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Background and Purpose 
 
The Site Assessment Section (SAS) of the Environmental Health Investigations Branch (EHIB), California 
Department of Public Health (CDPH), conducts public health activities at hazardous waste sites in the State 
of California through a cooperative agreement with the federal Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry (ATSDR). SAS carries out public health activities, which may include exposure assessments and 
investigations, health education and community involvement, and technical assistance to local, state or 
federal agencies or community groups. SAS makes impacts in the community through its public health 
protective recommendations to the agencies overseeing cleanup or operations and efforts in community 
participation and health education. 
  
Since 2006, SAS has been providing its stakeholders the opportunity to dialogue about environmental 
public health in the context of a roundtable. They have brought together individuals from public health 
departments, and community-based organizations to: increase their access to resources and experts that 
can assist them; provide a forum for cross-communication; and support local efforts addressing 
environmental public health. The purpose for these roundtables is twofold: 1) to facilitate learning and 
sharing about environmental public health concerns relevant among communities, agencies, and SAS staff, 
and 2) to provide a forum for feedback to the SAS group from communities and agencies. 

 
Timeline of Stakeholder Roundtables 

 
Year  Topic 
2006 Prioritizing & Meeting Community Needs at Hazardous Waste Sites 
2007 Methamphetamine Laboratories & Facilities Emitting Hazardous Chemicals in the Air 
2008 Land Use Planning & Environmental Public Health 
2009 * 
2010 Health Impact Assessments & Long-Term Stewardship of Hazardous Waste Sites 
2011 * 
2012 * 
2013 Water Quality & Disease Clusters 
2014 Healthy Housing and Indoor Air Quality, Navigating Environmental Health Agencies and 

Understanding and Approaching Unengaged Communities 
2015 Cultural Humility, Environmental Health Activism and Climate Change in Public Health 
2016 Protocol for Assessing Community Excellence in Environmental Health (PACE-EH), 

Environmental Justice Activism and Citizen Science 
2017 Effects of Superfund Sites on Property Values, Stigma of Hazardous Waste Sites and Protecting 

Children’s Environmental Health 
 
*Note: funding challenges prevented SAS from conducting a roundtable in 2009 and 2012; however, in 
2011 instead of organizing a roundtable, SAS helped EHIB host a symposium for promotores (community 
health workers) from across the state. 
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Stakeholder Roundtable 2017 
 

The roundtable was held in Los Angeles, 
California on March 23, 2017 at the California 
Endowment. During this roundtable, 32 
participants (15community advocates, 7 CDPH 
staff and 12 representatives from other 
government agencies) were convened to learn 
about the impact of superfund sites on property 
values, stigma of living near hazardous waste 
sites and the environmental health concerns 
present in child care facilities. Topics were 
selected based on suggestions made by 
roundtable participants and perceived utility of 
topics by roundtable organizers. For a copy of 
the agenda please refer to Appendix A. 

 
The roundtable opened with introductions by CDPH staff. Nancy Villaseñor, Health Educator of SAS, 
introduced the SAS team, Dr. Kreutzer, Chief of the Division of Environmental and Occupational Disease 
control, summarized the work of the Environmental Health Investigations Branch (EHIB), and Dr. Gabriele 
Windgasse, Chief of SAS, provided participants with a brief background, the goals of the roundtable, the 
role of SAS, and an opportunity for participants to introduce themselves. 

The Effects of Superfund Sites on Property Values 
 

Daren Blomquist, Senior Vice President of Communications of ATTOM Data Solutions, led a presentation 
that described the impact to California home values located near a Superfund site. His presentation 
examined four measures of environmental 
hazards that were combined into an index: 
1) air quality; 2) brownfields; 3) US EPA 
Superfund designation and 4) polluters. At 
the national level environmental hazards 
are concentrated along the coasts and in 
Appalachia. Homes located in zip codes 
with fewer environmental hazards were 
found to have higher property values. 
Homes in lower risk areas have more 
readily recovered lost value from the 
“Great Recession” than homes located in 
higher risk areas. Similarly, homes in 
higher risk areas are more likely to be 
“under water” or homes that have a value 
less than the unpaid or outstanding 
mortgage balance. 
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In California, 40% of homes are in a zip code with at least one of the four measures of environmental 
hazards. 

 In Los Angeles, almost 50% of homes are located in a zip code with at least one of the four measures of 
environmental hazards. Trends in local areas mirrored national trends, with some regional variation. For 
example, in San Jose, the competitive housing market lessened the negative impact caused by 
environmental hazards. However, in South Gate, a city in Los Angeles County with a much less competitive 
housing market and three Superfund sites, homes have not regained their value as quickly as homes in the 
rest of Los Angeles County. 

Roundtable attendees also noted that the measures have some limitations to consider. First, the measures 
used are not direct measures of risk to human health, but rather a measure of risk to housing markets. 
Participants agreed that perceptions of risk impact housing prices independent of risk. Second, measures 
only include information about US EPA designated Superfund sites and not hazardous waste sites that 
have been designated from state agencies. Third, zip codes cover a large geographic area that may be 
much larger than the potential impact of a Superfund site. For a copy of Daren’s presentation please refer 
to Appendix B. 

Take home messages 
 

1) Home value appears to be negatively impacted by the presence of environmental hazards in a zip 
code. 

2) Local factors, such as a high valued housing market, can mitigate the impact of environmental 
health hazards on home values. 

3) Further research and discussion is needed to better understand the impact that environmental 
hazards such as Superfund sites have on home values. 

 Resources 

Topic Materials 
ATTOM Data Solutions https://www.attomdata.com 

Factors that impact 
home values 

http://www.homefacts.com 

 

Unanswered Questions  

Topic Materials 
What is the distinction 
between Brownfield 
and Superfund site? 

From EPA’s website (https://www.epa.gov/enforcement/types-contaminated-
sites) 
 
Superfund 
Superfund sites are uncontrolled or abandoned sites or properties withe 
hazardous waste or other contamination that have been placed on the 

https://www.epa.gov/enforcement/types-contaminated-sites)
https://www.epa.gov/enforcement/types-contaminated-sites)
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“National Priority List” by the USEPA.  
Brownfields 
Brownfield sites are real properties, the expansion, development, or reuse of 
which may be complicated by the presence or potential presence of a 
hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant. USEPA has defined 
“Brownfields” on their webpage:  https://www.epa.gov/brownfields.  
State and tribal response programs play a significant role in cleaning up and 
helping to revitalize these sites, frequently through state voluntary cleanup 
programs. 

