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Executive Summary 
To inform the Environmental Justice Element and guide equitable policy development, San 

Mateo County gathered input directly from residents through a countywide survey focused on 

environmental burdens, health concerns, and financial resilience. Drawing from 200 responses 

across the county, the results illuminate the conditions most affecting households today—

especially among Hispanic, renter, and financially burdened residents. Several clear themes 

emerge: 

1. Environmental burdens are widespread, but with regional differences. 

The most commonly reported environmental issues were utility outages, mold, and poor air 

quality, each affecting more than one third of respondents. Respondents on the Coastside were 

more likely to report infrastructure reliability issues, and respondents on the Bayside were more 

likely to report traffic congestion and extreme heat.  

2. Health concerns exist in all communities, with some notable differences for financially 

burdened households and renters. 

The most reported community health concerns were stress/anxiety, diabetes, and asthma. 

Financially burdened, Hispanic, and renter households and respondents in Environmental 

Justice Communities were more likely to report most health issues as community priorities. 

Financially burdened and renter households were significantly more likely to report heat stroke 

as a concern. Renters were also significantly more likely to report migraines and smoking-

related issues. Respondents from the Bayside were significantly more likely to report asthma as 

a health concern.  

3. Financial insecurity limits resilience and recovery. 

Respondents from High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities, Hispanic households, 

renter households, and financially burdened households are far less likely to feel comfortable 

paying for regular expenses. These households were also less likely to have health insurance, 

and many would like flood insurance but cannot afford it.  

4. Community priorities are consistent: fix roads, sidewalks, and safety. 

Top neighborhood-level priorities include:   

• Improved roads and pothole repair 

• Safer biking and walking conditions 

• Better sidewalks and pedestrian 

paths 

Top household-level priorities include: 

• Solar panels 

• Mold abatement 

• Energy storage/batteries 

• Emergency kits 
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Together, these findings provide a clear, data-supported roadmap for closing inequities and 

informing a stronger, community-aligned Environmental Justice Element. 

Summary of Key Findings & Recommendations 
A coalition of community-based organizations conducted a survey for the County of San 

Mateo’s Environmental Justice Element. From April 1, 2025, through July 15, 2025, online and 

in-person surveys were deployed throughout the county. There were 200 total responses 

collected. This report summarizes the survey design and results. Given sufficient sample sizes 

across racial and ethnic groups in the county and within the environmental justice communities, 

we were able to make claims of statistical significance, disaggregating by race and ethnicity. We 

were also able to measure disparities between financially burdened and unburdened 

households, renters and homeowners, different types of communities (e.g., identified 

environmental justice communities), and different geographic regions of the county. The 

following are the key findings that are statistically significant: 

1. Over a third of respondents experienced utility disruption, indoor mold, and poor 

air quality as adverse environmental impacts.  

a. Asian respondents were significantly less likely than White respondents to have 

experienced utility disruption, among other impacts.  

b. Coastside respondents were significantly more likely than Bayside respondents 

to report utility disruption and poor tap water quality as environmental concerns, 

while Bayside respondents were significantly more likely to report traffic 

congestion and extreme heat in the home. 

2. Over half of respondents reported stress and anxiety as a priority health issue 

within their community, and over a third of respondents reported diabetes and 

asthma as priority health issues within their community.  

a. Financially burdened households were significantly more likely to report heat 

stroke as a priority health issue in their community than households that are not 

financially burdened.  

b. High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities were moderately more likely to 

report obesity as a health issue within their community than other unincorporated 

areas. 

c. Bayside respondents reported significantly higher concern for asthma health 

issues compared to Coastside respondents. 

3. Over a third of respondents would like earthquake insurance but can’t afford it. 

One quarter of respondents have spent more than $1,000 in the past year 

supporting the needs of others outside the household, including other family; a 

quarter of respondents have also spent more than $400 in the past year on 

repairing or preventing weather damages.  

a. Significant notable differences between Hispanic and White households include:  

i. Utilizing public assistance programs (62.1% vs. 15.0%),  

ii. Being able to comfortably cover regular expenses (14.6% vs. 57.5%) 
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iii. Being able to comfortably pay monthly rent/mortgage (23.3% vs. 57.5%), 

and 

iv. Rate of health insurance (51.5% vs. 82.5%).  

b. Significant notable differences between financially burdened and unburdened 

households include:  

i. Being able to comfortably pay for other regular expenses (9.8% vs. 

49.0%),  

ii. Being able to comfortably pay monthly rent/mortgage (19.6% vs. 55.1%),  

iii. Wanting health insurance but not being able to afford it (15.7% vs. 2.0%). 

c. Hispanic homeowners were less likely than White homeowners to report having 

homeowner’s insurance (by 37.5 percentage points) and Hispanic renters were 

less likely than White renters to report having renter’s insurance (by 61.4 

percentage points). In addition, financially burdened homeowners were less likely 

than non-financially burdened homeowners to report having homeowner’s 

insurance by 14.0 percentage points and financially burdened renters were less 

likely than non-financially burdened renters to report having renter’s insurance by 

69.7 percentage points. Although these results are not statistically significant, it is 

helpful to highlight results that disaggregate the data based on whether the 

respondent is a homeowner or a renter. 

d. Significant notable differences between renters and homeowners include: 

i. Rate of health insurance (59.3% vs. 80.3%), 

ii. Being able to comfortably pay monthly rent/mortgage (30.1% vs. 53.0%), 

and 

iii. Being able to comfortably pay for other regular expenses (14.2% vs. 

59.1%). 

e. Respondents in High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities were 25.6 

percentage points less likely to report comfortably affording regular expenses 

such as transportation, food, and health care (15.5% vs. 41.1%). 

4. Respondents were most likely to prioritize solar panels, mold abatement, and 

earthquake-related upgrades as household improvements.  

a. Notable differences in priorities between financially burdened and unburdened 

households included emergency preparedness (30.4% vs. 10.2%), window 

repairs (6.9% vs. 23.5%), and insulation or weatherstripping (2.9% vs. 16.3%).  

b. Renter households were significantly less likely to prioritize insulation or 

weatherstripping than homeowner households (1.8% vs. 24.2%). 

c. High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities were less likely than other 

unincorporated communities to prioritize backup energy storage (15.5% vs. 

44.6%). 

d. Bayside respondents were significantly more likely than Coastside respondents 

to prioritize products to improve indoor air quality (20.8% vs 3.8%). 
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5. Neighborhood improvement priorities are more diverse than household 

improvement priorities. Top neighborhood priorities overall are improved roads, 

safer roads and paths for bicycling, more public facilities, more amenities, and 

more street trees. 

a. Hispanic respondents were significantly less likely than White respondents to 

prioritize road improvements. 

b. Renter households were significantly less likely to prioritize improved roads (e.g., 

repairing potholes) than homeowner households. 

Overall Implications for the County’s Environmental Justice Element 

The survey confirms that environmental, health, and financial vulnerabilities are tightly 

interconnected—and that Hispanic, renter, and financially burdened households carry the 

heaviest cumulative burden. The County of San Mateo’s Environmental Justice Element is an 

opportunity to ensure that communities who have felt civically disengaged or ignored receive 

clear signals of real-world improvements and appreciation for their patience. The Environmental 

Justice Element should: 

• Prioritize investments in low-income and Hispanic communities, where disparities are 

largest and health impacts most acute. 

• Expand mold abatement, air quality programs, extreme heat protections, and 

solar/battery incentives across all communities. 

• Strengthen insurance access, disaster-readiness support, and financial resilience 

programs targeted to renters and low-income residents. 

• Improve road, sidewalk, and bike infrastructure, consistently identified as top needs 

based on input from all locations and demographic groups. 

