and exacerbation (Caillaud 
et al. 2018), and it is estimated that around 15% of new childhood asthma cases in Europe can 
be attributed to dampness, representing over 69,000 potentially avoidable disability-adjusted life 
years (DALYs) and 103 potentially avoidable deaths every year (WHO 2011). Damp housing may 
also lead to various mental health stressors, e.g. occupant concerns over the health impact of 
poor living conditions (Liddell & Guiney 2015). Evidence for health risks is strongest in studies with 
observed factors, such as inspections that indicate the presence of moisture damage or mould. 
A key research challenge in indoor moisture and health, however, is the lack of evidence on the 
exposure–response association, or how the amount of exposure to moisture damage relates to 
health outcomes (Mendell & Adams 2019). Moisture assessments that characterise the extent of 
damage are an important way to understand these associations.

The prevalence of moisture damage in the Finnish building stock is low relative to elsewhere in 
Europe (Gunnbjornsdottir et al. 2006; Haverinen-Shaughnessy 2012; Haverinen-Shaughnessy et 
al. 2012; Norbäck et al. 2017; WHO 2011). However, symptoms related to poor indoor air quality 
(IAQ) are commonplace (Koponen et al. 2018) resulting in an estimated €450 million annually for 
treating symptoms and loss of work productivity (Reijula et al. 2012) and €400 million repairing 
moisture damage (Nippala & Vainio 2016). Due to this significant health and economic burden, 
there has been considerable research, public, media, and political interest on damp and IAQ issues 
in Finland (Lampi et al. 2020), and various studies have examined the prevalence of damp in the 
Finnish building stock. A report to the Finnish parliamentary audit committee estimated that 
around 6–10% of houses, 12–18% of schools and kindergartens, 20–26% of care institutions, and 
2.5–5% of office buildings had damp or mould (Reijula et al. 2012). Other studies have detected 
signs of damp or mould in 24% of surveyed school buildings (Haverinen-Shaughnessy et al. 2012) 
and 44% of surveyed office buildings (Salonen et al. 2007), while over 80% of surveyed dwellings 
have shown signs of current or past moisture damage (Nevalainen et al. 1998). Another Finnish 
study found damp in 52% of houses, and mould in 27%, with exposure to moisture significantly 
associated with self-reported respiratory symptoms (Koskinen et al. 1999).

In colder climates such as Finland, visible mould is relatively rare (Annila et al. 2016; Haverinen-
Shaughnessy et al. 2012; Karvonen et al. 2009; Salonen et al. 2007) and most problems are hidden 
within building structures (Annila et al. 2016). This is due to both climate and construction. Low 
wintertime outdoor water vapour levels mean that the dominant humidity load to the building 
envelope comes from interstitial condensation of indoor air diffusing outdoors, precipitation and 
leaking pipes. Other common causes of moisture problems include moisture from the ground 
and built-in moisture. Construction characteristics include differences in ventilation capability to 
remove damp indoor air, and building envelope design and condition which impacts interstitial 
and surface temperature, moisture levels and building material sensitivity to damage. While the 
percentage of buildings with visible mould is low, mould spores, their structural and metabolic 
components can move from within structures to the indoor air via airflow through cracks and 
joints (Airaksinen et al. 2004; Komulainen et al. 2003; Suonketo & Pessi 2000). Without visible signs 
of moisture damage, inspections are typically not undertaken until occupants exhibit symptoms 
of exposure, and repairs may not be performed until two to five years from the initial onset of 
symptoms (Peltola & Asikainen 2009).

indicates a need for regulations and research that improve the resilience of all housing 
to the projected increases in driving rain from climate change. Understanding the 
building characteristics and structures that increase moisture risk can support targeted 
remediation and maintenance in vulnerable buildings, conserve older buildings and avoid 
demolition, and help protect occupant health.
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There are envelope structures known to be problematic in Finnish buildings, and inspection 
guidelines have been developed to investigate moisture damage within these so-called risk 
structures (Annila et al. 2016; Pitkäranta & Weijo 2022), elsewhere within and outside the building, 
as well as assessing air leaks, ventilation systems and indoor air conditions. Results of these 
surveys provide opportunities to understand the types of moisture damage in Finnish houses, build 
upon the relatively few studies that have examined the amount of damage (or dose) in damaged 
buildings (Chelelgo et al. 2001; Haverinen et al. 2003), and better understand how to manage and 
prevent moisture damage. Therefore, this paper aims to understand the prevalence, degree of and 
risk factors for moisture damage in Finnish housing. This will be achieved by analysing a database 
of around 15,000 detached and semidetached homes surveyed as part of a pre-sales moisture 
condition survey. The objectives are as follows:

•	 To analyse the prevalence of different risk structures, the rates of damage within these 
structures, as well as other moisture damage on building surfaces

•	 To understand the major determinants of moisture damage in the homes and calculate 
the odds ratio of moisture damage for houses of different construction and environmental 
characteristics using logistic regression

•	 To develop a moisture damage index that can be used to describe the severity of 
damage in houses, and to perform an ordinal logistic regression against construction and 
environmental characteristics.

2. METHODS
2.1 SURVEY DATA

Anonymised housing data were provided by Raksystems Insinööritoimisto Oy (Raksystems) for 
14,996 homes surveyed across Finland between 2016 and 2020 as part of the pre-sales housing 
condition assessment. The database includes surveys performed in detached, semidetached and 
‘other’ buildings such as cottages and auxiliary buildings, but does not include dwellings such 
as terraced houses and apartment buildings that are part of housing cooperatives. Due to low 
numbers, all buildings marked as ‘other’ were removed, resulting in 14,873 buildings.

Surveyed buildings were inspected in accordance with technical guide KH-90-00394 (Rakennustieto 
Oy 2007), a Finnish standard that defines the content and scope of housing inspections, the 
measurements to be made and the reporting responsibilities of the inspector. Before the physical 
inspection, interviews with the occupant and/or the owner were conducted and the documentation 
related to the building reviewed. If the building has a property manager, they are also interviewed, 
and prior condition assessments made on the property are examined.

The subsequent physical survey is mostly an organoleptic, superficial and non-destructive 
inspection. The survey systematically inspects risk structures, or specific building envelope 
structures listed in technical guide KH-90-00394 that have been found to be susceptible to 
moisture damage (Table 1). Such structures usually complied with building regulations at the time 
of construction before their poor moisture performance was recognised. Inspections are made 
through structural openings or, if necessary, a maximum of three holes can be drilled into the 
building envelope to look for damage. If present in the home, the investigated risk structures 
within the houses are then classified as follows:

•	 No damage: the risk structure has been inspected through structural openings or holes, with 
no indication of damage

•	 Unopened and further investigation required: the risk structure has not been opened and 
inspected. This may be because it is technically difficult, or because the seller has not 
granted permission

•	 Opened and further investigation required: the risk structure has been inspected through 
structural openings, but further investigation is required to confirm suspected damage
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•	 Verified damage: the risk structure was observed to have clear moisture damage either with 
or without making a structural opening.

The inspection also includes an examination for moisture damage surfaces inside and outside 
the building, abnormal odours, and inspections of the drainage and ventilation systems. Mould 
and moisture damage that is not inside risk structures (referred to here as ‘Other’ damage) are 
classified as binary presence/absence of issues in the inspected locations.

2.2 DATA ANALYSIS

The present analysis includes only observations in risk and other structures that can affect the IAQ 
of the home (i.e. damage directly located or with clear air connections to living areas) (Table 1). 
Moisture damage in wet rooms is excluded, as the survey defaults to recommending renovation 
for these rooms when they are past their technical lifespan irrespective of whether or not damage 
is present.