The Stigma of Hazardous Waste Sites: Can We Change It? 
 
Nancy Villaseñor led a discussion on the 
stigma surrounding hazardous waste 
sites. Stigma is a set of negative and 
often unfair beliefs that a society or group 
of people have about something. Stigma 
about living near a hazardous waste site 
exists. Sometimes people perceive a 
larger risk about living near a hazardous 
waste site and this impacts both living in 
a home or community near a hazardous 
waste site and attempting to sell a home 
in these areas. Perception of risk may be 
more important than the actual risk itself. 
Several factors can influence the 
perception of risk (i.e. government action, 
media coverage, physical changes in the 
environment etc.). For a copy of Nancy’s presentation please refer to Appendix C. 
 
Several suggestions were given for addressing stigma: 
 

Suggestions 
Conversations with multiple stakeholders at multiple levels. 
Accountability for actors at all levels.  
Policies to motivate clean-up or motivate people to move to impacted areas after clean-up (i.e. tax 
incentives). 
Mobilizing community members and activists to combat stigma. 
Community organizing. 
Removal of hazards in the community. 
Re-shaping of media narratives. 
Providing some certification or designation that a home or an area has been cleaned up. 

 

https://www.epa.gov/brownfields
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Take home messages 
 

1) Stigma of living near a hazardous waste site can negatively impact people living near the site. 
2) Stigma is created by multiple factors and multiple actors. Thus, stigma can be changed addressing 

these factors. 

Hazardous Waste Sites Can Cause Stress. What Can We Do 
To Reduce It? 
 
Ben Gerhardstein, Environmental Health Scientist at ATSDR, shared with Roundtable attendees an 
ATSDR factsheet about reducing the stress associated with living near a contaminated site and solicited 
feedback from the group about the factsheet. His presentation included a video about Latina Community 
Health Workers from the Los Angeles Department of Public Health, who related their experiences with 
helping families coping with stress. For a copy of the factsheet please refer to Appendix D. 
 
Several suggestions and comments were given: 
 

Suggestions/Comments 
Include local contact information. 
Disseminate via employers.   
Share materials at health fairs. 
Use more pictures and graphics. 
Give more concrete examples. 
Use stronger language. 
Expand the section on common signs of stress 
Fact-sheet is only individual focused. 

Open Discussion Forum  
 
Danny Kwon facilitated an open discussion forum where community representatives talked about issues or 
concerns in their communities and asked questions of representatives from government organizations to 
brainstorm about potential solutions.  
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Topics of Discussion 

 
Topic Details 
Communities for Better Communities for Better Environment in Richmond has been involved in 
Environment in actions against Oil industries excavation both in CA and around the country. 
Richmond This impacted the local city council race, so that they are majority non-Valero 

friendly. They are currently working to establish a refinery emission cap to 
2009 levels. Previously trained promotoras hired by big-oil funded groups 
were “turned” to side with big-oil. 

Burnout of community How is institutional knowledge passed down to the next generation, in the 
activists  face of burnout? This work is hard to discuss. It is also hard to find people.  

Agencies involvement We can’t assume that an agency will solve the entire problem. Many 
in addressing assumptions are made that are incorrect and hinder progress. It was 
environmental health discussed if the public agencies or the communities should take the lead in 
issues   addressing environmental health issues. 

Updates from efforts in Environmental health hazards were ignored until outside actors came in.  
Riverside  

Promotora trainings Roundtable attendees talked about success with promotora training around 
pesticides to serve migrant farm workers. 

The Making of a Community Promotor 
 
Hugo Mata described his journey to becoming the Executive Director of Soluna Outreach Solutions and his 
involvement in promoting community health. Hugo was born in Jalisco, Mexico, and was one of 12 children. 
Hugo’s’ sisters took an active role in raising him after his mother passed away when he was 3 years old. He 
and his siblings eventually immigrated to the US over time. In the US, he initially worked in agricultural 
fields, but enrolled in high school at his landlord’s urging. He graduated high school with honors and 
received a BA degree in Communications from San Francisco State University. This allowed him to pursue 
a career in broadcasting. Hugo hosts a Spanish language radio show with KBBF. Based on his experience, 
Hugo was hired as the Director of Media and Bilingual Outreach for C2 Alternative Services. In this role he 
has led several community education efforts around environmental health issues. For a copy of Hugo’s 
presentation please refer to Appendix E. 
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Resources 

 
Topic Website 
C2 Alternative Services http://www.c2alts.net/people.html 

KBBF http://www.radiofreeamerica.com/station/kbbf 

Protecting Children’s Environmental Health:  Does the 
Location of a Child Care Facility Matter? 
 
Russell Bartlett, SAS Health Assessor, began this section by recounting an incident where SAS was called 
to investigate children’s exposure to dust from a parcel neighboring a daycare facility. Analyses of the 
neighboring property revealed high levels of lead, and other contaminants due to past commercial uses. 
Sherry Padgett, a Richmond community activist recounted the story of Zeneca’s superfund site in 
Richmond, CA. Despite having a deed restriction, the site was used to host an after-school program. 
Michael Kent, Hazardous Materials Ombudsman with Contra Costa Health Services, discussed a case in 
Contra Costa County, where decommissioned pipelines began to leak. This threatened to expose children 
in a nearby daycare to chemical solvents 
 
Dr. Vickie Leonard, Program Coordinator of the Western States Pediatric Environmental Health Specialty 
Unit at UCSF, talked, about the lack of regulations that exist around childcare facilities in California. Current 
regulations regarding the siting (i.e. where a facility can be built) are less stringent for childcare facilities 
than they are for K-12 schools. This is counterintuitive, since young children are more vulnerable to the 
negative impacts of exposures coming from the environment (i.e. surrounding the facility as well as inside 
the facility). Ben Gerhardstein indicated that ATSDR is currently developing guidelines for the safe citing of 
childcare facilities. However, these are not regulations. The group brainstormed ideas and actions that 
could promote safe siting practices. For a copy of Dr. Leonard’s presentation please refer to Appendix F. 
 