• Ensure culturally competent community engagement, especially for groups historically 

disengaged or overlooked to provide specific, substantive input into policies and 

programs. 
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Report Context 
The Environmental Justice Elements Planning Initiative is a collaborative effort between San 

Mateo County and the cities of Burlingame and East Palo Alto to promote environmental justice 

within each jurisdiction. The project involves identifying communities that are disproportionately 

impacted by environmental and health hazards – such as exposure to air pollution and unsafe 

housing conditions – and creating policies and actions to address those issues. PlaceWorks is 

the lead consultant and Climate Resilient Communities (CRC) supports community engagement 

efforts and integrates community voice into the process. This report summarizes the results 

from a community survey that was deployed throughout the county. As described further in the 

Canvassing Strategy section, this deployment included canvassing in Environmental Justice 

Communities and High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities. These communities were 

identified earlier in the project to indicate the communities in unincorporated San Mateo County 

where environmental justice issues are felt most, with High Priority Environmental Justice 

Communities experiencing the greatest pollution and hazards burdens.  

Survey Design 
The survey design was primarily based on an earlier survey conducted in partnership for the 

Menlo Park Environmental Justice and Safety Element in 2022,1 which itself was co-designed 

with the Belle Haven Climate Change Community Team. This template was then adapted for 

the Environmental Justice Elements Planning Initiative, first for the cities of East Palo Alto and 

Burlingame, and then further adapted for San Mateo County. Note that while the survey was 

offered both online and in-person, the vast majority of respondents participated in-person. As a 

result, although many questions were marked as required in the online version, respondents 

might have skipped some questions when completing the survey in-person, and surveys were 

not turned away if this was the case. 

Canvassing Strategy  

CRC implemented a comprehensive, community-centered canvassing strategy for the 

Environmental Justice Element Survey in the unincorporated communities of San Mateo County 

during April through July 2025. The San Mateo County Environmental Justice Element Survey 

achieved widespread participation through a multifaceted outreach approach designed to reach 

diverse segments of the communities. 

 

1 The final report for the Menlo Park survey can be viewed starting on page 145 at: 

https://menlopark.gov/files/sharedassets/public/v/1/community-development/documents/projects/housing-

element-update/environmental-justice-element-20221212-public-review-draft.pdf.  

https://menlopark.gov/files/sharedassets/public/v/1/community-development/documents/projects/housing-element-update/environmental-justice-element-20221212-public-review-draft.pdf
https://menlopark.gov/files/sharedassets/public/v/1/community-development/documents/projects/housing-element-update/environmental-justice-element-20221212-public-review-draft.pdf
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In addition to the online survey, CRC’s canvassing strategy to collect in-person responses to the 

survey involved a dynamic, on-the-ground effort characterized by engaging Environmental 

Justice and High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities through pop-ups and targeted 

events. We gathered feedback from over 120 participants. Survey respondents were provided 

with a $5 gift card to reimburse them for their time. Additional responses were also collected 

through ad-hoc events developed with project partners, resulting in a total of 200 survey 

responses. We found  setting up a survey station at schools and libraries, where families gather 

as they wait for their children during school dismissals or library-hosted activities, to be 

particularly successful. In addition to offering the survey in these public spaces, we also offered 

it at Safety Element focus groups in unincorporated San Mateo County (North Fair Oaks and 

unincorporated Half Moon Bay and Pescadero) and attended partner-hosted events to 

maximize our reach.  

We distributed the survey at the following events and locations within the Environmental Justice 

and High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities: Pescadero Spring Festival (April 13), 

North Fair Oaks Safety Element Focus Group (April 15), North Fair Oaks Climate Change 

Community Team meeting (April 23), Pillar Point Mobile Homes (April 27), North Fair Oaks 

Library (April 28), Majorie H. Tobias Elementary School (April 23 and April 30), and Pescadero 

Safety Element Focus Group (May 4). As described further, we were not able to attend events 

within the following Environmental Justice and High-Priority Environmental Justice 

Communities: Mobile Home Parks, Harbor/Industrial, Unincorporated Colma, Country Club 

Park, and Moonridge. However, through other engagement efforts, we were able to reach some 

residents in these communities.  

In addition to the events listed, CRC also distributed the survey at other outreach events 

elsewhere in the county to expand the reach, including San Bruno Eggstravaganza (April 19), 

Love our Earth Fest (April 26), Unincorporated Half Moon Bay Safety Element Focus Group 

(May 1), and Redwood City mobile home parks (May 6).  

Because property managers would not allow door-to-door outreach to distribute to the survey in 

the Mobile Home Parks, Harbor/Industrial, Unincorporated Colma, Country Club Park, and 

Moonridge communities, we set up survey stations in public areas near where people live. 

However, this approach yielded poor participation rates and a lack of genuine connections. We 

recommend the County develop stronger partnerships with property managers in the future to 

support the option for door-to-door outreach for future surveys. 

To increase visibility and accessibility of the survey in the final month of survey distribution, 

CRC supported an in-kind donation of support and facilitation from Puente to ensure that 

Spanish monolingual residents of the Coastside were able to complete the survey. Instead of a 

survey stipend of $5, Puente provided sponges and other small kitchen tools to residents who 

completed the survey at their food distribution days. We want to specifically thank Puente for 

taking the lead to extend the survey into the communities they serve. 
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We made a concerted effort to engage hard-to-reach community members, including youth, 

language monolingual communities, and residents who live in geographically isolated areas of 

the county. We partnered with Arriba South Coast to reach Pescadero, Puente to reach 

unincorporated Half Moon Bay areas, and PAL Center & El Concilio of San Mateo County to 

reach North Fair Oaks residents.  

These diverse outreach methods allowed us to gather input from a wide cross-section of 

unincorporated communities, enhancing the comprehensiveness and inclusivity of the survey 

results. By combining digital outreach, targeted engagement of Spanish-speaking residents, 

physical presence in community spaces, and language-monolingual and geographically hard-to-

reach communities’ involvement, we were able to capture a representative sample of opinions 

and experiences related to environmental justice and safety in unincorporated communities in 

San Mateo County. This multipronged approach not only increased the quantity of responses 

but also improved the quality and diversity of the data collected, providing a solid foundation for 

informed decision making and policy development in the future. 

Results 

Analysis Methodology 

As of July 9, 2025, we had access to 200 total survey responses. This section begins by 

presenting demographic results from the survey that are also measured by the American 

Community Survey (ACS). This allows for a comparison of the Environmental Justice Element 

Survey participant demographics to Census data to understand whether the survey respondents 

are representative of the overall county population, as well as to gauge the general accuracy of 

the survey information. This comparison was conducted on neighborhoods, race and ethnicity, 

age, tenure, and income.  

Our primary findings are presented as prevalences, meaning the percentage of respondents 

who responded affirmatively for a given outcome. These are typically presented first for the 

entire set of survey responses, and then presented for specific groups (e.g., race/ethnicity; 

financially burdened and unburdened households, as defined by response to questions about 

public assistance and savings; renters and homeowners; community groups; and communities 

in different geographic regions of the county). For this report, “community groups” refers to 

Environmental Justice Communities, High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities, and 

other unincorporated communities. Not all respondents provide the necessary information to be 

classified by the subgroups, so the prevalences provided for subgroups may not average out 

to the prevalence provided for the entire sample. 

This survey also attempted to identify whether different groups experience different outcomes. 

Not all differences are statistically significant. In a relatively small sample size like this survey, 

some differences reflect chance outcomes based on who we happened to speak with. A 

statistically significant finding reflects both a noticeable difference and an adequate sample size. 
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The larger the difference and the larger both samples, the greater the confidence in a true 

population-level disparity. The asterisks throughout the results denote a statistically significant 

difference between the specific groups being evaluated (e.g., between renters and 

homeowners): a single asterisk reflects 90% confidence that the difference is real rather than a 

coincidence, two asterisks reflect 95% confidence, and three asterisks reflect 99% confidence.2  

Prevalences may sometimes be difficult to interpret exactly. For example, for racial/ethnic 

categorization, respondents could select multiple race/ethnicity identities for their household. 

We treated each individual response within multiple selections as a full response. If a 

respondent identified as White and Asian, we counted that respondent’s outcomes in full when 

calculating White prevalences and also counted that respondent’s outcomes in full when 

calculating Asian prevalences.  

Ultimately, given its small sample size and scope, this survey is designed to identify significant 

disparities that should be the subject of further examination, rather than purporting to identify 

highly accurate measurements of any particular population-level outcomes. 