INSPECTED ELEMENT POSSIBLE DAMAGE

Risk to 
structure

Attic ventilation Insufficient ventilation in the attic space under a pitched roof leads to 
moisture damage

Double concrete slab 
(sandwich) structure

Thermal insulation is sandwiched between a foundation slab below and 
a second concrete casting above. Soil moisture, or leaks from pipes, may 
move into the insulation layer particularly if there are partitions

False plinths Walls of buildings are supported by a plinth directly or with a wooden 
undercut below the ground, which can result in a floor level lower than 
the ground level. Damage can occur from soil moisture and condensation 
of indoor air

Flat roof Defects in flat roofing can lead to water penetration and may have 
problems with attic space ventilation

Low foundation height Occurs when the ground floor is too close to the ground level (less than 
100 mm in existing buildings or 300 mm in new buildings)

Outer wall ventilation Lack of ventilation in external timber walls means that moisture may 
accumulate in wall cavities. Water vapour can enter the wall cavity 
due to missing or inadequate vapour barriers, while ventilation can be 
impacted by lack of vents or latex paints

Partition wall below 
floor level

If the partition is in contact with soil, this can lead to damage from soil 
moisture

Pre-1950s log wall In older log homes, the wetting of logs and condensation can lead to 
decay over time

Skylight or roof window Cracks or poor installation of skylights can lead to moisture ingress, while 
condensation can occur on the inner surface

Walls in contact with 
soil

Walls in contact with soil and with internal insulation suffer from 
moisture ingress and condensation

Wooden ground floor 
over a concrete slab

In older homes, ground floors may be constructed on wooden 
floorboards on top of a concrete slab. This can have problems with 
moisture ingress from the soil and condensation from indoor air

Other 
damage

Abnormal indoor odour A smell of microbial growth/mould is detected in the house

Attic damage Confirmed moisture damage in the attic floor

Attic floor air leakage Evidence of air leakage through the attic floor which is likely to have 
caused damage

Attic membrane 
damage

A vapour-permeable membrane, plastic sheeting or flooring is on top of 
thermal insulation in the attic and confirmed damage has been found

Cold storage A cold storage pantry inside the home can have possible damage

Concrete subfloor 
damage (unconfirmed)

Likely damage on the concrete subfloor

Table 1: Inspected risk 
structures and other locations 
included in the analysis

Note: For more details on the 
risk structures, see Raksystems 
(2023).

(Contd)
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Analysis of the dataset was performed in R version 4.2.1. To account for resident sociodemographic 
differences, the local median household income (2020) from Statistics Finland (Tilastokeskus 
2023) was divided into quantiles and joined to the dataset based on the dwelling postcode. 
Climatic differences were accounted for by linking dwellings to wind-driven precipitation 
exposure regions by dwelling municipality. These regions were derived using 30-year average 
(1989–2018) climate data (Laukkarinen et al. 2022) (see Figure S1 in the supplemental data 
online).

Summary statistics were then calculated, evaluating the representativeness of the dataset by 
comparing it with housing data from Statistics Finland, and identifying the frequency of different 
types of risk structure and other damage.

The categorised risk structure observations were then combined with the other observations 
to create two dependent variables to indicate the presence of moisture damage in the home: 
a binary indicator of the presence of at least one verified moisture damage that may impact 
indoor air (confirmed damage) and an ordinal-scale variable describing the combined severity of 
all moisture damage observations in the house (damage index).

To do this, expert judgement was used to categorise damage into Confirmed, Likely, Possible 
and No Damage equivalents, which represent the certainty that damage is present in different 
locations and the extent to which damage can impact indoor air (Table 2). Confirmed damage 
was defined as verified damage either within risk structures or an equivalent in other areas of the 
house. A damage likelihood (1, 2 or 4) was assigned for each category, providing weights that 
represent the likelihood and potential impact of damage. These were summed for all observations 
made within a building to derive the ordinal composite damage index.

The first analysis looked at the association of building characteristics with the presence 
of at least one confirmed damage in homes using logistic regression. The second analysis 
looked at the association of building characteristics and the damage index using ordinal 
logistic regression (MASS package in R). In both cases, a univariate model for each variable 

INSPECTED ELEMENT POSSIBLE DAMAGE

Crawl space damage Moisture damage is confirmed in the crawl space

Crawl space microbial 
growth (unconfirmed)

Evidence of likely microbial growth is found in the crawlspace

Crawl space damage 
(unconfirmed)

Evidence of likely moisture damage is found in the crawl space

Kitchen sink damage Evidence of water damage from leaks in the kitchen

Post-1950s log frame 
damage

Confirmed damage to a modern log frame external wall. This damage is 
not captured in the risk structure examination, which focuses specifically 
on log walls in homes built pre-1950

Other interior damage Generic description of confirmed moisture damage not included in the 
other categories, e.g. a sink drain that leaks and causes damage to a 
floor and/or wall structure

Other interior damage 
(unconfirmed)

Generic description of possible but unconfirmed moisture damage in 
building components not included in the other categories. These may 
include, e.g. marks made by water that are now dry and without a visible 
cause

Other interior surface 
damage (unconfirmed)

Generic description of likely but unconfirmed moisture damage not 
included in the other categories on surfaces. These may include, e.g. 
marks made by water that are now dry and without a visible cause

Wood cladding 
damage (unconfirmed)

Further investigation is required to confirm possible moisture damage in 
wood cladding

Wooden ground floor 
damage

Confirmed damage is visible on a wooden ground floor
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independently (model 1), a multivariate model that adjusted for the age of the building for 
each variable (model 2) and a full multivariate model that adjusts for all characteristics (model 
3) were estimated. The proportional odds assumption in the ordinal logistic regression was 
confirmed using the Brant test.

3. RESULTS
3.1 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

The characteristics of the surveyed houses are shown in Table 3. The dataset included homes in 
every region of Finland, with the majority of inspected homes in the capital region of Uusimaa 
(49% of inspections), Pirkanmaa (13%) and south-west Finland (10%). These broadly reflect the 
population distribution in Finland, where Uusimaa (31%), Pirkanmaa (9%) and the south-west 
(9%) are the most populous regions (Tilastokeskus 2023). The largest proportion of homes were 
in wind-driven precipitation region I (43%), where wind-driven precipitation is greatest. Higher 
income postcodes had a greater proportion of surveyed houses.

The dataset was comprised of 91.7% detached houses and 8.3% semidetached houses, similar 
to the 93% detached and 7% semidetached in the existing stock and providing confidence that 
the housing types in the database are reasonably representative. The largest proportion were built 
between 1980 and 1999 (29%, similar to the 27% in official statistics), followed by those built post-
2000 (28% versus 21%), and those built from 1960 to 1979 (20% versus 23%); newer buildings 
are therefore somewhat overrepresented. Houses were mostly constructed in-place (75%) as 
opposed to prefabricated/element construction. Other common construction characteristics 
included concrete slab ground floors, outer walls constructed and cladded with wood, and ridged 
roofs with tile roofing and an underlay. Mechanical ventilation was present in 58% of homes, while 
42% had a gravitational ventilation system.