Several suggestions to promote safe citing were given: 
 

Suggestions 
Create partnerships. 
Change licensing requirements at the state level.   
Educate parents. 
Raise awareness about the issue. 
Work with health insurers, since these issues impact their costs. 
Advocate for policies. 

 
 
 



 10 

Take home messages 
 

1) Children are vulnerable to environmental exposures in childcare facilities. 
2) Regulations have not addressed this concern.  
3) Much more needs to be done in order to ensure safe citing of childcare facilities.  

 
Resources 

Topic Website 
Childcare in California http://usa.childcareaware.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/California.pdf 

Closing Remarks 
 
This roundtable provided stakeholders an opportunity to learn about the various ways in which living near 
environmental hazards can impact home value and vulnerable populations like children. The event also 
provided a forum where community members could freely discuss and get input on topics of their choice. 
Roundtable participants also heard a first-hand account that detailed the journey of a community health 
promotor.  
 
SAS will continue striving to provide these types of learning opportunities to their stakeholders as well as 
provide additional tools and resources that increase community capacity and protect public health. 
 
To read a summary of the feedback provided by roundtable participants please see Appendix G. 
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Appendix A: Agenda 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 



Stakeholder Roundtable – March 23, 2017 
Site Assessment Section, Environmental Health Investigation Branch 

California Department of Public Health 

AGENDA
 

 

Time Agenda Item Presenter 

8:30 – 8:45 Breakfast  

8:45 – 8:50 Welcome Dr. Rick Kreutzer, Chief, Division of 
Environmental and Occupational Disease 
Control 

8:50 – 9:00 Introductions, 
Background & Purpose of Roundtable 

Gabriele Windgasse DrPH., Chief, Site 
Assessment Section, CDPH

9:00 – 10:00 The Effects of Superfund 
Property Values 

Sites on Daren Blomquist, Attom Data Solutions 

10:00-10:30 The Stigma of Hazardous Waste Sites: 
Can We Change It?  

Nancy Villaseñor, MIST, Health Educator, 
Assessment Section, CDPH 

 Site 

10:30-11:00 Hazardous Waste Sites Can Cause 
Stress. What Can We Do To Reduce It? 

Ben Gerhardstein, MPH, Environmental Health 
Scientist, Region 9, Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry 

11:00 – 11:10 Break  

11:10 – 12:00  Open Forum/Discussion Danny Kwon, MPH, Health Assessor, 
Assessment Section, CDPH 

 Site 

12:00 – 1:00 Networking Lunch  

1:00 – 2:00 The Making of a Community Promotor Hugo Mata, Executive Director, Soluna 
Outreach Solutions 

2:00 – 2:15 Break  

2:15 – 3:45 

Protecting Children’s Environmental 
Health:  Does The Location Of A Child 

Care Facility Matter? 

Russell Bartlett,  MPH, Health Assessor,  Site 
Assessment Section, CDPH, and various 
speakers 

3:45 – 3:55 Summary & Evaluations Gabriele Windgasse DrPH 

3:55 – 4:00 Closing Remarks Dr. Rick Kreutzer  
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Appendix B: The Effects of Superfund Sites on Property Values 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Superfund Impact on Housing Trends 

1 Copyright © 2016 ATTOM Data Solutions. All rights reserved.      [ CONFIDENTIAL ] 
 



What we’ll cover 

• Macro environmental hazard impact on housing 
• Macro superfund impact on housing 
• Deeper dive 

 
 
 
 

 

2 Copyright © 2016 ATTOM Data Solutions. All rights reserved.      [ CONFIDENTIAL ] 
 



Macro environmental hazard impact on housing 



 
 

Click to view interactive map 

https://public.tableau.com/views/2016EnvironmentalHazardHousingRiskHeatMap/Dashboard1?:embed=y&:display_count=yes
https://public.tableau.com/views/2016EnvironmentalHazardHousingRiskHeatMap/Dashboard1?:embed=y&:display_count=yes


 
 

U.S. housing trends by overall risk 
Values 0 1 2 3
Count of Zip Code 6,238 2,064 308 31
Sum of Single Family Homes & Condos 50,774,572 15,175,044 1,941,478 180,577
Average of Average of Estimated Value $343,259 $292,619 $231,654 $181,650
Sum of Estimated Total Value of Homes $16,852,103,925,913 $4,428,048,211,211 $451,629,055,743 $32,730,709,037
Average of 2016 Median Sales Prices $295,595 $252,680 $199,819 $159,248
Average of 1-Year HPA 7.0% 7.2% 6.1% 5.9%
Average of 5-Year HPA 41.9% 44.1% 39.6% 57.6%
Average of 10-Year HPA 3.6% -1.5% -3.0% -5.4%
Average of Home Seller Gain Since Last Purchase $69,448 $56,660 $37,677 $30,424
Average of Home Seller Pct Gain 24.9% 23.1% 17.5% 20.8%
Average of Q3 2016 Pct Seriously Underwater 9.4% 11.2% 12.6% 15.0%
Average of Foreclosure Rate 0.60% 0.55% 0.68% 0.67%
Average of 2016 Pct of Cash Sales 28.3% 29.2% 29.3% 32.3%

• Home values and prices higher in low-risk zips 
• 10-year HPA stronger in low-risk zips 
• Home seller gains/profits stronger in low-risk zips 
• 5-year HPA stronger in high-risk zips 
• Share underwater higher in high-risk zips 
• Foreclosure rates mixed 
• Pct of cash sales higher in high-risk zips 

 
 



 
 

Click to view interactive map 

https://public.tableau.com/views/2016EnvironmentalHazardHousingRiskHeatMap/Dashboard1?:embed=y&:display_count=yes


 
 

CA housing trends by overall risk 
Values 0 1 2 3
Count of Zip Code 610 411 50 8
Sum of Single Family Homes & Condos 5,001,231 3,312,706 335,290 39,714
Average of Average of Estimated Value $722,593 $492,585 $422,982 $264,210
Sum of Estimated Total Value of Homes $3,564,119,494,060 $1,569,707,808,958 $143,740,540,891 $10,519,092,904
Average of 2016 Median Sales Prices $682,539 $448,381 $387,836 $232,625
Average of 1-Year HPA 7.0% 8.5% 7.8% 8.7%
Average of 5-Year HPA 67.5% 70.6% 72.5% 82.1%
Average of 10-Year HPA 1.0% -12.2% -15.4% -28.3%
Average of Home Seller Gain Since Last Purchase $251,359 $154,908 $126,241 $74,475
Average of Home Seller Pct Gain 54.0% 49.9% 48.0% 46.7%
Average of Q3 2016 Pct Seriously Underwater 4.9% 8.5% 7.3% 12.0%
Average of Foreclosure Rate 0.24% 0.38% 0.40% 0.45%
Average of 2016 Pct of Cash Sales 22.1% 23.1% 20.9% 27.8%