Community Groups and Neighborhoods 

Respondents were asked to select their neighborhood based on a map. Because of the large 

number of distinct communities, we grouped these according to existing designations for High-

Priority Environmental Justice Communities, Environmental Justice Communities, and other 

unincorporated communities, referred to in this report as “community groups.” Some 

respondents indicated an incorporated jurisdiction, and others did not indicate their location of 

residence. We compared this coverage to the distribution of population across neighborhoods, 

per the 2020 Decennial Census. 

Survey Respondents by Community Group 

Overall, the survey achieved its intended aim of targeting engagement in unincorporated 

communities. In particular, by intent, the survey overrepresents High-Priority Environmental 

Justice Communities. Table 1 shows the distribution of survey respondents by neighborhood.  

 

2 This study tested many small-sample estimates at the same time, which increases the likelihood that a 
disparity is observed due to change. Therefore, we conducted Fisher Exact probability tests, with 
Benjamini-Hochberg correction for multiple testing (𝛼 = 0.05), where the number of hypotheses is the 
number of pairwise combinations between two groups, across the outcomes in a table. This correction 
reduces the number of statistically significant findings reported  while still ensuring that attention is 
directed towards substantive disparities for which there is the most confidence. 
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Table 1. Distribution of Survey Respondents by Neighborhood  

Community Group 

# 

Respondents 

% 

Respondents 

# Population, 

Census (2020) 

% Population, 

Census (2020) 

High-Priority Environmental Justice 

Communities 
71 35.5 15,544 2.0 

Environmental Justice Communities 39 19.5 7,595 1.0 

Other Unincorporated 

Communities 54 27.0 41,785 5.5 

Incorporated Communities 25 12.5 699,518 91.5 

Unknown 11 5.5 n/a n/a 

 

Breaking down results by geographic region (Bayside, Coastside, and North County) also 

provided useful insights into some of the survey results. Table 2 shows which respondent 

neighborhood is included in which region, and Table 3 shows the number of respondents from 

the three regions. 

Table 2. Respondent Neighborhoods by County Region 

Bayside  Coastside North County 

Belmont 

Burlingame Hills 

Emerald Lake Hills 

Foster City 

Harbor/Industrial 

Menlo Oaks 

Menlo Park 

North Fair Oaks 

Palomar Park 

Redwood City 

San Carlos 

San Mateo 

San Mateo Highlands 

Woodside 

Butano Falls Tract 

El Granada 

Half Moon Bay 

La Honda 

Loma Mar 

Miramar 

Montara 

Moonridge 

Moss Beach 

North San Gregorio 

North Skyline 

Pescadero East 

Pescadero West 

Princeton 

San Gregorio 

South Skyline 

Broadmoor 

Country Club Park 

Daly City 

Millbrae 

San Bruno 

Unincorporated Colma 
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Table 3. Distribution of Survey Respondents by County Region 

County Region # Respondents % Respondents 

Bayside 48 24.0 

Coastside 104 52.0 

North County 37 18.5 

Unknown/Not Provided 11 5.5 

Race and Ethnicity 

Respondents were asked to check all races/ethnicities that apply to their household. There were 

20 respondents that did not answer. Of the remaining 180 respondents, we compared the 

sample’s racial/ethnic distribution with the racial/ethnic distribution of the overall county, using 

American Community Survey data for 2019-2023. We recorded any respondent with a Hispanic 

ethnicity as Hispanic alone. All other respondents could be recorded as one or two non-Hispanic 

race groups. 

Survey Respondents by Race and Ethnicity 

Table 4 shows the distribution of survey respondents by race and ethnicity. Overall, our sample 

overrepresents Hispanic populations (2x), reflecting intentional outreach within that community, 

and moderately underrepresents White and Asian populations. The Census distribution, as well 

as our survey distribution, of Black, Native American, and Pacific Islander respondents is too 

low to make meaningful group-level conclusions, so we will focus on White-Hispanic and White-

Asian disparities in our analysis. For all subsequent analyses, “White” refers to “White, non-

Hispanic,” and “Asian” refers to “Asian, non-Hispanic.” 

Table 4. Distribution of Survey Respondents by Race and Ethnicity 

Race/Ethnicity 

# 

Respondents1 

%  

Respondents 

% San Mateo County, 

ACS (2019-2023) 

Hispanic 103 57.2 24.8 

White, non-Hispanic 40 22.2 34.2 

Asian, non-Hispanic 35 19.4 31.6 

Prefer not to answer 4 2.2 n/a 

Black or African American, non-Hispanic 2 1.1 1.9 
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Race/Ethnicity 

# 

Respondents1 

%  

Respondents 

% San Mateo County, 

ACS (2019-2023) 

American Indian or Alaska Native, non-

Hispanic 
1 0.6 0.1 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, 

non-Hispanic 
1 0.6 1.1 

Notes: 1. Respondents were able to select multiple races or ethnicities; therefore, the total number of race/ethnicity 

selections exceeds the total number of respondents to the survey question, which was 180.  

Age 

Respondents were asked to fill in the number of household members in different age tiers. 

There were 18 respondents that did not answer this question. Using data from the remaining 

households who responded to the survey, we aggregated responses to estimate the age 

distribution of household members represented in the survey and compared this distribution to 

the county population. 

Survey Respondents by Age 

Table 5 shows the distribution of household members by age identified by survey respondents. 

Overall, our sample overrepresents children and underrepresents elderly residents. 

Table 5. Distribution of Survey Respondent Household Members by Age 

Age 

# Household 

Members 

% Household 

Members 

% San Mateo County, 

ACS (2019-2023) 

Children 0-17 210 27.9 19.1 

Adults 18-29 148 19.7 13.7 

Adults 30-59 291 38.7 42.1 

Adults 60+ 103 13.7 23.8 

Tenure 

In the context of demographic surveys like the US Census, “tenure” refers to whether a 

household owns or rents their home. Respondents had the option of checking the box “We rent 

our home” or “We own our home” on one question. There were 21 respondents that did not 

answer this question. For the other 179 respondents, we compared their tenure distribution to 

the overall county tenure distribution. 
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We also considered the breakdown of tenure by race and ethnicity in our sample, comparing it 

to the group-level distributions in the county.  

Survey Respondents by Tenure 

Table 6 shows the distribution of survey respondents by tenure. Our sample underrepresents 

owners and overrepresents renters.  

Table 6. Distribution of Survey Respondents by Tenure 

Tenure 

# 

Respondents 

% 

Respondents 

% San Mateo County 

ACS (2019-2023) 

Owner 66 36.9 59.1 

Renter 113 63.1 40.9 

Survey Respondents by Tenure and Race/Ethnicity 

Table 7 shows the distribution of survey respondents by tenure and race/ethnicity. For Asian 

and White respondents, our sample overrepresents owners. Therefore, to the degree that 

owners may be less vulnerable to some of the adverse impacts covered in the survey, our 

assessments of some group-level prevalence may be underestimated. At the same time, for 

Hispanic respondents, our sample underrepresents owners, so assessments of some group-

level prevalences may be overestimates for this group.  

Table 7. Distribution of Survey Respondents by Tenure and Race/Ethnicity 

Race/Ethnicity Tenure 

# 

Respondents 

% 

Respondents (for each 

race/ethnicity category) 

% San Mateo 

County 

ACS (2019-2023) 

Asian Renter 9 26.5 33.4 

Asian Owner 25 73.5 66.6 

White Renter 10 29.4 35.4 

White Owner 24 70.6 64.6 

Hispanic Renter 81 87.1 61.5 

Hispanic Owner 12 12.9 38.5 
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Income 

While we did not directly ask respondents to report their earnings or household income, 

respondents had the option of checking the box: “We receive assistance from Medi-Cal, SNAP, 

free school meals, or similar programs.” This was reported by 43% of respondents. We 

compared this rate to the prevalence of “public assistance income or food stamps/SNAP” as 

recorded in American Community Survey data for 2019-2023. 