LIKELIHOOD OF 
DAMAGE

RISK STRUCTURE 
CLASSIFICATION

OTHER OBSERVATIONS

0 (No observed 
damage)

The building element does not exist 
in the house, or if it does there is no 
moisture damage in the building 
element, nor further investigation 
necessary

1 (Possible 
damage)

The building element is present in 
the house, but has not been opened 
and more investigation is necessary 
to determine if moisture damage is 
present

•	 Cold storage
•	 Wood cladding damage (unconfirmed)

2 (Likely damage) The building element is present in 
the house and it has been opened, 
but more investigation is necessary 
to determine if moisture damage is 
present

•	 Abnormal odour
•	 Attic floor air leakage
•	 Concrete subfloor damage (unconfirmed)
•	 Crawl space damage (unconfirmed)
•	 Crawl space microbial growth (unconfirmed)
•	 Crawl space damage (unconfirmed)
•	 Kitchen sink damage
•	 Other interior surface damage (unconfirmed)
•	 Other interior damage (unconfirmed)

4 (Confirmed 
damage)

The building element is present in 
the house and moisture damage has 
been confirmed

•	 Attic damage
•	 Attic membrane damage
•	 Post-1950s log wall damage
•	 Other interior damage
•	 Wooden ground floor damage

Table 2: Classification of the 
likelihood for moisture damage

Note: The likelihoods for all 
the different risk structures 
and other observations 
were summed to create the 
composite damage index for 
the house.



CLASS CATEGORY COUNT FRE­
QUE­
NCY 
(%)

CONFIRMED 
DAMAGE IN A 
RISK STRUCT­
URE (%)

CONFIRMED DAMAGE 
IN A RISK STRUCTURE 
AND/OR OTHER 
LOCATIONS (%)

CONFIRMED, 
LIKELY OR 
POSSIBLE 
DAMAGE (%)

ABNORMAL 
ODOUR (%)

AVERAGE 
DAMAGE 
INDEX

All homes – 14,873 100% 15.2% 19.4% 49.0% 7.3% 2.2

Ages 1720–1939 1,066 7.2% 38.6% 48.3% 84.0% 14.4% 5.3

1940–59 2,176 14.6% 29.2% 37.1% 74.3% 14.9% 3.9

1960–79 3,037 20.4% 21.9% 26.7% 72.2% 13.3% 3.3

1980–99 4,369 29.4% 11.3% 14.8% 44.9% 4.3% 1.6

2000–20 4,221 28.4% 1.2% 2.7% 14.6% 0.5% 0.4

Floor areas (m2) 11–50 92 0.7% 21.7% 29.3% 64.1% 13.0% 3.0

51–74 351 2.6% 24.5% 31.3% 61.5% 10.8% 3.1

75–100 1,267 9.5% 18.2% 23.6% 55.4% 10.7% 2.7

101–149 5,827 43.9% 13.9% 18.2% 45.8% 6.1% 2.0

150–800 5,737 43.2% 13.3% 16.7% 46.6% 6.3% 2.0

Dwelling type Detached 12,183 91.7% 15.8% 20.1% 48.9% 7.5% 2.3

Semidetached 1,099 8.3% 10.9% 13.7% 44.9% 4.3% 1.7

Storeys 1 6,292 56.1% 11.8% 15.8% 43.7% 6.9% 1.9

1.5 1,539 13.7% 12.5% 18.1% 50.2% 5.3% 2.2

2 3,042 27.1% 11.2% 14.5% 40.9% 4.1% 1.7

2.5 28 0.2% 7.1% 7.1% 46.4% 0.0% 1.5

≥ 3 313 2.8% 19.5% 24.0% 55.6% 8.6% 2.7

Cellar No 11,214 75.4% 11.9% 16.0% 44.2% 6.0% 1.9

Yes 3,659 24.6% 25.2% 30.1% 63.7% 11.6% 3.2

Construction 
type

Built in-place 11,054 74.7% 18.7% 23.4% 55.9% 8.9% 2.6

Element 3,739 25.3% 4.7% 7.7% 27.7% 2.6% 0.9

Ground floor Stone 13,535 43.2% 15.0% 18.7% 48.4% 7.1% 2.1

Crawlspace 3,082 9.8% 16.8% 25.1% 51.1% 9.3% 2.7

Slab-on-ground 12,619 40.2% 15.8% 19.5% 50.1% 7.4% 2.2

Unknown 198 0.6% 29.3% 36.4% 74.7% 20.2% 4.9

Wood 1,925 6.1% 22.5% 34.7% 64.5% 12.3% 3.7

External walls Log 1,247 7.6% 31.0% 39.5% 73.0% 11.6% 4.3

Stone 2,859 17.4% 12.2% 15.3% 48.4% 7.0% 1.9

Unknown 43 0.3% 2.3% 7.0% 27.9% 4.7% 1.0

Wood 12,309 74.8% 15.6% 19.8% 48.8% 7.5% 2.2

Cladding Wood 10,428 56.3% 15.5% 20.1% 49.1% 7.5% 2.3

Brick 5,398 29.1% 14.2% 17.9% 53.0% 6.6% 2.1

Log 356 1.9% 9.8% 16.0% 40.2% 4.8% 1.5

Render 1,798 9.7% 13.5% 16.6% 44.5% 6.6% 1.9

Boarding 255 1.4% 31.0% 38.0% 79.6% 20.8% 4.3

Other 288 1.6% 19.4% 24.0% 54.9% 12.2% 2.8

Roof type Ridged 12,351 81.8% 15.5% 19.8% 48.3% 7.5% 2.2

Flat 491 3.3% 19.6% 22.4% 82.1% 10.8% 3.7

Double-ridged 877 5.8% 17.9% 23.1% 59.0% 6.5% 2.6

Mansard 241 1.6% 23.7% 29.9% 61.4% 9.1% 3.2

Split ridge 418 2.8% 6.7% 8.9% 26.8% 4.3% 1.1

Monopitch 727 4.8% 12.0% 15.5% 46.2% 5.6% 2.0

Table 3: Descriptive statistics for dwellings and construction characteristics, and the frequency of different damage types

(Contd)



3.2 MOISTURE RISK

3.2.1 Analysis of risk structure survey

Figure 1 shows the prevalence of different risk structures by construction age, and the percentage 
that have verified, likely or possible damage. Around 64% of surveyed dwellings had either no 
damage in risk structures or risk structures were absent. At least one risk structure had verified 
damage in 15% of houses, at least one ‘opened but further investigation required’ in 6%, and 22% 
with at least one ‘unopened but further investigation required’.

Across all homes, the greatest number of verified damage in risk structures were in walls in 
contact with soil (5.5% of surveyed homes), wooden floors above concrete slabs (3.5%) and false 
plinths (2.6%). However, not all risk structures were present in each building. The risk structures 
that—if present—were most likely to have verified damage were walls in contact with soil (38.7%), 
log external walls in homes built pre-1950 (29.6%), wooden ground floors above concrete slabs 
(22.8%) and low foundation height (20.0%). Flat roofs and roof windows were disproportionately 
less likely to have been opened and inspected due to accessibility issues, while double slab floors 
were never opened. Around 4% of dwellings had verified damage in more than one risk structure.