• Home values and prices higher in low-risk zips 
• 10-year HPA stronger in low-risk zips 
• Home seller gains/profits stronger in low-risk zips 
• 1-year and 5-year HPA stronger in high-risk zips 
• Share underwater higher in high-risk zips 
• Foreclosure rates higher in high-risk zips 
• Pct of cash sales mixed 

 
 



 
 

Click to view interactive map 

https://public.tableau.com/views/2016EnvironmentalHazardHousingRiskHeatMap/Dashboard1?:embed=y&:display_count=yes


 
 

LA housing trends by overall risk 
Values 0 1 2 3
Count of Zip Code 149 154 23 1
Sum of Single Family Homes & Condos 1,253,985 1,161,262 155,373 5,088
Average of Average of Estimated Value $788,783 $722,779 $524,394 $443,364
Sum of Estimated Total Value of Homes $969,564,810,891 $793,885,376,470 $81,804,201,487 $2,255,833,892
Average of 2016 Median Sales Prices $737,181 $657,996 $478,383 $385,000
Average of 1-Year HPA 6.7% 8.4% 9.8% 7.2%
Average of 5-Year HPA 51.9% 61.9% 66.5% 77.8%
Average of 10-Year HPA 1.1% 0.5% -7.6% -17.2%
Average of Home Seller Gain Since Last Purchase $264,939 $239,884 $152,032 $110,147
Average of Home Seller Pct Gain 53.8% 56.0% 47.6% 40.1%
Average of Q3 2016 Pct Seriously Underwater 3.9% 5.1% 4.5% 3.4%
Average of Foreclosure Rate 0.31% 0.41% 0.43% 0.63%
Average of 2016 Pct of Cash Sales 21.8% 22.5% 19.1% 14.8%

• Home values and prices higher in low-risk zips 
• 10-year HPA stronger in low-risk zips 
• Home seller gains/profits mixed 
• 1-year and 5-year HPA stronger in high-risk zips 
• Share underwater higher in high-risk zips 
• Foreclosure rates higher in high-risk zips 
• Pct of cash sales mixed 

 
 



 
 

Click to view interactive map 

https://public.tableau.com/views/2016EnvironmentalHazardHousingRiskHeatMap/Dashboard1?:embed=y&:display_count=yes


 
 

San Jose housing trends by overall risk 
Values 0 1 2
Count of Zip Code 38 10 2
Sum of Single Family Homes & Condos 364,437 64,080 10,429
Average of Average of Estimated Value $1,164,607 $1,099,489 $893,007
Sum of Estimated Total Value of Homes $411,670,503,302 $69,418,647,742 $9,628,859,428
Average of 2016 Median Sales Prices $1,147,316 $1,061,450 $815,750
Average of 1-Year HPA 5.8% 8.4% 4.8%
Average of 5-Year HPA 84.3% 93.7% 77.1%
Average of 10-Year HPA 33.6% 52.3% 24.0%
Average of Home Seller Gain Since Last Purchase $527,086 $496,645 $310,250
Average of Home Seller Pct Gain 79.3% 87.8% 61.5%
Average of Q3 2016 Pct Seriously Underwater 1.9% 2.5% 1.1%
Average of Foreclosure Rate 0.19% 0.12% 0.24%
Average of 2016 Pct of Cash Sales 20.0% 16.8% 16.0%

• Home values and prices higher in low-risk zips 
• 10-year HPA mixed 
• Home seller gains/profits mixed 
• 1-year and 5-year HPA mixed 
• Share underwater mixed 
• Foreclosure rates mixed 
• Pct of cash sales lower in higher risk areas 

 
 



Macro superfund hazard impact on housing 



 
 



 
 

U.S. housing trends by Superfund risk 
Values Very Low Moderate High Very High Grand Total
Sum of Single Family Homes & Condos 63,509,534 976,289 1,817,389 1,772,101 68,075,313
Average of Average of EstimatedValue $329,172 $268,607 $266,032 $305,193 $326,590
Sum of  2006 Sales Counts 3,388,756 52,466 91,269 87,967 3,620,458
Sum of  2011 Sales Counts 2,428,909 37,413 60,024 56,168 2,582,514
Sum of  2015 Sales Counts 3,072,230 46,917 83,229 72,115 3,274,491
Sum of  2016 Sales Counts 3,002,188 45,726 81,981 71,706 3,201,601
Average of 2006 Median Sales Prices $278,846 $224,210 $229,533 $270,009 $277,144
Average of 2011 Median Sales Prices $207,481 $160,278 $171,853 $198,695 $206,110
Average of 2015 Median Sales Prices $268,211 $216,220 $212,221 $252,468 $266,137
Average of 2016 Median Sales Prices $283,650 $228,086 $223,993 $266,597 $281,428
Average of 1-Year HPA 7.1% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 7.0%
Average of 5-Year HPA 42.7% 45.3% 38.2% 37.6% 42.4%
Average of 10-Year HPA 2.3% 0.4% -0.1% -1.5% 2.1%
Average of Home Seller Gain Since Last Purchase $66,076 $51,307 $42,103 $56,121 $65,120
Average of Home Seller Pct Gain 24.4% 23.0% 19.6% 21.3% 24.2%
Average of 2016 Pct of Cash Sales 28.5% 27.9% 29.4% 29.1% 28.5%
Average of Q3 2016 Pct Seriously Underwater 10.0% 9.9% 10.0% 10.2% 10.0%
Average of Foreclosure Rate 0.6% 0.5% 0.7% 1.0% 0.6%
1-Year Change in Home Sales -2.3% -2.5% -1.5% -0.6% -2.2%
5-Year Change in Home Sales 23.6% 22.2% 36.6% 27.7% 24.0%
10-Year Change in Home Sales -11.4% -12.8% -10.2% -18.5% -11.6%



 
 



 
 