Survey Respondents by Public Assistance Income or SNAP 

Table 8 shows the distribution of survey respondents by receipt of public assistance income or 

SNAP. Our sample appears to overrepresent residents receiving public assistance when 

compared to the American Community Survey data for 2019-2023. However, the description of 

assistance used in our survey may have been interpreted more expansively by residents than 

the description of assistance in the American Community Survey.  

Respondents also had the option of checking the box: “If faced with a $400 emergency 

expense, we would have to pay with a credit card or borrow the money.” This was reported by 

16% of respondents. For some subsequent analyses, we define the subset of our sample who 

responded yes to either option as “financially burdened.” This classification includes 51% of 

respondents. 

Table 8. Distribution of Survey Respondents by Receipt of Public Assistance Income or SNAP 

Receives public assistance 

income or SNAP? 

# 

Respondents 

% 

Respondents 

% San Mateo County 

ACS (2019-2023) 

Yes 86 43.0 11.4 

No 114 57.0 88.6 

Environmental Impacts 

To determine exposure to environmental impacts, respondents were asked: “Have you or 

anyone who lives in your house ever experienced any of the following in your current home? 

Check all that apply.” There were 14 respondents that did not check any options.  

Table 9, presented in the next section, shows the overall prevalence of each response. The 

most commonly experienced environmental impacts are utility disruption, indoor mold, and poor 

air quality, selected by over a third of respondents. These are followed by rain or flood damage 

and extreme indoor cold, selected by over a quarter of respondents. 
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Survey Respondents Who Experienced Environmental Impacts, Disaggregated by Race 

and Ethnicity 

Table 9 also shows the number of survey respondents who experienced environmental impacts 

by race and ethnicity. In terms of racial/ethnic disparities, there is only one statistically 

significant disparity between White and Hispanic respondents. Hispanic respondents were less 

likely than White respondents to report experiencing excessive noise outside by 24.9 

percentage points. Hispanic respondents were more likely than White respondents to report 

experiencing lack of usable, safe open space (e.g., parks and trails) by 17.9 percentage points 

but this difference was not statistically significant.  

Disparities between White and Asian respondents were more common. In general, the survey 

identified fewer environmental impacts experienced by Asian respondents. The exceptions were 

that Asians were more likely (by 5.4 percentage points) to experience extreme cold in their 

homes than White respondents and more likely (by 8.9 percentage points) to report lack of 

usable, safe open space than White respondents. Asian respondents were less likely to report 

experiencing utility disruption by 42.5 percentage points, poor air quality by 35.4 percentage 

points, poor tap water quality or lack of access to drinking water by 32.5 percentage points, 

difficulty traveling to healthcare when needed by 32.1 percentage points, excessive noise 

outside by 31.8 percentage points, and difficulty traveling to buy fresh groceries when desired 

by 30 percentage points. 

The prevalences of utility disruption and poor air quality are particularly high for White 

respondents (62.5% and 52.5%), but these rates are not statistically significantly different from 

the lower rates for Hispanic respondents (35.9% and 34.0%). Based on community engagement 

concurrent with survey distribution, CRC noticed connections between White homeowners in 

Pescadero and unincorporated areas near Half Moon Bay, who shared anecdotal evidence 

through their lived experiences of long, weather-related outages living in rural parts of the 

county.  

It is possible that the experience of survey participation was different between different 

demographic groups, either because of language barriers or cultural competency issues, 

leading non-White respondents to share fewer responses to this question overall. However, we 

do not see systematically lower responses to questions from these groups across the survey. 

Table 9. Percentage of Survey Respondents that Experienced Environmental Impacts, by 

Race and Ethnicity  

Environmental Impact All White Hispanic Asian 

Loss of electricity, water, or natural gas  

(for a day or longer) 
38.5 62.5 35.9 20.0 *** 

Presence of mold in my home 38.5 37.5 41.7 37.1 
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Environmental Impact All White Hispanic Asian 

Poor air quality 33.5 52.5 34.0 17.1 *** 

Traffic congestion 30.5 35.0 35.9 17.1 

Rain or flood water damage to my home 29.5 32.5 28.2 25.7 

Extreme cold in my home 25.5 17.5 27.2 22.9 

Lack of access to housing due to high cost or low 

supply of housing 
23.0 30.0 24.3 17.1 

Extreme heat in my home 22.0 22.5 26.2 17.1 

Lack of working heating or air conditioning 21.5 15.0 27.2 11.4 

Poor tap water quality or lack of access to drinking 

water 
19.5 32.5 20.4 0.0 *** 

Difficulty in traveling to healthcare when needed 18.0 35.0 17.5 2.9 *** 

Lack of building insulation 15.5 25.0 12.6 20.0 

Excessive noise outside 15.0 37.5 12.6 *** 5.7 *** 

Lack of usable, safe open space (parks, trails) 15.0 2.5 20.4 11.4 

Hazards of damage from floods including storm 

surges and king tides 
15.0 17.5 15.5 5.7 

Difficulty in traveling to buy fresh groceries when 

desired 
14.5 30.0 14.6 0.0 *** 

Extreme heat preventing me from going outside 13.5 15.0 15.5 8.6 

Poor soil quality 12.5 17.5 10.7 11.4 

Exposure to pesticides 11.5 12.5 11.7 5.7 

Loss or cancellation of home insurance 7.5 15.0 5.8 2.9 

Home insurance claim as a result of a natural 

hazard 
4.5 12.5 2.9 2.9 

Note: The asterisks denote a statistically significant difference. Three asterisks (***) reflect 99% confidence that the 

difference is statistically significant.  
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Survey Respondents Who Experienced Environmental Impacts, Disaggregated by 

Financial Burden 

Table 10 presents the same prevalences, disaggregated by those with and without financial 

burden (as defined previously). There were no statistically significant differences in responses 

between financially burdened and non-burdened respondents, so there are no asterisks in Table 

10. 

Table 10. Percentage of Survey Respondents that Experienced Environmental Impacts, by 

Financial Burden  

Environmental Impact All 

Households not 

Financially 

Burdened 

Households 

Financially  

Burdened 

Loss of electricity, water, or natural gas  

(for a day or longer) 
38.5 41.8 35.3 

Presence of mold in my home 38.5 35.7 41.2 

Poor air quality 33.5 33.7 33.3 

Traffic congestion 30.5 32.7 28.4 

Rain or flood water damage to my home 29.5 25.5 33.3 

Extreme cold in my home 25.5 22.4 28.4 

Lack of access to housing due to high cost or 

low supply of housing 
23.0 19.4 26.5 

Extreme heat in my home 22.0 19.4 24.5 

Lack of working heating or air conditioning 21.5 16.3 26.5 

Poor tap water quality or lack of access to 

drinking water 
19.5 17.3 21.6 

Difficulty in traveling to healthcare when 

needed 
18.0 15.3 20.6 

Lack of building insulation 15.5 21.4 9.8 

Lack of usable, safe open space (parks, trails) 15.0 11.2 18.6 

Excessive noise outside 15.0 18.4 11.8 
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Environmental Impact All 

Households not 

Financially 

Burdened 

Households 

Financially  

Burdened 

Hazards of damage from floods including storm 

surges and king tides 
15.0 14.3 15.7 

Difficulty in traveling to buy fresh groceries 

when desired 
14.5 14.3 14.7 

Extreme heat preventing me from going 

outside 
13.5 6.1 20.6 

Poor soil quality 12.5 12.2 12.7 

Exposure to pesticides 11.5 11.2 11.8 

Loss or cancellation of home insurance 7.5 10.2 4.9 

Home insurance claim as a result of a natural 

hazard 
4.5 5.1 3.9 

Survey Respondents Who Experienced Environmental Impacts, Disaggregated by Tenure 

Table 11 presents the same prevalences, but disaggregated by renter and owner households. 

The differences in responses between renter and owner respondents is not statistically 

significant, so there are no asterisks in Table 11. 