The greatest rates of damage in risk structures were seen in the pre-1939 houses (39% 
damaged). Many of these older buildings had log external walls, representing the most 
common risk structure in these houses and the most likely risk structure to be damaged. Houses 
built between 1940 and 1959 had relatively higher rates of damage due to poor external wall 
ventilation, poor attic ventilation and walls contacting soil. Buildings built from 1960 to 1979 

CLASS CATEGORY COUNT FRE­
QUE­
NCY 
(%)

CONFIRMED 
DAMAGE IN A 
RISK STRUCT­
URE (%)

CONFIRMED DAMAGE 
IN A RISK STRUCTURE 
AND/OR OTHER 
LOCATIONS (%)

CONFIRMED, 
LIKELY OR 
POSSIBLE 
DAMAGE (%)

ABNORMAL 
ODOUR (%)

AVERAGE 
DAMAGE 
INDEX

Roofing Sheet metal 4,747 31.6% 7.9% 10.7% 32.5% 2.9% 1.2

Tile 5,157 34.3% 19.0% 24.2% 55.7% 9.1% 2.7

Plate metal 3,016 20.1% 19.6% 24.5% 55.6% 10.5% 2.7

Bitumen 1,724 11.5% 16.4% 21.5% 64.6% 10.3% 2.9

Fibreboard 397 2.6% 24.4% 28.7% 64.0% 9.8% 3.2

Attic floor Wood 14,429 91.5% 15.5% 19.8% 49.2% 7.4% 2.2

Stone 398 2.5% 6.0% 8.8% 41.2% 4.3% 1.2

Unknown 17 0.1% 11.8% 11.8% 58.8% 5.9% 2.2

None 705 4.5% 13.6% 17.2% 52.2% 9.2% 2.2

Flat roof 218 1.4% 21.1% 23.9% 88.1% 12.4% 4.2

Ventilation Gravity 6,077 41.9% 27.4% 34.0% 73.0% 13.8% 3.8

Mechanical 
extraction

2,878 19.8% 13.0% 17.0% 51.6% 6.4% 2.0

Mechanical input–
output

5,525 38.1% 3.3% 5.3% 21.4% 0.9% 0.6

No system 26 0.2% 26.9% 38.5% 65.4% 19.2% 4.1

Income quantile 1 (lowest) 1,749 11.8% 21.3% 25.6% 59.2% 10.9% 3.0

2 1,783 12.0% 17.2% 22.5% 51.9% 8.4% 2.4

3 2,329 15.7% 16.0% 20.4% 51.4% 8.2% 2.4

4 2,907 19.5% 14.4% 18.7% 48.1% 6.1% 2.1

5 (highest) 5,988 40.3% 12.9% 16.7% 44.6% 6.2% 1.9

Wind-driven 
precipitation 
region

I (highest) 6,522 43.9% 17.0% 21.6% 53.2% 7.8% 2.5

II 6,225 41.9% 13.7% 17.9% 45.8% 6.0% 2.0

III 1,962 13.2% 13.8% 17.0% 45.0% 10.1% 2.2

IV (lowest) 52 0.3% 15.4% 21.2% 59.6% 7.7% 2.3
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and from 1980 to 1999 had multiple at-risk structures, including high rates of wooden ground 
floors, underfloor partitions, walls contacting soil, false plinths, poor external wall ventilation, 
flat roofs and roof windows. Of these, false plinths were the most common location with 
confirmed damage. Post-2000 buildings have relatively fewer risk structures, with roof windows 
being the most common.

3.2.2 Damage other than in risk structures

The prevalence of other damage types observed by building age is shown in Figure 2. At least 
one unconfirmed or verified other moisture issue is found in 31% of dwellings, with the highest 
rates in pre-1939 dwellings (59%) and the lowest in post-2000 dwellings (11%). Around 10% of 
houses had multiple instances of unconfirmed or verified other damage. The most common type 
of damage outside of risk structures is a general reference to unconfirmed other surface damage.

Abnormal indoor odour was reported in 7.3% of surveyed houses, highest in buildings without a 
mechanical ventilation system (18.5% versus 2.8% in mechanically ventilated homes) and more 
common in older houses (14.6% of those built pre-1939, 14.9% of those built from 1940 to 1959, 
and 13.3% of those built between 1960 and 1979).

3.2.3 Damage likelihood

Combining observations in risk and other structures enabled these data to be integrated into a 
combined analysis of individual confirmed, likely and possible damage equivalents. At least one 
confirmed damage was present in 19% of houses, with 10% of dwellings having multiple instances. 
Nearly 40% of the surveyed dwellings had confirmed, likely or possible damage equivalents.

Figure 3 shows the confirmed damage by building age class, compared with confirmed damage only 
in risk structures, those with confirmed damage plus damage that requires further investigation, 
and the presence of abnormal odour. All damage equivalents continued to be most common 
in older buildings. Buildings often had multiple types and likelihoods of damage where ‘likely’ 
damage was the most common, followed by ‘possible’ damage (Figure 4). Odours were present 
in 25% of houses with confirmed damage, and in only 4% of those without confirmed damage.

Figure 1: Percentage of houses 

Note: *Due to accessibility 
reasons, double slab flooring is 
not opened.

by damage classification in 
different risk structures and by 
housing age.
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Figure 3: Comparison, by 
age class of the dwelling, of 
confirmed damage in a risk 
structure, confirmed damage 
in any location, confirmed 
damage, likely or possible 
damage, and odour.

Figure 2: Percentage of houses 
by other identified damage 
in locations other than risk 
structures and by building age.
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3.3 MULTIVARIATE MODELLING

The risk of confirmed damage by housing and area characteristics was examined using logistic 
regression. The unadjusted (model 1) and age-adjusted (model 2), and fully adjusted (model 3) 
odds ratios are shown in Figure 5.

Unadjusted logistic regression (model 1) indicates building age is the greatest risk factor for 
confirmed damage. When building age was analysed as a continuous variable, an odds ratio of 
1.037 (95% confidence interval (CI) = 1.036–1.038) per year, or 1.476 (95% CI = 1.446–1.505) 
for each decade since construction was observed up to 100 years old, after which the number of 
buildings became too few for reliable estimation. Other building characteristics crudely associated 
with increased risk include: detached buildings; those constructed in-place; wood ground floors or 
crawlspaces; log or wood external walls; wooden or boarding cladding; those with cellars; roofs 
that were not split ridged and with sheet metal roofing; and homes without mechanical input 
and output ventilation. Risk was also greatest in regions with the greatest amount of wind-driven 
precipitation and in lower income postcodes.

Adjusting the analyses for building age class (model 2) had a very large effect, reducing the 
estimated odds ratios of most variables to below 2. The main exception was having no designed 
ventilation system, but this was present only in 26 homes. With age adjustment, cladding type, 
income class and roof type were no longer significant risk factors. Risk continued to be present 
in detached homes, those built in-place, homes with attic floors that were absent or made out 
of non-stone materials, homes with wooden or log walls, those with cellars, homes without 
mechanical ventilation systems, and homes with fibreboard roofing. Wind-driven precipitation 
region also continued to be significant. Age-adjustment substantially reduced the risk from log 
walls in particular, but they continued to be at an increased risk in both pre- and post-1950 
buildings. The effects of building and are characteristics explained around a third of the effect of 
building age, while the presence of risk structures explained 60% of the effect of age.

Using multiple logistic regression to adjust for all building characteristics (model 3) led to relatively 
small changes in the odds ratios compared with model 2. Age remained the dominant risk factor 
for confirmed damage, but the odds ratio per year of building age was reduced to 1.024 (95% CI 
= 1.021–1.026). Compared with model 2, monopitched, flat, and double-ridged roofs and three-
storey buildings were the only building characteristics that showed a significant risk of moisture 
damage following complete adjustment that was otherwise insignificant when adjusting only for 
age. The highest income postcodes also showed a significant risk reduction compared with model 
2 when adjusting for all variables.