CA housing trends by Superfund risk 
Values Very Low Moderate High Very High Grand Total
Sum of Single Family Homes & Condos 8,232,860 107,073 113,565 239,085 8,692,583
Average of Average of EstimatedValue $622,803 $589,115 $468,556 $533,923 $617,311
Sum of  2006 Sales Counts 397,531 5,051 5,199 12,115 419,896
Sum of  2011 Sales Counts 365,189 5,231 4,240 10,425 385,085
Sum of  2015 Sales Counts 373,471 4,614 4,154 9,837 392,076
Sum of  2016 Sales Counts 370,989 4,579 4,136 9,587 389,291
Average of 2006 Median Sales Prices $563,987 $486,829 $450,386 $477,641 $558,732
Average of 2011 Median Sales Prices $362,437 $323,824 $265,323 $277,710 $357,667
Average of 2015 Median Sales Prices $548,729 $529,307 $394,339 $463,651 $543,486
Average of 2016 Median Sales Prices $581,345 $551,429 $421,568 $496,244 $575,978
Average of 1-Year HPA 7.6% 7.8% 8.0% 7.5% 7.6%
Average of 5-Year HPA 68.5% 71.1% 75.8% 79.2% 69.1%
Average of 10-Year HPA -5.0% -1.5% -11.3% -5.4% -5.1%
Average of Home Seller Gain Since Last Purchase $208,629 $224,071 $139,394 $192,963 $207,371
Average of Home Seller Pct Gain 52.0% 53.5% 47.9% 54.8% 52.1%
Average of 2016 Pct of Cash Sales 22.5% 19.2% 25.5% 21.6% 22.5%
Average of Q3 2016 Pct Seriously Underwater 6.4% 6.1% 8.3% 7.3% 6.5%
Average of Foreclosure Rate 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
1-Year Change in Home Sales -0.7% -0.8% -0.4% -2.5% -0.7%
5-Year Change in Home Sales 1.6% -12.5% -2.5% -8.0% 1.1%
10-Year Change in Home Sales -6.7% -9.3% -20.4% -20.9% -7.3%



 
 

https://public.tableau.com/shared/KWSMMJK98?:display_count=yes


 
 

LA housing trends by Superfund risk 
Values Very Low Moderate High Very High
Sum of Single Family Homes & Condos 2,483,689 14,967 42,685 34,367
Average of Average of EstimatedValue $746,573 $415,505 $558,423 $503,059
Sum of  2006 Sales Counts 117,595 761 1,793 1,635
Sum of  2011 Sales Counts 91,696 589 1,305 1,204
Sum of  2015 Sales Counts 102,299 475 1,395 1,188
Sum of  2016 Sales Counts 101,676 437 1,391 1,208
Average of 2006 Median Sales Prices $654,606 $453,000 $502,813 $516,786
Average of 2011 Median Sales Prices $451,341 $239,500 $342,826 $280,393
Average of 2015 Median Sales Prices $645,967 $365,000 $465,813 $422,500
Average of 2016 Median Sales Prices $688,719 $400,000 $505,500 $455,821
Average of 1-Year HPA 7.7% 9.6% 8.6% 7.8%
Average of 5-Year HPA 57.7% 67.0% 49.4% 62.8%
Average of 10-Year HPA 0.4% -11.7% 0.5% -11.8%
Average of Home Seller Gain Since Last Purchase $248,472 $135,000 $160,225 $140,057
Average of Home Seller Pct Gain 54.7% 50.9% 47.2% 45.0%
Average of 2016 Pct of Cash Sales 21.9% 20.6% 26.3% 18.4%
Average of Q3 2016 Pct Seriously Underwater 4.5% 3.7% 3.8% 5.4%
Average of Foreclosure Rate 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 0.5%
1-Year Change in Home Sales -0.6% -8.0% -0.3% 1.7%
5-Year Change in Home Sales 10.9% -25.8% 6.6% 0.3%
10-Year Change in Home Sales -13.5% -42.6% -22.4% -26.1%



 
 



 
 

San Jose housing trends by Superfund risk 
Values Very Low Moderate Very High
Sum of Single Family Homes & Condos 363,980 15,668 59,298
Average of Average of EstimatedValue $1,131,843 $1,705,972 $1,117,364
Sum of  2006 Sales Counts 16,870 593 2,795
Sum of  2011 Sales Counts 14,265 467 2,200
Sum of  2015 Sales Counts 14,232 382 2,409
Sum of  2016 Sales Counts 13,244 348 2,234
Average of 2006 Median Sales Prices $797,284 $946,750 $689,389
Average of 2011 Median Sales Prices $627,803 $950,000 $570,977
Average of 2015 Median Sales Prices $1,074,784 $1,650,000 $1,002,778
Average of 2016 Median Sales Prices $1,116,338 $1,650,000 $1,060,056
Average of 1-Year HPA 6.4% 0.0% 6.4%
Average of 5-Year HPA 85.8% 73.7% 87.8%
Average of 10-Year HPA 32.7% 74.3% 51.6%
Average of Home Seller Gain Since Last Purchase $502,806 $911,500 $510,278
Average of Home Seller Pct Gain 76.6% 123.4% 91.5%
Average of 2016 Pct of Cash Sales 19.5% 21.0% 17.7%
Average of Q3 2016 Pct Seriously Underwater 1.8% 0.7% 2.5%
Average of Foreclosure Rate 0.2% 0.0% 0.1%
1-Year Change in Home Sales -6.9% -8.9% -7.3%
5-Year Change in Home Sales -7.2% -25.5% 1.5%
10-Year Change in Home Sales -21.5% -41.3% -20.1%



Deeper Dive 



 
 

Case Study: 90280 (South Gate) 

Superfund background 
 

• A densely populated city of roughly 100,000 population 
in Los Angeles County  
 

• Has three Superfund sites  
 

• One of the sites is mature, it was listed in  2001 
 

• The other two are more recent. Both listed in 2012 
 



 
 