Table 11. Percentage of Survey Respondents that Experienced Environmental Impacts, by 

Tenure  

Environmental Impact All 

Renter 

Households 

Owner 

Households 

Presence of mold in my home 38.5 41.6 36.4 

Loss of electricity, water, or natural gas  

(for a day or longer) 
38.5 37.2 42.4 

Poor air quality 33.5 28.3 40.9 

Traffic congestion 30.5 31.9 33.3 

Rain or flood water damage to my home 29.5 26.5 34.8 

Extreme cold in my home 25.5 31.9 21.2 
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Environmental Impact All 

Renter 

Households 

Owner 

Households 

Lack of access to housing due to high cost or 

low supply of housing 
23.0 31.0 13.6 

Extreme heat in my home 22.0 25.7 19.7 

Lack of working heating or air conditioning 21.5 27.4 15.2 

Poor tap water quality or lack of access to 

drinking water 
19.5 23.9 15.2 

Difficulty in traveling to healthcare when 

needed 
18.0 16.8 18.2 

Lack of building insulation 15.5 11.5 24.2 

Lack of usable, safe open space (parks, trails) 15.0 17.7 12.1 

Excessive noise outside 15.0 13.3 18.2 

Hazards of damage from floods including storm 

surges and king tides 
15.0 14.2 16.7 

Difficulty in traveling to buy fresh groceries 

when desired 
14.5 13.3 15.2 

Extreme heat preventing me from going 

outside 
13.5 15.0 13.6 

Poor soil quality 12.5 13.3 12.1 

Exposure to pesticides 11.5 15 6.1 

Loss or cancellation of home insurance 7.5 5.3 13.6 

Home insurance claim as a result of a natural 

hazard 
4.5 2.7 9.1 

Survey Respondents Who Experienced Environmental Impacts, Disaggregated by 

Community Group 

Table 12 presents the same prevalences, disaggregated by different sets of unincorporated 

communities (as defined previously). 

The differences in responses between High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities and 

other unincorporated communities are not statistically significant.  As noted in the introduction to 
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this section on Environmental Impacts, the most commonly experienced environmental impacts 

across all unincorporated communities are utility disruption, mold in the home, and poor air 

quality, followed by rain or flood damage and extreme indoor cold.  

When looking across community groups, some patterns emerge even though no differences are 

statistically significant. High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities were more likely to 

report challenges related to the housing environment, such as lack of access to affordable 

housing (29.6%), lack of working heating or air conditioning (26.8%), and limited access to safe, 

usable open space (22.5%). These responses suggest that housing adequacy and livability are 

top concerns in these areas.  

Environmental Justice Communities, in contrast, reported a disproportionately higher 

prevalence of indoor mold (59.5%) and rain or flood damage (43.2%). This points to 

vulnerabilities related to building conditions and localized exposure to climate-related flooding 

events.  

Other unincorporated communities experienced the highest prevalence of utility disruption 

(57.1%) and were more likely than the other groups to report poor tap water quality (25.0%), 

difficulty traveling to healthcare (28.6%) and groceries (26.8%), excessive outdoor noise 

(25.0%), and loss of home insurance (16.1%). This pattern indicates more infrastructure 

reliability issues, daily transportation barriers, and financial precarity linked to insurance markets 

in these areas compared with Environmental Justice-designated communities.  

Taken together, these findings suggest that while environmental and housing impacts are 

widespread across all unincorporated communities, burdens vary by community type. High-

Priority Environmental Justice Communities experience more housing-related stressors, 

Environmental Justice Communities face more issues with building quality and flooding, and 

other unincorporated areas contend with disruptive infrastructure failures, access challenges, 

and insurance burdens. 

However, it is likely that some results were muted by combining geographically distinct 

communities together into one category. For example, North Fair Oaks and Pescadero are both 

High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities but have important differences. North Fair 

Oaks on the Bayside is a dense urban community surrounded by neighboring cities and 

highways, while Pescadero on the Coastside is an isolated rural community. Combining these 

two different communities into one category averages out some of their differences, so looking 

at the survey results by geographic region provides further insights, as shown in the next 

section.  
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Table 12. Percentage of Survey Respondents that Experienced Environmental Impacts, by 

Community Group  

Environmental Impact All 

High-Priority 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Other 

Unincorporated 

Communities 

Loss of electricity, water, or 

natural gas (for a day or longer) 
38.5 36.6 37.8 57.1 

Presence of mold in my home 38.5 35.2 59.5 32.1 

Poor air quality 33.5 35.2 18.9 35.7 

Traffic congestion 30.5 31.0 24.3 28.6 

Rain/flood water damage to 

home 
29.5 23.9 43.2 32.1 

Extreme cold in my home 25.5 21.1 29.7 25.0 

Lack of access to housing due 

to high cost or low supply of 

housing 

23.0 29.6 18.9 23.2 

Extreme heat in my home 22.0 22.5 13.5 21.4 

Lack of working heating or air 

conditioning 
21.5 26.8 13.5 23.2 

Poor tap water quality or lack of 

access to drinking water 
19.5 22.5 16.2 25.0 

Difficulty in traveling to 

healthcare when needed 
18.0 19.7 13.5 28.6 

Lack of building insulation 15.5 11.3 13.5 19.6 

Lack of usable, safe open 

space (parks, trails) 
15.0 22.5 10.8 5.4 

Excessive noise outside 15.0 8.5 5.4 25.0 

Hazards of damage from floods 

including storm surges/king 

tides 

15.0 19.7 16.2 16.1 
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Environmental Impact All 

High-Priority 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Other 

Unincorporated 

Communities 

Difficulty in traveling to buy 

fresh groceries when desired 
14.5 15.5 5.4 26.8 

Extreme heat preventing me 

from going outside 
13.5 16.9 2.7 16.1 

Poor soil quality 12.5 14.1 10.8 10.7 

Exposure to pesticides 11.5 12.7 2.7 12.5 

Loss or cancellation of home 

insurance 
7.5 2.8 8.1 16.1 

Home insurance claim as a 

result of a natural hazard 
4.5 2.8 5.4 7.1 

 

Survey Respondents Who Experienced Environmental Impacts, Disaggregated by 

County Region 

Since environmental impacts may vary by geographical location, we further disaggregated 

results by county region (Bayside, Coastside, and North County), as shown in Table 13.  

Respondents from Coastside communities were more likely to report issues with utilities like 

loss of electricity, issues with access to clean drinking water, and difficulty traveling to receive 

healthcare or buy groceries.  

Respondents on the Bayside were more likely to report extreme heat in the home, traffic 

congestion, lack of access to housing, extreme cold, and excessive noise outside.  

North County had the highest-reported rate of the presence of mold in homes, although this was 

also a prevalent issue for the Coastside and Bayside. Both Coastside and North County 

respondents had high rates of rain/floodwater damage to homes compared to Bayside 

respondents. 
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Table 13. Percentage of Survey Respondents that Experienced Environmental Impacts, by 

County Region 

Environmental Impact All Bayside Coastside 

North 

County 

Loss of electricity, water, or natural gas 

(for a day or longer) 
38.5 16.7 *** 60.6 10.8 *** 

Presence of mold in my home 38.5 31.3 40.4 45.9 

Poor air quality 33.5 39.6 34.6 24.3 

Traffic congestion 30.5 52.1 *** 25.0 21.6 

Rain/flood water damage to home 29.5 16.7 35.6 32.4 

Extreme cold in my home 25.5 35.4 21.2 27.0 

Lack of access to housing due to high 

cost or low supply of housing 
23.0 35.4 22.1 16.2 

Extreme heat in my home 22.0 43.8 *** 12.5 16.2 

Lack of working heating or air 

conditioning 
21.5 22.9 23.1 16.2 

Poor tap water quality or lack of 

access to drinking water 
19.5 8.3 *** 30.8 5.4 *** 

Difficulty in traveling to healthcare 

when needed 
18.0 0.0 34.6 0.0 

Lack of building insulation 15.5 16.7 14.4 18.9 

Lack of usable, safe open space 

(parks, trails) 
15.0 14.6 16.3 13.5 

Excessive noise outside 15.0 25.0 13.5 10.8 

Hazards of damage from floods 

including storm surges/king tides 
15.0 8.3 24.0 2.7 

Difficulty in traveling to buy fresh 

groceries when desired 
14.5 0.0 26.9 0.0 

Extreme heat preventing me from 

going outside 
13.5 22.9 11.5 5.4 

Poor soil quality 12.5 12.5 13.5 10.8 

Exposure to pesticides 11.5 6.3 15.4 5.4 

Loss or cancellation of home insurance 7.5 2.1 12.5 2.7 
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Environmental Impact All Bayside Coastside 

North 

County 

Home insurance claim as a result of a 

natural hazard 
4.5 4.2 5.8 2.7 

Notes: The asterisks denote a statistically significant difference. Three asterisks (***) reflect 99% confidence that the 

difference is statistically significant.   