Figure 4: Prevalence of 
damaged risk structures 
and equivalents in surveyed 
dwellings from all dwellings 
(left) to those with at least one 
damage (middle) to those with 
multiple damage (right).

Note: Damage is classified 
according to damage likelihood 
(Table 2), with the right-
hand side showing multiples 
of the same likelihood or 
combinations of different 
likelihoods.
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3.3.1 Degree of moisture damage

The damage index represents the severity of damage in a house, combining confirmed damage, 
likely and possible damage in multiple locations. The maximum damage index was 30. However, 
this was truncated in the analysis at 15 due to the low number of dwellings above this level. 
The average damage index score is shown in Table 3, and around 51% of houses had a damage 
index equal to zero. Figure 6 shows the distribution of damage index scores (excluding homes 
with verified no damage), illustrating the increasing proportion of homes with multiple different 
damage likelihoods as the damage index increases. The table within Figure 6 shows how, as the 
damage index increases, the probability of a home having confirmed damage, or combinations 
including confirmed damage, also increases.

Figure 5: Odds ratios for 
confirmed damage in risk or 
other structures for model 1 
(crude), model 2 (age adjusted) 
and model 3 (adjusted for all 
variables).

Note: Ranges represent 95% 
confidence intervals (CI).
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The results of the unadjusted (model 1), age-adjusted (model 2) and fully adjusted (model 3) 
ordinal logistic regression for the damage index is shown in Figure S2 in the supplemental data 
online. The age of the house continued to be the greatest dominant risk factor for the damage index 
in both unadjusted and fully adjusted ordinal models. The odds ratios observed for the damage 
index were very similar to those observed for the binary indicator of confirmed damage (see Figure 
S3 online). Key differences included comparatively higher odds for the index for homes with flat 
roofs and slightly higher estimates for the age of the building. The odds of having abnormal indoor 
odour detected was 1.39 for each unit increase in the damage index, indicating an association 
between the severity of damage and odour.

4. DISCUSSION
The study analyses moisture surveys for almost 15,000 Finnish dwellings that, uniquely, include 
investigations within specified risk structures. Confirmed damage was observed in 19% of 
investigated homes, the majority of which were found in risk structures (15% of investigated 
homes), and around 49% of the surveyed houses had either confirmed, likely or possible damage 
equivalent. The results for confirmed damage are lower than those from Nevalainen et al. (1998) 
carried out in the 1990s, who reported dampness in 52% of a sample of 310 Finnish houses, but 
similar in scale when likely or possible damage is also included. As in Nevalainen et al., the present 
paper finds that the prevalence of moisture damage varied with construction characteristics 
common in buildings of different ages and likely due to material ageing.

Results show a wide variation in damage in different risk structures. Risk structures most likely to 
have verified moisture damage were walls in contact with soil (38.7%), pre-1950s log walls (29.6%), 
wooden ground floor above concrete slabs (22.8%) and low foundations (20.0%). Many of the 
same risk structures were found to have moisture damage in a study of 168 Finnish public buildings 
where the occupants had reported indoor air quality-associated health symptoms (Annila et al. 
2018), including timber ground floors with a crawl space (85% damage), basement walls (56%), 
log walls (50%), flat roofs (30%) and ridge roofs (29%). The prevalence of damage in this paper is 

Figure 6: Counts of the different 
houses (y-axis) by the damage 
index (x-axis), calculated by 
summing damage likelihood in 
homes (Table 2).

Note: Homes with verified no 
damage are excluded. Counts 
are stacked by the number of 
homes with different damage 
likelihoods or combinations 
thereof. To break this down 
further, the table shows—for 
each damage index—the 
probability that the homes have 
different damage likelihoods.
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comparatively lower, possibly due to different inspection methods, different building types, and the 
above study being conducted in buildings with suspected moisture damage issues, and these prior 
studies missing post-2000 buildings where the least moisture damage was found in this paper.

Around 31% of homes had at least one other confirmed, likely or possible damage outside the 
risk structures. These were most commonly recorded as a general unconfirmed other surface 
damage. This indoor damage is similar in scale to the results from a study of visible dampness 
and mould in schools (Haverinen-Shaughnessy et al. 2012) (24%) and office buildings (Salonen 
et al. 2007) (44%) in Finland. It is comparatively less than a study that found visible dampness 
in 52% of surveyed homes in Finland (Koskinen et al. 1999), possibly due to the present study 
including newer buildings. Odours were present in 7% of surveyed houses, also more common in 
older houses. Around 10% of dwellings had multiple locations with confirmed damage.

The statistical analysis indicates the age of the house was the greatest determinant of confirmed 
damage and increasing damage index, with nearly half of all houses built pre-1939 having at 
least one confirmed damage in a risk structure. Adjusting for age, other characteristics associated 
with increased moisture risk include detached housing, housing constructed in-place, log walls, 
monopitch roofs, fibreboard roofing, attics with either no floor or a wooden floor, and gravitational 
or no designed ventilation system. A significantly increased risk of damage was seen in homes in 
areas with higher amounts of driving rain. The risk of confirmed damage and damage index was 
highest in lower income postcodes in the crude model, insignificant after adjustment for age but 
significant when adjusting for all variables. That suggests that lower income postcodes have greater 
numbers of older properties with construction characteristics that increase moisture damage risk. 
That may also mean potential socio-economic inequalities in exposure to moisture damage.

Building characteristics explained about a third of the effect of building age, and the presence of a 
risk structure around 60% reflecting the prevalence of different moisture risk structures common 
in different construction eras. They may also be due to older buildings having been damaged 
or exposed to environmental moisture for a longer period. Overall, the results suggest that the 
moisture damage situation in Finnish buildings has improved in newer buildings, with improved 
construction methods, the reduction of risk structures and mechanised ventilation systems 
ensuring a more reliable removal of damp indoor air. The risk factors for binary presence/absence 
of confirmed damage were similar to those of the damage index, indicating that these factors do 
not contribute to isolated moisture problems.

4.1 STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS

There are several limitations to this study. The survey is restricted to detached and semidetached 
houses, which account for around 41% of the 3,076,000 dwellings in Finland (Tilastokeskus 2022). 
Houses in the capital region, Uusimaa, are overrepresented in the data. Newer buildings are also 
overrepresented, with dwellings built post-2000 comprising 28% of the inspected buildings versus 
20% of the Finnish stock of detached and semidetached properties. In contrast, those built pre-
1939 comprise 12% of all buildings, but only 7% in the present dataset. However, the results are 
likely to give a reasonably good picture of the damage situation in detached and semidetached 
houses in Finland in general. A strength of the study is the large number of buildings with detailed 
survey and housing characteristics.

Moisture surveys are typically undertaken when the dwelling is bought or sold. Therefore, the data 
are likely biased toward those with home ownership or private rental properties, which represent 
the majority of homes in Finland (62% and 24% of dwellings, respectively; Tilastokeskus 2022). 
The types of homes included in the dataset, and the transaction types, mean the data were 
expected to be biased toward higher income households. The moisture survey is a service usually 
purchased by potential homebuyers and is almost always performed except in buildings with 
obvious damage that will be demolished. Therefore, this analysis may underestimate damage.

The survey itself relies mainly on a visual and odour inspection of various structures. A survey 
of public buildings has estimated that visual inspections can detect only about 70% of hidden 
mould (Annila & Lahdensivu 2020). While surveyors were able to drill holes to inspect inside risk 
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structures if necessary, the number of holes is limited, or they may not be granted permission to 
drill holes. Some risk structures are harder to access than others. For example, double slabs are 
never opened; this complicates the comparisons of damage risk between risk structures.