90280 (South Gate) Case Study 
Sum of Single Family Homes & Condos 10,927
Average of Average of EstimatedValue $396,407
Sum of  2006 Sales Counts 594
Sum of  2011 Sales Counts 408
Sum of  2015 Sales Counts 287
Sum of  2016 Sales Counts 302
Average of 2006 Median Sales Prices $460,000
Average of 2011 Median Sales Prices $231,250
Average of 2015 Median Sales Prices $345,000
Average of 2016 Median Sales Prices $370,000
Average of 1-Year HPA 7.2%
Average of 5-Year HPA 60.0%
Average of 10-Year HPA -19.6%
Average of Home Seller Gain Since Last Purchase $120,000
Average of Home Seller Pct Gain 48.0%
Average of 2016 Pct of Cash Sales 7.9%
Average of Q3 2016 Pct Seriously Underwater 4.0%
Average of Foreclosure Rate 0.6%



 
 



 
 



 
 



 
 



 
 



 
 



 
 

Case Study: 94043 (Mountain View) 

Superfund background 
 

• A zip code with about 30,000 residents in Santa Clara 
County  
 

• Has three Superfund sites  
 

• One is mature and ready for anticipated use while the 
other two are not 
 

 



 
 

94043 (Mountain View) Case Study 
Values Very High
Sum of Single Family Homes & Condos 7,107
Average of Average of EstimatedValue $1,155,678
Sum of  2006 Sales Counts 430
Sum of  2011 Sales Counts 256
Sum of  2015 Sales Counts 297
Sum of  2016 Sales Counts 273
Average of 2006 Median Sales Prices $653,500
Average of 2011 Median Sales Prices $580,000
Average of 2015 Median Sales Prices $1,017,500
Average of 2016 Median Sales Prices $1,150,000
Average of 1-Year HPA 13.0%
Average of 5-Year HPA 98.3%
Average of 10-Year HPA 76.0%
Average of Home Seller Gain Since Last Purchase $618,000
Average of Home Seller Pct Gain 116.2%
Average of 2016 Pct of Cash Sales 16.5%
Average of Q3 2016 Pct Seriously Underwater 1.6%
Average of Foreclosure Rate 0.0%



 
 



 
 



 
 



 
 



 
 



 
 



Action Items & Resources 

• Drop off your business card for a copy of this 
slideshow and a free subscription to the Housing 
News Report or email 
marketing@attomdata.com. 

 
• ATTOM Market Reports: For more detailed, 

historical and custom reports, drop off your card 
or email datasales@attomdata.com  

 
 

mailto:marketing@attomdata.com
mailto:datasales@attomdata.com
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Appendix C: The Stigma of Hazardous Waste Sites: Can We Change It? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Stigma   

a set of negative and often 
unfair beliefs that a society or 
group of people have about 

something 
 

Merriam-Webster Dictionary 



Stigma of a contaminated site 

 Shame  
 Fear 
Anger 
 Impotence/helplessness 
 Perception of risk 



Risk: The possibility of loss or 
injury. 

Merriam-Webster Dictionary 







Can stigma be changed? 



 Strong government action 

Developer interest 

 Reduced media attention 



 Risk perceptions do and can 
change over time 

 

 The combination of long-term on-site 

remediation and 

 Reduced media attention, can 

overcome stigma 
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Appendix D: Hazardous Waste Sites Can Cause Stress. What Can We 
Do To Reduce It? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CS270583-A                January 2016

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
Division of Community Health Investigations 

Coping with the stress that  
environmental contamination can cause

Environmental contamination in your community can disrupt life as usual.  
Feeling stress is a normal reaction to this unusual situation.
This fact sheet discusses some reasons people feel stress about environmental 
contamination, what you can do to support your health if you feel stress, and who  
to contact if you need help dealing with stress. 

Stress is your 
body’s natural 
reaction to any 
kind of threat 
that disrupts life  
as usual.

While not all 
stress is bad, 
ongoing stress 
can lead to 
mental and 
physical health 
effects. 

Environmental contamination can cause stress 
for several reasons.
� You may feel unsafe at home.  

You may worry that your home and neighborhood are unsafe.

� You may fear for your children’s health.  
If you have little or no control over possible harmful exposures,  
you may feel you can’t protect your children from harm. 

� You may feel uncertain about your present and future health.  
It’s often not easy to spot or measure health effects from exposure 
to environmental contaminants. Sometimes people exposed 
to contaminants don’t show health problems until years later. 
Sometimes exposure is at levels that will not cause harm.  
You may feel like you can’t protect your health or gain closure 
because of these uncertainties. 

� Your family and community may have conflict.  
Family and community members may disagree about how serious 
the environmental contamination is and what to do about it. 

� You may feel frustrated by the long investigation.  
Investigating environmental exposure and health risks, as well as 
cleaning up contaminated areas, can take years. Waiting can be 
stressful, especially if you are worried about your family’s health.

� You may lose trust in government, community leaders, 
organizations, and businesses. 
You may lose trust in people or organizations that caused the 
problem or could have prevented it. You may also worry that you 
are not getting the information you need to protect your health.

� You may have financial concerns.  
If you are a property owner, you may fear that environmental 
contamination will lower your property value.



Page 2 of 2

Seek help if stress is 
negatively affecting your 
daily life. 
High levels of stress can make 
everyday activities seem harder, and 
ongoing stress can contribute to or 
worsen existing health problems 
such as heart disease and high 
blood pressure. If you or your loved 
ones feel overwhelmed, seek help. 

Get in touch with:
� Your doctor

� A religious or spiritual leader

� A local mental health provider:  
https://findtreatment.samhsa.gov/ 

� Substance Abuse and Mental  
Health Services Administration 
(SAMHSA) Disaster Distress 
Helpline: 1-800-985-5990 or  
text TalkWithUs to 66746

 

For more information about ATSDR see:  
www.atsdr.cdc.gov

There are ways to cope with 
the stress that environmental 
contamination can cause.
Inform yourself and your family
� Stay informed about the environmental 

contamination using trusted sources of 
information. 

� Talk with your children. Help them understand 
the situation using simple, factual statements 
appropriate for their age.

� Learn about resources in your community to  
help you cope with stress.

� Learn what steps you can take to avoid or  
reduce exposure to harmful chemicals.

Connect with your community and help out
� Tell your story.  Listen to others’ stories. 

� Find out what people need and how you can help.

� Get involved in the response to the contamination. 

� Join or start a community group.

Take care of yourself
� Continue your healthy, regular routines. Make  

time to eat well, exercise, have fun, and relax.

� Focus on your personal strengths.

� Connect with family and friends.

� Watch for signs of stress (see box).