Health Issues 

Respondents were asked: “What are the highest priority health issues in your community? 

Check all that apply.” There were 24 respondents that did not select any options.  

Table 14, presented in the next section, shows the overall prevalence of each response. The 

most commonly reported priority health issues are stress and anxiety (56.0%), diabetes 

(40.0%), and asthma (33.5%). These are followed by obesity (30.5%) and high blood pressure 

or cholesterol (29.0%).  

Health Issue Community Priorities, Disaggregated by Race and Ethnicity 

Table 14 also shows priority health issues by race and ethnicity. Hispanic households were 

more likely to report most health issues as community priorities. However, the differences in 

responses between White-Hispanic and White-Asian respondents are not statistically 

significant. The heat stroke disparity between White and Hispanic respondents is 19.2 

percentage points, but is not statistically significant. As explained in the Analysis Methodology 

section, to be statistically significant, a finding must be based on both the degree of difference 

between two groups and an adequate sample size from both groups. 

Table 14. Percentage of Survey Respondents who Reported Health Issues as a Community 

Priority, by Race and Ethnicity  

Health Issue All White Hispanic Asian 

Stress and anxiety 56.0 57.5 58.3 65.7 

Diabetes 40.0 27.5 39.8 54.3 

Asthma 33.5 30.0 33.0 48.6 

Obesity 30.5 20.0 35.0 31.4 

High blood pressure or cholesterol 29.0 25.0 31.1 40.0 

Migraines 23.5 10.0 30.1 25.7 

Chronic respiratory disease 21.0 15.0 28.2 17.1 
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Health Issue All White Hispanic Asian 

Cancer 19.0 12.5 21.4 20.0 

Heat stroke 16.0 5.0 26.2 0.0 

Physical disability 12.5 7.5 16.5 14.3 

Smoking-related issues 12.5 7.5 16.5 8.6 

Learning disability 12.5 12.5 16.5 14.3 

Heart disease 12.0 5.0 11.7 22.9 

Stroke 8.5 5.0 11.7 11.4 

Reproductive or birth challenges 6.5 10.0 6.8 8.6 

Alzheimer’s disease or dementia 6.5 7.5 6.8 5.7 

Health Issue Community Priorities, Disaggregated by Financial Burden  

Table 15 shows community priority health issues by financial burden. Households experiencing 

financial strain were more likely to report nearly every health issue as a community priority 

compared to households without financial burden. Financially burdened respondents were 

statistically more likely to report heat stroke as a high-priority community issue by 21.4 

percentage points. This suggests that extreme heat exposure is particularly concentrated 

among communities under financial strain, likely reflecting poorer housing conditions, less 

reliable access to cooling, or occupational risks. 

The largest and most consistent differences based on financial burden appear for stress and 

anxiety (a gap of 17.8 percentage points), obesity (by 15.8 percentage points), migraines (by 

14.1 percentage points), chronic respiratory disease (by 15.1 percentage points), and cancer 

(by 9.2 percentage points). These differences were not statistically significant but point to a 

clear pattern in which financially burdened households report more concern for health issues 

across both physical and mental health.  

Smaller differences were also observed for smoking-related issues (8.5 percentage points), 

strokes (6.7 percentage points), and physical disability (4.5 percentage points). Only a few 

health outcomes - reproductive challenges and Alzheimer’s disease or dementia - showed near-

identical prevalence regardless of financial status.  

Taken together, these data suggest that financial burden is strongly associated with increased 

health concerns across multiple domains, with the clearest evidence for mental health strain, 

chronic disease, and especially heat-related illness. The results highlight the cumulative impact 

of economic precarity on health, even if most differences did not reach statistical significance.  
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Table 15. Percentage of Survey Respondents Who Reported Health Issues as a Community 

Priority, by Financial Burden  

Health Issue All 

Households not 

Financially 

Burdened 

Households 

Financially Burdened 

Stress and anxiety 56.0 46.9 64.7 

Diabetes 40.0 37.8 42.2 

Asthma 33.5 34.7 32.4 

Obesity 30.5 22.4 38.2 

High blood pressure or cholesterol 29.0 26.5 31.4 

Migraines 23.5 16.3 30.4 

Chronic respiratory disease 21.0 13.3 28.4 

Cancer 19.0 14.3 23.5 

Heat stroke 16.0 5.1 26.5 *** 

Smoking-related issues 12.5 8.2 16.7 

Learning disability 12.5 9.2 15.7 

Physical disability 12.5 10.2 14.7 

Heart disease 12.0 12.2 11.8 

Stroke 8.5 5.1 11.8 

Reproductive or birth challenges 6.5 6.1 6.9 

Alzheimer’s disease or dementia 6.5 6.1 6.9 

Notes: The asterisks denote a statistically significant difference. Three asterisks (***) reflect 99% confidence that the 

difference is statistically significant. .  

Health Issue Community Priorities, Disaggregated by Tenure 

Table 16 shows the community priority health issues by tenure. The differences in responses 

between renter and owner respondents are not statistically significant, but overall, renters were 

more likely to report more health issues as a community priority. 
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Table 16. Percentage of Survey Respondents Who Reported Health Issues as a Community 

Priority, by Tenure  

Health Issue All Renter Households Owner Households 

Stress and anxiety 56.0 58.4 48.5 

Diabetes 40.0 46.0 31.8 

Asthma 33.5 33.6 36.4 

Obesity 30.5 36.3 21.2 

High blood pressure or cholesterol 29.0 31.0 27.3 

Migraines 23.5 31.0 12.1 

Chronic respiratory disease 21.0 23.9 16.7 

Cancer 19.0 20.4 19.7 

Heat stroke 16.0 23.9 6.1 

Smoking-related issues 12.5 18.6 4.5 

Physical disability 12.5 14.2 10.6 

Learning disability 12.5 13.3 12.1 

Heart disease 12.0 9.7 16.7 

Stroke 8.5 8.0 9.1 

Alzheimer’s disease or dementia 6.5 7.1 6.1 

Reproductive or birth challenges 6.5 6.2 9.1 

Health Issue Community Priorities, Disaggregated by Community Group 

Table 17 shows the community priority health issues by community group.  

The differences in responses between High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities and 

other unincorporated communities are not statistically significant, with the exception of moderate 

significance for High-Priority Environmental Justice communities reporting more obesity 

concerns than other unincorporated areas. As noted in the introduction to this section on Health 

Issues, the most commonly reported health issue community priorities among all respondents 

are stress and anxiety, diabetes, and asthma, followed by obesity and high blood pressure or 

cholesterol.  
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In terms of community group differences, High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities 

reported somewhat higher prevalence of multiple issues compared to other unincorporated 

communities. Stress and anxiety were a more common concern in High-Priority Environmental 

Justice Communities (50.7%) than in other unincorporated areas (46.4%), while diabetes was 

also reported as a community priority more frequently in High-Priority Environmental Justice 

Communities (39.4%) than in other areas (30.4%). Although these differences are modest, they 

indicate higher relative burdens of chronic conditions in Environmental Justice-designated 

communities.  

Environmental Justice Communities reported the highest prevalence across many outcomes. 

Stress and anxiety were reported as a community priority by 64.9% of respondents, diabetes by 

54.1%, and asthma by 45.9%. Migraines were also disproportionately reported as a community 

priority in this group (35.1% vs. 8.9% in other unincorporated areas), suggesting concentrated 

health strain in these neighborhoods despite sample limitations.  