The damage index is applied as a way of quantifying the degree of moisture damage within 
the houses, accounting for both damage classes and the number of locations of damage. This 
approach was employed because prior studies often use a binary presence or absence of mould 
or moisture as an indicator of exposure, but the extent and number of damage may be important 
for health outcomes. Therefore, it is necessary to develop a methodology to describe exposure 
(Mendell & Kumagai 2017; Mendell et al. 2018) that can be later linked to health outcome data 
to estimate dose–response. The damage index scores for the different damage classes and the 
structures included are informed by expert opinion, and further work is required to refine this 
method.

Despite these limitations, the dataset is, to our understanding, the best available source to 
estimate moisture damage prevalence in single-family homes in Finland. The large survey of 
homes allows for the estimate of damage risk according to various building characteristics, while 
the spatial information allows the data to be linked to neighbourhood income and precipitation 
data. A significant advantage of the data is that the survey includes both investigations inside risk 
structures and visible moisture damage elsewhere in the building. The data and analysis provide 
opportunities for future research, linking the dataset to occupant health records to examine 
potential associations between the presence of confirmed damage, the damage index and various 
health outcomes.

4.2 IMPLICATIONS

The cumulative economic impact of moisture damage in housing is significant. An estimated €450 
million annually is spent on healthcare, pensions and loss of productivity due to the poor health 
outcomes in Finland (Reijula et al. 2012), and around €400 million on repairing moisture damage 
in residential buildings (Nippala & Vainio 2016). Actual repair costs fall short of the estimated costs 
of technical repairs and quality improvements needed to maintain the housing stock condition, 
estimated to be €9.4 billion over the period 2016–25 (Nippala & Vainio 2016); this is expected to 
increase to €11.1 billion from 2026 to 2035 because of the need to repair buildings built in the 
1980s and the dominance of detached houses in residential buildings. The results of this study 
characterise the prevalence of moisture damage across different buildings and structures, which 
can help provide additional context for research on the economic or health consequences of 
moisture damage. Understanding the moisture damage prevalence in risk structures in buildings 
can also support targeted mass remediation efforts or incentives to households to repair these 
structures before damage occurs. Open data on housing age and construction characteristics can 
be used to identify areas with a high number of at-risk buildings (an example is provided in Figure 
7), which could help with identifying homes for renovation or for public health campaigns.

These moisture challenges are set against a context of a changing climate. Projections indicate 
that in Finland winter precipitation will increase by 10% by 2050 under RCP4.5 and 17% under 
RCP8.5 relative to 1980–2010; by 2080, this increases to 14% and 28%, respectively (Ruosteenoja 
et al. 2016). Instances of heavy rainfall are projected to become more intense and frequent, and 
storm winds are expected to increase in much of the country. Additionally, the average relative 
humidity of outdoor air will increase, leading to slower drying of structures after precipitation, 
higher moisture content inside structures and increased failure rates in structures with inadequate 
building physical performance. Buildings in areas with the greatest driving precipitation are at 
increased risk of confirmed damage regardless of age, supporting the concerns about increased 
moisture damage throughout Finland as the climate changes. Therefore, it is critical that building 
facade and drainage research and regulations are developed to improve resilience to these changes, 
including areas that have not been historically exposed to high levels of driving precipitation but 
may in future. The proportion of damage in the risk structures vulnerable to precipitation, such as 
low foundation height or false plinths, may increase as the climate changes.
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The results suggest that modern Finnish building standards help reduce moisture damage levels, 
although this may change as the buildings age and climate changes. The Finnish housing stock 
is also changing to reduce its carbon footprint, and there is a need to increase the retrofit rate of 
existing buildings from the current rate of around 1.0–1.5% annually (Airaksinen et al. 2013). There is 
a risk that net zero technologies may aggravate moisture problems in buildings. The understanding 
of the moisture risk factors and structures in existing dwellings can help inform retrofit guidelines 
for dwellings. Finally, there is a need to minimise waste by extending the life cycle and adapting 
existing buildings (Huuhka & Kolkwitz 2021). Identifying and renovating problematic structures in 
older buildings before issues arise can help avoid demolition due to unrepairable damage.

Finland has a unique climate and construction practices compared with other countries, but there 
are potential international implications for this study. In many countries, timber construction is 
being promoted due to its relatively better environmental performance compared with other 
materials, and there is a need to improve the energy efficiency of housing whilst ensuring sufficient 
ventilation and reduced moisture risk. Finnish buildings are relatively energy efficient compared with 
the European Union average, have a large proportion of timber housing and modern buildings are 
almost entirely mechanically ventilated. This study highlights areas where issues may arise in such 
buildings, and the current Finnish building practices, which have reduced moisture risk, could inform 
regulation development and moisture guidelines in other locations. Results also show most homes 
with confirmed damage had damage within the building structure, demonstrating the importance 
of moisture surveys investigating within the building structure, particularly in colder climates.

5. CONCLUSIONS
Moisture damage in homes has significant health and economic implications. This paper sought 
to estimate the prevalence and extent of moisture damage in a large dataset of Finnish homes by 
analysing the risk of confirmed damage and increasing damage index score for different housing 
characteristics. Results show that 19% of homes had confirmed damage in the home, and 15% 
had damage in a risk structure. Multiple confirmed damage was found in around 10% of homes. 
Nearly half of the houses had confirmed, likely or possible damage. The age of the house was the 
greatest risk factor for confirmed damage, with the odds increasing by 1.48 each decade since 
construction, and nearly half of all houses built pre-1939 having at least one confirmed damage. 
Other risk factors included monopitch or flat roofs, log external walls, fibreboard roofs, attics with 
either no floor or a wooden floor, absence of mechanical ventilation systems, and exposure to 
wind-driven precipitation. The risk factors for the damage index were largely similar to those 
for confirmed damage. Results can be used to understand the risk factors for moisture damage 
better, derive estimates of exposure to moisture damage for dose–response studies, and develop 
ways to improve moisture management now and in the future.

Figure 7: Data from Helsingin 
seudun ympäristöpalvelut (HSY) 
showing the percentage of 
single or semidetached homes 
built pre-1940.



724Taylor et al.  
Buildings and Cities  
DOI: 10.5334/bc.366

AUTHOR AFFILIATIONS
Jonathon Taylor  orcid.org/0000-0003-3485-1404 
Department of Civil Engineering, Tampere University, Tampere, FI

Anniina Salmela  orcid.org/0000-0001-8648-8577 
Finnish Institute for Health and Welfare, Kuopio, FI

Martin Täubel  orcid.org/0000-0001-8082-1041 
Finnish Institute for Health and Welfare, Kuopio, FI

Antti Heimlander 
Raksystems Insinööritoimisto Oy, Vantaa, FI

Anne M. Karvonen  orcid.org/0000-0003-2257-2934 
Finnish Institute for Health and Welfare, Kuopio, FI

Toni Pakkala  orcid.org/0000-0002-0028-8089 
Department of Civil Engineering, Tampere University, Tampere, FI

Jukka Lahdensivu  orcid.org/0009-0008-0027-4243 
Department of Civil Engineering, Tampere University, Tampere, FI

Juha Pekkanen  orcid.org/0000-0002-1083-8777 
Finnish Institute for Health and Welfare, Kuopio, FI; Department of Public Health, University of Helsinki, 
Helsinki, FI

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Conceptualisation: JP and JT; methodology: JT and JP; formal analysis: JT and AS; data curation: AH; 
original draft preparation: JT; review and editing: JT, AS, MT, AMK, AH, TP, JL and JP; visualisation: 
JT; funding acquisition: JP and JL. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the 
manuscript.