Some common signs of stress

Your behavior Your emotions
 � Change in your energy and 

activity levels
Feeling

 � Nervous, anxious, or 
fearful

 � Irritable and angry
 � Trouble relaxing or sleeping
 � Start or increase use of 

alcohol, tobacco, or drugs

Your body Your thinking
 � Stomachaches or diarrhea Problems with 

 � Memory
 � Confusion

 � Headaches and other pains 

http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov
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Appendix E: The Making of a Community Promotor 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Hugo Mata  
The Making of a Community 

Promotor 



Who am I and what do I do? 
Director of Media and Bilingual  
Outreach for C2 Alternative Services 
 









How did I get here? 



Family 









 
Determination

Resilience 
 

 
   
  



Work 



Education 
Personal Growth 

   
  



Fun 
   
  



Where am I 
Going? 



Business Owner 

• Establishing own environmental consulting agency after 15 
years of working at C2 

 
• Continuing C2 Alternative Services Legacy with a twist 

 
• Family, Work, Education, Determination and Fun  

 
 



Hugo Mata 
Executive Director 
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Appendix F: Feedback Protecting Children’s Environmental Health:  
Does the Location of a Child Care Facility Matter? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Environmental Health in Early 
Care and Education 
Victoria Leonard, RN, NP, PhD 
Program Coordinator, Western States Pediatric Environmental Health Specialty Unit 
at UCSF 

 

   
         



Why Should We Be Concerned about Environmental Health in 
ECE? 

 In the U.S., 13 million children <5 years old receive care outside of 
their homes – about 30 percent of all children in the age group. 

• 6 million are infants and toddlers 
 
In California (2016), there are 
• 15,000 child care centers, serving 721,868 children 
• 33,000 family child care homes, serving 312,277 children 

• Totaling 1,034,145 slots, 70% of which are in centers 
Demographically, half of all child care providers are childbearing 
age, posing risks to the fetus when they become pregnant. 
There are 107,400 child care providers in California. 
 

 

 



Why Should We Be Concerned about Environmental Health in 
ECE? 

Children  
•have higher exposures to toxicants in the 
environment, 

•are more vulnerable to the effects  
  of those toxicants than adults. 
 

 
  



Why single out the fetus and the young child?

• Exposure to toxic chemicals can lead to disease decades
later.

• The fetus and young child have many decades of life
ahead during which these diseases can develop.

• Some chemical exposures we experience are now known
to affect the offspring of our offspring.

4 



Why Should We Be Concerned about Environmental Health in 
ECE? 

 
Diseases caused by chemical exposures can be successfully 
prevented. 

 
The fetus and the child are dependent on us for protection. 

  



Why Should We Be Concerned about Environmental Health in 
ECE? 

Many childhood conditions are now known to be related to 
environmental exposures  

Asthma  
Neurodevelopmental disorders 
• ADHD 
• Autism 
Cancer 
Immune System disorders 



Why Should We Be Concerned about Environmental Health in 
ECE? 
Cost: 

Preventable environmental hazards cost California $254 
million every year and $10-13 billion over the lifetime of 
all children born every year. 
  
Lead exposures had the greatest overall financial impact 
of the four health conditions, resulting in lost earnings of 
$8-11 billion over the lifetime of children born each year. 
  
Asthma had the greatest financial impact on an annual 
basis, costing families and the state over $208 million 
every year. 
  

 

  

For California specifically, the environment contributes to 
30% of the childhood asthma burden and 15% of the 
childhood cancer burden. 



Why Should We Be Concerned about Environmental Health in 
ECE? 

 Many toxicants found in ECE facilities are not addressed in state 
child care health and safety regulations. 

 
A child may spend up to 12,500 hours in an ECE facility if he/she 
starts as an infant and continues until entering school, more than 
the amount of time he/she will spend in school from kindergarten 
through the end of high school. 

 
  

 



Safe Siting of Child Care Facilities 
 

Child care centers often have less stringent requirements for siting than K-
12 schools, despite their more vulnerable populations.  

 

 

Child care licensing requirements often lack  a broader consideration of 
chemical contaminants in the environment, and conditions at/adjacent to a 
site where a center will be located. 

 
ATSDR has a child care safe siting initiative underway. The guidelines should 
be released this year. 

 
Safe siting practices should be incorporated into state laws, policies, 
planning and permitting decisions, regulations, licensing practices/policies. 

 



Environmental Health in Early Care and Education: What Are  
the Issues? 

 Children in ECE are exposed to a number of possible toxicants, including: 
Air Pollution 
Pesticides 
Lead 
Cleaning, sanitizing, disinfecting products 
Asbestos 
Fire retardants 
Phthalates 
Mold 
VOCs 
PAHs 
Formaldehyde 
Radon 
PCBs 

Other toxicants may be present due to poor siting decisions. 

 



  

Why do children have higher exposures to environmental 
toxicants? 
 Children have higher exposures because they: 

Eat, drink, and breathe more per kg of body weight 
• A six-month-old infant drinks seven times more water per pound than an 

adult. 
• Children take in three to four times more calories per pound than adults.  
• The air intake per pound of an infant is twice that of an adult.  

• Infants and toddlers spend most of their time closer to the floor where 
heavier toxics settle in air and accumulate in dust. 

 

 

These differences result in children being disproportionately exposed to 
toxic chemicals in air, food, and water. 



  

Why do children have higher exposures to environmental 
toxicants? 
 Young children also have higher exposures because: 

their skin touches the ground (where harmful chemicals 
collect) much more than an adult’s. 
they absorb more harmful chemicals through their skin, which 
is thinner than an adult’s. 

And they 
• have a lot of hand-to-mouth activity 
• have a less varied diet 
• spend up to 90% of their time indoors,  

• indoor levels of pollutants may be 2-5 times higher than 
outdoor levels, and occasionally as much as 100 times 
higher, 

 



  

Why do children have higher exposures to environmental 
toxicants? 
  
Young children also have higher exposures because: 

They have immature metabolic systems. 
• Their metabolic pathways are not fully developed.  

• For example, the enzyme paraoxonase  detoxifies many toxicants in 
the body. 

• Levels of paraoxonase do not reach adult levels until a child is 7 
years. 

 



Children’s exposures to toxic chemicals relative to adults 

 
  



 

Why are the fetus and young child more 
vulnerable? 