By contrast, other unincorporated communities generally reported lower prevalence of concerns 

about most issues, including obesity (16.1% compared to 35.2% in High-Priority Environmental 

Justice  Communities) and cancer (12.5% compared to 22.5%). They also had much lower 

reported rates of community concern about migraines (8.9% vs. 26.8% in High-Priority 

Environmental Justice Communities) and stroke (3.6% vs. about 10% in Environmental Justice 

and High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities). These results suggest a relative health 

advantage in non-Environmental Justice areas, even though statistical testing does not confirm 

significant differences.  

One notable pattern is the variation in concerns about heat-related illness. High-Priority 

Environmental Justice Communities reported the highest prevalence of heat stroke as a 

community priority (25.4% compared to 14.3% in other unincorporated communities and only 

8.1% in Environmental Justice Communities). This aligns with concerns about differing 

vulnerability to extreme heat in higher-risk Environmental Justice neighborhoods, even though 

the results are not statistically significant.  

The descriptive differences suggest that health burdens are unequally distributed. 

Environmental Justice-designated communities, and especially High-Priority Environmental 

Justice Communities, indicate higher rates of concern about stress, chronic disease, migraines, 

and heat stroke, while other unincorporated communities consistently report lower prevalence of 

concern across these health issues. 
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Table 17. Percentage of Survey Respondents Who Reported Health Issues as a Community 

Priority, by Community Group  

Health Issue All 

High-Priority 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Other 

Unincorporated 

Communities 

Stress and anxiety 56.0 50.7 64.9 46.4 

Diabetes 40.0 39.4 54.1 30.4 

Asthma 33.5 32.4 45.9 26.8 

Obesity 30.5 35.2 32.4 16.1 ** 

High blood pressure or 

cholesterol 
29.0 31.0 35.1 25.0 

Migraines 23.5 26.8 35.1 8.9 

Chronic respiratory disease 21.0 25.4 16.2 16.1 

Cancer 19.0 22.5 21.6 12.5 

Heat stroke 16.0 25.4 8.1 14.3 

Physical disability 12.5 9.9 21.6 12.5 

Smoking-related issues 12.5 16.9 8.1 14.3 

Learning disability 12.5 14.1 16.2 7.1 

Heart disease 12.0 12.7 13.5 8.9 

Stroke 8.5 9.9 10.8 3.6 

Alzheimer’s disease or 

dementia 
6.5 8.5 2.7 5.4 

Reproductive or birth 

challenges 
6.5 5.6 2.7 5.4 

Notes: The asterisks denote a statistically significant difference. Two asterisks (**) reflect 95% confidence that the 

difference is statistically significant. 
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Health Issue Community Priorities, Disaggregated by County Region 

Table 18 shows community priority health issues by county region. Asthma was the only 

statistically significant health issue, with Bayside respondents reporting substantially higher 

concern (50.0%) compared to Coastside respondents (22.1%). Bayside communities were more 

likely than Coastside communities to report community concern for asthma by 27.9 percentage 

points. 

Table 18. Percentage of Survey Respondents Who Reported Health Issues as a Community 

Priority, by County Region 

Health Issue All Bayside Coastside North County 

Stress and anxiety 56.0 58.3 51.9 62.2 

Diabetes 40.0 39.6 36.5 51.4 

Asthma 33.5 50.0 *** 22.1 40.5 

Obesity 30.5 39.6 23.1 37.8 

High blood pressure or cholesterol 29.0 35.4 26.0 32.4 

Migraines 23.5 27.1 19.2 27.0 

Chronic respiratory disease 21.0 31.2 17.3 13.5 

Cancer 19.0 25.0 17.3 16.2 

Heat stroke 16.0 31.2 14.4 0.0 

Smoking-related issues 12.5 18.8 12.5 5.4 

Learning disability 12.5 12.5 13.5 8.1 

Physical disability 12.5 14.6 11.5 13.5 

Heart disease 12.0 14.6 7.7 18.9 

Stroke 8.5 12.5 4.8 10.8 

Alzheimer’s disease or dementia 6.5 10.4 4.8 5.4 

Reproductive or birth challenges 6.5 6.2 5.8 8.1 

Note: The asterisks denote a statistically significant difference. Three asterisks (***) reflect 99% confidence that the 

difference is statistically significant.  
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Financial Stresses 

Respondents were asked: “Which of the following applies to your household? Check all that 

apply.” They were also asked to check applicable statements related to flood, earthquake, and 

health insurance. There were six respondents that did not answer these questions.  

Table 19, presented in the next section, shows the overall prevalence of each response. The 

most commonly experienced financial stresses are the lack of earthquake insurance, selected 

by more than a third of respondents; spending more than $1,000 in the past year supporting the 

needs of others outside their household, including other family, selected by more than a quarter 

of respondents; and spending more than $400 in the past year on repairing or preventing 

weather damages, also selected by more than a quarter of respondents. 

We note that this section included the responses for public assistance income and challenges 

with emergency expenses, which we previously described as being a proxy for low-income 

status and financial burden. 

Survey Respondents Who Experienced Financial Stresses, Disaggregated by Race and 

Ethnicity 

Table 19 also shows the number of survey respondents that experienced financial stresses by 

race and ethnicity. In terms of racial/ethnic disparities, Hispanic respondents were significantly 

less likely than White respondents to report being able to comfortably pay for other regular 

expenses like transportation, food, and health-related expenses by 42.9 percentage points, 

being able to comfortably pay monthly rent/mortgage by 34.2 percentage points, and having 

health insurance by 31.0 percentage points. Hispanic respondents were more likely than White 

respondents to report receiving public assistance by 47.1 percentage points. 

Hispanic respondents were less likely than White respondents to report having delayed home 

repairs by 28.1 percentage points, and at the same time, were less likely to report having spent 

more than $400 in the past year on repairs by 26.4 percentage points, which seems to suggest 

that Hispanic respondents generally had less environmentally related damage to their homes. 

We note that since our sample oversampled Hispanic renters, these respondents may have 

experienced a similar prevalence of environmentally related damage to their homes as reflected 

in Table 9, but as renters, they were not directly responsible for repairs. 

Table 19. Percentage of Survey Respondents that Experienced Financial Stresses, by Race 

and Ethnicity  

Financial Stress All White Hispanic Asian 

We have health insurance 63.5 82.5 51.5 *** 82.9 

We receive assistance from Medi-Cal, SNAP, free 

school meals, or similar programs 
43.0 15.0 62.1 *** 8.6 
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Financial Stress All White Hispanic Asian 

We can comfortably pay monthly rent/mortgage 37.0 57.5 23.3 *** 68.6 

We would like earthquake insurance but can’t afford it 33.5 27.5 35.0 40.0 

We have homeowner’s insurance 31.0 60.0 7.8 *** 74.3 

We can comfortably pay for other regular expenses 

like transportation, food, and health-related expenses 

(medication, doctor’s visits, or other) 

29.0 57.5 14.6 *** 48.6 

We have spent more than $1,000 in the past year 

supporting the needs of others outside our household, 

including other family 

26.5 27.5 22.3 37.1 

We have spent more than $400 in the past year on 

repairing or preventing weather damages (like fixing a 

fence after a storm) 

25.0 40.0 13.6 *** 45.7 

We have delayed repairs we want to do to our home 

(like roof, windows, mold) because of cost 
24.0 47.5 19.4 *** 17.1 

We would like flood insurance but can’t afford it 23.5 7.5 30.1 20.0 

If we faced with a $400 or more emergency expense, 

we would have to pay with a credit card or borrow the 

money 

16.0 10.0 21.4 8.6 

We would like more health insurance than we have 14.5 17.5 18.4 11.4 

We have renter’s insurance 11.5 22.5 7.8 17.1 

We would like health insurance but can’t afford it 9.0 0.0 13.6 0.0 

We would like more flood insurance than we have 8.5 2.5 11.7 14.3 

We would like more earthquake insurance than we 

have 
8.0 10.0 7.8 14.3 

We have flood insurance 7.5 15.0 3.9 2.9 

We have earthquake insurance 7.0 15.0 3.9 8.6 

Notes: The asterisks denote a statistically significant difference. Three asterisks (***) reflect 99% confidence that the 

difference is statistically significant.  