COMPETING INTERESTS
AH reports a relationship with Raksystems Oy that includes employment.

DATA AVAILABILITY
Data supporting this study cannot be made available due to commercial restrictions.

FUNDING
The study was supported by the Finnish government’s analysis, assessment and research activities. 
Research was funded via grants from Finland’s Ministry of Social Affairs and Health and the Ministry 
of the Environment via EU Next Generation funding (SEASON). Research was also supported by the 
Academy of Finland (decision numbers 338679, 339664, 339666 and 353327).

SUPPLEMENTAL DATA
Supplemental data for this paper can be accessed at: https://doi.org/10.5334/bc.366.s1.

REFERENCES
Airaksinen, M., Kurnitski, J., Pasanen, P., & Seppänen, O. (2004). Fungal spore transport through a building 

structure. Indoor Air, 14(2), 92. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1600-0668.2003.00215.x

Airaksinen, M., Seppälä, J., Vainio, T., Tuominen, P., Regina, P. K., Peltonen-Sainio, P., Luostarinen, S., Sipilä, 
K., Kiviluoma, J., Tuomaala, M., Savolainen, I., & Kopsakangas-Savolainen, M. (2013). Rakennetun 

ympäristön hajautetut energiajärjestelmät. https://jukuri.luke.fi/handle/10024/482004

Annila, P. J., & Lahdensivu, J. (2020). Reliability of the detection of moisture and mould damage in visual 

inspections. E3S Web of Conferences, 172, 23004. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1051/e3sconf/202017223004

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3485-1404
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3485-1404
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8648-8577
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8648-8577
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8082-1041
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8082-1041
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2257-2934
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2257-2934
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0028-8089
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0028-8089
https://orcid.org/0009-0008-0027-4243

https://orcid.org/0009-0008-0027-4243
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1083-8777
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1083-8777
https://doi.org/10.5334/bc.366.s1
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1600-0668.2003.00215.x
https://jukuri.luke.fi/handle/10024/482004
https://doi.org/10.1051/e3sconf/202017223004


725Taylor et al.  
Buildings and Cities  
DOI: 10.5334/bc.366

Annila, P. J., Lahdensivu, J., Suonketo, J., & Pentti, M. (2016). Practical experiences from several moisture 

performance assessments (pp. 1–20). Springer. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-0466-7_1

Annila, P. J., Lahdensivu, J., Suonketo, J., Pentti, M., & Vinha, J. (2018). Need to repair moisture- and mould 

damage in different structures in Finnish public buildings. Journal of Building Engineering, 16, 72–78. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2017.12.010

Caillaud, D., Leynaert, B., Keirsbulck, M., Nadif, R., Roussel, S., Ashan-Leygonie, C., Bex, V., Bretagne, 
S., Caillaud, D., Colleville, A. C., Frealle, E., Ginestet, S., Lecoq, L., Leynaert, B., Nadif, R., Oswald, I., 
Reboux, G., Bayeux, T., Fourneau, C., & Keirsbulck, M. (2018). Indoor mould exposure, asthma and 

rhinitis: Findings from systematic reviews and recent longitudinal studies. European Respiratory Review, 

27(148). DOI: https://doi.org/10.1183/16000617.0137-2017

Chelelgo, J., Haverinen, U., Vahteristo, M., Koivisto, J., Husman, T., Nevalainen, A., & Jääskeläinen, E. 
(2001). Analysis of moisture findings in the interior spaces of Finnish housing stock. Journal of the Air & 

Waste Management Association, 51(1), 69–77. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/10473289.2001.10464245

Gunnbjornsdottir, M. I., Franklin, K. A., Norback, D., Bjornsson, E., Gislason, D., Lindberg, E., Svanes, C., 
Omenaas, E., Norrman, E., Jogi, R., Jensen, E. J., Dahlman-Hoglund, A., & Janson, C. (2006). Prevalence 

and incidence of respiratory symptoms in relation to indoor dampness: The {RHINE} study. Thorax, 61(3), 

221–225. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1136/thx.2005.057430

Haverinen, U., Vahteristo, M., Pekkanen, J., Husman, T., Nevalainen, A., & Moschandreas, D. (2003). 

Formulation and validation of an empirical moisture damage index. Environmental Modeling & 

Assessment, 8(4), 303–309. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1023/B:ENMO.0000004583.93890.86

Haverinen-Shaughnessy, U. (2012). Prevalence of dampness and mold in European housing stock. Journal 

of Exposure Science & Environmental Epidemiology, 22(5), article 5. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/

jes.2012.21

Haverinen-Shaughnessy, U., Borras-Santos, A., Turunen, M., Zock, J. P., Jacobs, J., Krop, E. J. M., Casas, 
L., Shaughnessy, R., Täubel, M., Heederik, D., Hyvärinen, A., Pekkanen, J., & Nevalainen, A. (2012). 

Occurrence of moisture problems in schools in three countries from different climatic regions of Europe 

based on questionnaires and building inspections—The HITEA Study. Indoor Air, 22(6), 457–466. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0668.2012.00780.x

Huuhka, S., & Kolkwitz, M. (2021). Stocks and flows of buildings: Analysis of existing, demolished, and 

constructed buildings in Tampere, Finland, 2000–2018. Journal of Industrial Ecology, 25(4), 948–960. 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/jiec.13107

Karvonen, A. M., Hyvärinen, A., Roponen, M., Hoffmann, M., Korppi, M., Remes, S., von Mutius, E., 
Nevalainen, A., & Pekkanen, J. (2009). Confirmed moisture damage at home, respiratory symptoms 

and atopy in early life: A birth-cohort study. Pediatrics, 124(2), e329–e338. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1542/

peds.2008-1590

Komulainen, J., Lu, X., Hakkarainen, H., Weckström, A., Viljanen, M., & Liukkonen, S. (2003). Diffusion of 

some MVOCs through building moisture barriers. In Research in building physics (pp. 71–75). CRC Press. 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003078852-12

Koponen, P., Borodulin, K., Lundqvist, A., Sääksjärvi, K., & Koskinen, S. (2018). Terveys, toimintakyky ja 

hyvinvointi Suomessa FinTerveys 2017 (Vol. 4). THL. http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-343-105-8

Koskinen, O., Husman, T., Meklin, T., & Nevalainen, A. (1999). The relationship between moisture or mould 

observations in houses and the state of health of their occupants. European Respiratory Journal, 14(6). 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1183/09031936.99.14613639

Lampi, J., Hyvärinen, A., Erhola, M., Haahtela, T., Haukipuro, K., Haverinen-Shaughnessy, U., Jalkanen, K., 
Karvala, K., Lappalainen, S., Reijula, K., Rämö, H., Sainio, M., Salmela, A., Salminen, M., Vasankari, T., & 
Pekkanen, J. (2020). Healthy people in healthy premises: The Finnish Indoor Air and Health Programme 

2018–2028. Clinical and Translational Allergy, 10(1), 4. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1186/s13601-020-0308-1

Laukkarinen, A., Jokela, T., Vinha, J., Pakkala, T., Lahdensivu, J., Lestinen, S., Jokisalo, J., Kosonen, R., 
Lindfors, A., Ruosteenoja, K., & Jylhä, K. (2022). Vaipparakenteiden rakennusfysikaalisen toimivuuden 

ja huonetilojen kesäaikaisen jäähdytystehontarpeen mitoitusolosuhteet: RAMI-hankkeen loppuraportti. 