15 

• Recent research suggests that there are “windows of vulnerability” in the 
development of the fetus and the child. 

• These windows have no equivalent in adult life. 
• During these critical periods, very small amounts of toxic chemicals can have 

profound effects on organ formation and function, amounts that would have no 
effect on an adult. 



Why are the fetus and young child more 
vulnerable? 

16 

• Developmental processes in the fetus and the young child are easily disrupted 
 

• These developmental processes are rapid, complex and highly choreographed. 



Why are children more vulnerable to toxic exposures  
than adults? 

 
Neural architecture not yet in place 

 

EXPOSURES 
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Appendix G: Feedback 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 



Roundtable Evaluation Results 
 
1.  How informative was the presentation describing the effects of superfund sites on property 
values? 
 
Response Number  % 
Very informative 12 63 
Somewhat 5 26 
Neutral 3 26 
Not very informative  0 0 
Not at all informative  0 0 

 
2.  How relevant was the topic for you, your organization and/or your community? 
 
Response Number  % 
Very relevant 13 59 
Somewhat relevant  6 27 
Neutral 2 9 
Not very relevant   1 5 
Not at all relevant 0 0 

 
3.  How useful was the discussion on the stigma associated with living near a hazardous waste 
site? 
 
Response Number  % 
Very useful 16 70 
Somewhat useful 4 17 
Neutral 2 8 
Not very useful   1 4 
Not at all useful 0 0 

 
4.  How relevant was the topic for you, your organization and/or your community? 
 
Response Number  % 
Very relevant 17 74 
Somewhat relevant  5 22 
Neutral 1 4 
Not very relevant   0 0 



Not at all relevant 0 0 
 
5.  How effective was the discussion at providing and opportunity to dialogue about the 
importance of safe siting of childcare facilities? 
 
Response Number  % 
Very effective 16 84 
Somewhat effective  2 11 
Neutral 1 5 
Not very effective 0 0 
Not at all effective 0 0 

 
6.  How relevant was the topic for you, your organization and/or your community? 
 
Response Number  % 
Very relevant 17 85 
Somewhat relevant  2 10 
Neutral 1 5 
Not very relevant   0 0 
Not at all relevant 0 0 

 
7. Did the roundtable provide you an opportunity to express your opinions and ideas effectively? 
Why or why not?  
 
Comments 
Yes, the roundtable provides an opportunity for all involved to ask questions and provide 
testimonials 
Absolutely, Y'all did a good job facilitating.  
Yes, but it might be a two day workshop! You had so many interesting stakeholders at the 
table that I would have loved more time. 
Yes, because it’s a welcoming setting where ideas can bounce off each other. 
Yes, because the discussions were formal, informal, technical and non-technical. Listening 
everyone’s views. 
Yes! It was a very informative and inclusive round table. I really liked the format.  
Yes -  Everyone had enough time to share info plus we all felt comfortable to speak the truth. 
Yes, but today I chose to listen and absorb the comments and questions I heard. 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes -  but comfortable + safe to express myself 
Absolutely,  



Yes 
Yes- 
It was asked for. 
Yes! 
Yes, there was ample opportunities for me to participate in the various presentations and 
discussions. 
Yes... @ each session a Q & A was offered. 
Yes 
Yes 
As a first time participant, I acted in the observer capacity. I was in fact able to provide input 
about my regulatory agency and actions take in our past. 
 
8. What do you see as the most important result(s) or outcome(s) of the Roundtable? 
 
Comments 
Rountable(s) allow participants to communicate and learn based on expertise knowledge on 
specific subjects (superfund). Also, you learn what other cities or communicated are doing to 
educate or interact with the community. 
Honest dialogue between advocates and agency staff on a range of topics. Ideas for safe siting. 
Network and brainstorm. 
Yes, the effects of stigma, stress and political climate. 
Excellent, interactive 
The sharing of ideas and relativeness to local issues seemed to unite us in protecting our 
environment. 
To go over what is happening in our communities and how to collaborate to make changes. 
Gaining new/different perspectives. Learning. 
Very important info for my community problems. 
Just learning so much from others doing similar work 
Information that I can distribute to my community 
Community outreach 
Though provoking 
Focus on specific issues. Sharing ideas + perspectives. Networking. 
Increase awareness of early care and education env'l health issues. 
Meeting w/ like-minded professionals, opportunities to discuss access & resources. 
HUGO - Awesome! 
New partnerships -> opportunity to collaborate on children 
In addition, the Roundtable provided an opportunity to dialogue w/ community advocates and 
other regulatory agencies. It allowed me (first time attendee) to hear concerns and opinions 
first-hand. 
 
 
 
 



9. Which topic(s) would you like to see at the Roundtable? 
 
Comments 
I think digging deeper on stigma is a good idea.  
Clear roles/responsibilities descriptions of players. 
Stigma because it was such a hot topic that could use more time to discuss and have Hugo M. 
Present something.  
How California is sinking due to removal of groundwater and/or what is being done. 
N/A 
Health issues and resources. 
How to effectively work with governmental agencies - I did hear some info but dedicating a 
full session will be helpful  
Schooling environmental issues\heath stressors. Examples of green spaces that were once toxic 
sites. 
Health education 
Health issues related to processing + using fossil fuels and the need to transition to renewables. 
Update on ECE safe siting. 
Community engagement best practices (new or innovative methods) 
co-op opportunities, resources, working, quarterly webinar 
Childcare collaboration 
Creation of task groups or action items for us throughout the year. 
Pesticide regulations as related to childcare facilities, schools and parks. 
 
9. Please list any additional thoughts you have that were not captured by today’s process. 
 
Comments  
How can EPA help to clarify stigma. 
N/A 
Education to Indigenous Communities. Currently, there's an increase of these groups in CA. 
N/A 
None 
Stress, hazardous waste, community promotion, recycle 
Suburb!! 
More Asian, Native American + African American participation. 
I loved hearing Hugo Mata's story! 
I really appreciated the discussions - the perspectives of all participants representing various 
sectors/community partners - were extraordinarily informative, and provided awareness. 
FU to meeting, contact list of participants, annual initiatives & targets 
Productive dialog kept me engaged 
 
 
 
 



10. Which of the following best describes you (select all that apply) 
 
Representative/member of... Number  % 
Government 10 43 
Community 9 39 
Other/Declined 4 17 
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