Tampereen yliopisto. https://trepo.tuni.fi/handle/10024/140946

Liddell, C., & Guiney, C. (2015). Living in a cold and damp home: Frameworks for understanding impacts on 

mental well-being. Public Health, 129(3), 191–199. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2014.11.007

Mendell, M. J., & Adams, R. I. (2019). The challenge for microbial measurements in buildings. Indoor Air, 

29(4), 523–526. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/ina.12550

Mendell, M. J., & Kumagai, K. (2017). Observation-based metrics for residential dampness and mold 

with dose–response relationships to health: A review. Indoor Air, 27(3), 506–517. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1111/ina.12342

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-0466-7_1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2017.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1183/16000617.0137-2017
https://doi.org/10.1080/10473289.2001.10464245
https://doi.org/10.1136/thx.2005.057430
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:ENMO.0000004583.93890.86
https://doi.org/10.1038/jes.2012.21
https://doi.org/10.1038/jes.2012.21
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0668.2012.00780.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jiec.13107
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2008-1590
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2008-1590
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003078852-12
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-343-105-8
https://doi.org/10.1183/09031936.99.14613639
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13601-020-0308-1
https://trepo.tuni.fi/handle/10024/140946
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2014.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/ina.12550
https://doi.org/10.1111/ina.12342
https://doi.org/10.1111/ina.12342


726Taylor et al.  
Buildings and Cities  
DOI: 10.5334/bc.366

TO CITE THIS ARTICLE:
Taylor, J., Salmela, A., Täubel, 
M., Heimlander, A., Karvonen, 
A. M., Pakkala, T., Lahdensivu, 
J., & Pekkanen, J. (2023). Risk 
factors for moisture damage 
presence and severity in Finnish 
homes. Buildings and Cities, 
4(1), pp. 708–726. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.5334/bc.366

Submitted: 30 June 2023     
Accepted: 17 August 2022     
Published: 13 September 2023

COPYRIGHT:
© 2023 The Author(s). This is an 
open-access article distributed 
under the terms of the Creative 
Commons Attribution 4.0 
International License (CC-BY 
4.0), which permits unrestricted 
use, distribution, and 
reproduction in any medium, 
provided the original author 
and source are credited. See 
http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

Buildings and Cities is a peer-
reviewed open access journal 
published by Ubiquity Press.

Mendell, M. J., Macher, J. M., & Kumagai, K. (2018). Measured moisture in buildings and adverse health 

effects: A review. Indoor Air, 28, 488–499. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/ina.12464

Mendell, M. J., Mirer, A. G., Cheung, K., Tong, M., & Douwes, J. (2011). Respiratory and allergic health 

effects of dampness, mold, and dampness-related agents: A review of the epidemiologic evidence. 

Environmental Health Perspectives, 119(6), 748–756. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1002410

Nevalainen, A., Partanen, P., Jääskeläinen, E., Hyvärinen, A., Koskinen, O., Meklin, T., Vahteristo, M., 
Koivisto, J., & Husman, T. (1998). Prevalence of moisture problems in Finnish houses. Indoor Air, 8(S4), 

45–49. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0668.1998.tb00007.x

Nippala, E., & Vainio, T. (2016). Asuinrakennusten korjaustarve 2006–2035. VTT Technical Research Centre of 

Finland.

Norbäck, D., Zock, J.-P., Plana, E., Heinrich, J., Tischer, C., Jacobsen Bertelsen, R., Sunyer, J., Künzli, N., 
Villani, S., Olivieri, M., Verlato, G., Soon, A., Schlünssen, V., Gunnbjörnsdottir, M. I., & Jarvis, D. (2017). 

Building dampness and mold in European homes in relation to climate, building characteristics and 

socio-economic status: The European Community Respiratory Health Survey ECRHS II. Indoor Air, 27(5), 

921–932. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/ina.12375

Peltola, S., & Asikainen, V. (2009). Sisäilmaongelmaisten koulurakennusten korjaaminen. In J. Vinha & K. 

Lähdesmäki (Eds.), Rakennusfysiikka 2009. Tampereen teknillinen yliopisto.

Pitkäranta, M., & Weijo, I. (2022). Guidelines to investigate and repair indoor air problems in buildings. 

Vahanen Building Physics Ltd & Ramboll Finland Ltd.

Rakennustieto Oy. (2007). KH 90-00394. Kuntotarkastus asuntokaupan yhteydessä. Suoritusohje.

Raksystems. (2023, March 30). What is a high-risk structure? Raksystems. https://raksystems.fi/en/news/

what-is-a-high-risk-structure-2/

Reijula, K., Ahonen, G., Alenius, H., Holopainen, R., Lappalainen, S., Palomäki, E., & Reiman, M. (2012). 

Rakennusten kosteus-ja homeongelmat. Eduskunta. https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/naineduskuntatoimii/

julkaisut/Documents/trvj_1+2012.pdf

Ruosteenoja, K., Jylhä, K., & Kämäräinen, M. (2016). Climate projections for Finland under the RCP forcing 

scenarios. Geophysica, 51, 17–50. https://www.geophysica.fi/pdf/geophysica_2016_51_1-2_017_

ruosteenoja.pdf

Salonen, H., Lappalainen, S., Lindroos, O., Harju, R., & Reijula, K. (2007). Fungi and bacteria in mould-

damaged and non-damaged office environments in a subarctic climate. Atmospheric Environment, 

41(32), 6797–6807. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2007.04.043

Suonketo, J., & Pessi, A. (2000). The airflows and microbial contamination to indoor air from sandwich 

facade—Case study. Proceedings of Healthy Buildings 2000 (Vol. 3, pp. 147)., Espoo, Finland, August 

6–10.

Tilastokeskus. (2022). Asunnot ja asuinolot. Asunnot Ja Asuinolot. https://stat.fi/tilasto/asas

Tilastokeskus. (2023, April 14). Population and society. Statistics Finland. https://www.stat.fi/tup/suoluk/

suoluk_vaesto_en.html

WHO. (2011). Environmental burden of disease associated with inadequate housing. World Health 

Organisation (WHO). https://www.euro.who.int/en/publications/abstracts/environmental-burden-of-

disease-associated-with-inadequate-housing.-summary-report

https://doi.org/10.5334/bc.366
https://doi.org/10.5334/bc.366
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1111/ina.12464
https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1002410
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0668.1998.tb00007.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/ina.12375
https://raksystems.fi/en/news/what-is-a-high-risk-structure-2/
https://raksystems.fi/en/news/what-is-a-high-risk-structure-2/
https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/naineduskuntatoimii/julkaisut/Documents/trvj_1+2012.pdf
https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/naineduskuntatoimii/julkaisut/Documents/trvj_1+2012.pdf
https://www.geophysica.fi/pdf/geophysica_2016_51_1-2_017_ruosteenoja.pdf
https://www.geophysica.fi/pdf/geophysica_2016_51_1-2_017_ruosteenoja.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2007.04.043
https://stat.fi/tilasto/asas
https://www.stat.fi/tup/suoluk/suoluk_vaesto_en.html
https://www.stat.fi/tup/suoluk/suoluk_vaesto_en.html
https://www.euro.who.int/en/publications/abstracts/environmental-burden-of-disease-associated-with-inadequate-housing.-summary-report
https://www.euro.who.int/en/publications/abstracts/environmental-burden-of-disease-associated-with-inadequate-housing.-summary-report