 

32 | P a g e  

 

Hispanic respondents were less likely than White respondents to report having homeowner’s 

insurance by 52.2 percentage points, and renter’s insurance by 14.7 percentage points. 

However, both renters and owners answered these questions, and our sample overrepresented 

White owners and overrepresented Hispanic renters as previously noted. Since homeowners 

wouldn’t have renter’s insurance, and renters wouldn’t have homeowner’s insurance, we 

needed to further disaggregate the data to better understand the differences between White and 

Hispanic respondents.  

Tables 20 and 21 show renters with renter’s insurance and homeowners with homeowner’s 

insurance by race and ethnicity. These tables show that Hispanic homeowners were less likely 

than White homeowners to report having homeowner’s insurance by 37.5 percentage points 

and Hispanic renters were less likely than White renters to report having renter’s insurance by 

61.4 percentage points. The rates of homeowner’s insurance and renter’s insurance are similar 

between White and Asian respondents.  

Table 20. Renters with Renter’s Insurance, by Race and Ethnicity 

Race/Ethnicity Renters 

Renters with 

Renter's Insurance 

% of Renters with 

Renter's Insurance 

Asian 9 6 66.7 

White 10 7 70.0 

Hispanic 81 7 8.6 

 

Table 21. Homeowners with Homeowner's Insurance, by Race and Ethnicity 

Race/Ethnicity Homeowners 

Homeowners with 

Homeowner's 

Insurance 

% Homeowners 

with Homeowner's 

Insurance 

Asian 25 24 96.0 

White 24 23 95.8 

Hispanic 12 7 58.3 

Survey Respondents Who Experienced Financial Stresses, Disaggregated by Financial 

Burden 

Table 22 presents the same prevalences, disaggregated by those with and without financial 

burden. We removed the responses for “We receive assistance from Medi-Cal, SNAP, free 

school meals, or similar programs” and “If faced with a $400 emergency expense, we would 

have to pay with a credit card or borrow the money,” since these are used to define financial 

burden. 
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Financially burdened respondents were less likely to be able to comfortably pay for other regular 

expenses like transportation, food, and health-related expenses by 39.2 percentage points and 

less likely to be able to comfortably pay monthly rent/mortgage by 35.5 percentage points. On 

the other hand, financially burdened respondents were more likely to report wanting health 

insurance but not able to afford it by 13.7 percentage points. 

Similar to Hispanic respondents, financially burdened respondents were less likely to report 

having delayed home repairs by 17.0 percentage points, and at the same time, were less likely 

to report having spent more than $400 in the past year on repairs by 29.0 percentage points. 

We note that, as shown in the data in Table 10, financially burdened respondents did 

experience a comparable prevalence of environmentally related damage to their homes. 

Table 22. Percentage of Survey Respondents that Experienced Financial Stresses, by 

Financial Burden  

Financial Stress All 

Households 

not 

Financially 

Burdened 

Households 

Financially 

Burdened 

We have health insurance 63.5 70.4 56.9 

We can comfortably pay monthly rent/mortgage 37.0 55.1 19.6 *** 

We would like earthquake insurance but can’t afford it 33.5 34.7 32.4 

We have homeowner’s insurance 31.0 55.1 7.8 *** 

We can comfortably pay for other regular expenses 

like transportation, food, and health-related expenses 

(medication, doctor’s visits, or other) 

29.0 49.0 9.8 *** 

We have spent more than $1,000 in the past year 

supporting the needs of others outside our household, 

including other family 

26.5 29.6 23.5 

We have spent more than $400 in the past year on 

repairing or preventing weather damages (like fixing a 

fence after a storm) 

25.0 39.8 10.8 *** 

We have delayed repairs we want to do to our home 

(like roof, windows, mold) because of cost 
24.0 32.7 15.7 *** 

We would like flood insurance but can’t afford it 23.5 16.3 30.4 

We would like more health insurance than we have 14.5 15.3 13.7 
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Financial Stress All 

Households 

not 

Financially 

Burdened 

Households 

Financially 

Burdened 

We do not have homeowner's insurance 11.5 4.1 18.6 *** 

We have renter’s insurance 11.5 11.2 11.8 

We would like health insurance but can’t afford it 9.0 2.0 15.7 *** 

We would like more flood insurance than we have 8.5 8.2 8.8 

We would like more earthquake insurance than we 

have 
8.0 10.2 5.9 

We have flood insurance 7.5 11.2 3.9 

We have earthquake insurance 7.0 10.2 3.9 

Notes: The asterisks denote a statistically significant difference. Three asterisks (***) reflect 99% confidence that the 

difference is statistically significant.   

While financially burdened respondents were less likely to report having homeowner’s insurance 

by 47.3 percentage points, a statistically significant difference, results include both homeowners 

and renters. Therefore, we disaggregated the data to better understand the differences based 

on financial burden.  

Tables 23 and 24 show renters with renter’s insurance and homeowners with homeowner’s 

insurance by financial burden. These tables show that financially burdened homeowners were 

less likely than non-financially burdened homeowners to report having homeowner’s insurance 

by 14.0 percentage points and financially burdened renters were less likely than non-financially 

burdened renters to report having renter’s insurance by 69.7 percentage points.  

Table 23. Renters with Renter’s Insurance, by Financial Burden 

Financial Burden Renters 

Renters with 

Renter's Insurance 

% of Renters with 

Renter's Insurance 

Households not 

Financially Burdened 
58 15 25.9 

Households 

Financially Burdened 
67 8 11.9 
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Table 24. Homeowners with Homeowner's Insurance, by Financial Burden 

Financial Burden Homeowners 

Homeowners with 

Homeowner's 

Insurance 

% Homeowners 

with Homeowner's 

Insurance 

Households not 

Financially Burdened 
60 59 98.3 

Households 

Financially Burdened 
7 2 28.6 

Survey Respondents Who Experienced Financial Stresses, Disaggregated by Tenure 

Table 25 shows the survey respondents that experienced financial stresses by tenure. Renter 

households were less likely to report having health insurance by 21.0 percentage points, less 

likely to report being able to comfortably pay monthly housing costs by 22.9 percentage points, 

less likely to report being able to comfortably pay for other regular expenses like transportation, 

food, and health-related expenses by 44.9 percentage points, less likely to report having 

delayed home repairs by 34.6 percentage points, and less likely to report having spent more 

than $400 in the past year on repairs by 42.4 percentage points.  

We note that, as shown in the data in Table 11, renter households did experience a comparable 

prevalence of environmentally related damage to their homes. Furthermore, we note that while 

renters delaying home repairs could be in part affected by limitations on making changes to the 

property or a lack of alignment with landlords, the data on comfortably paying for other regular 

expenses underscores that renters generally struggle more with finances. Renters reporting a 

lack of various types of insurance also highlights this point.  

Table 25. Percentage of Survey Respondents that Experienced Financial Stresses, by Tenure  

Financial Stress All 

Renter 

Households 

Owner 

Households 

We have health insurance 63.5 59.3 *** 80.3 

We can comfortably pay monthly rent/mortgage 37.0 30.1 *** 53.0 

We would like earthquake insurance but can’t afford it 33.5 32.7 42.4 

We have homeowner’s insurance 31.0 3.5 *** 86.4 

We can comfortably pay for other regular expenses like 

transportation, food, and health-related expenses 

(medication, doctor’s visits, or other) 

29.0 14.2 *** 59.1 
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Financial Stress All 

Renter 

Households 

Owner 

Households 

We have spent more than $1,000 in the past year 

supporting the needs of others outside our household, 

including other family 

26.5 21.2 ** 39.4 

We have spent more than $400 in the past year on 

repairing or preventing weather damages (like fixing a 

fence after a storm) 

25.0 10.6 *** 53.0 

We have delayed repairs we want to do to our home 

(like roof, windows, mold) because of cost 
24.0 12.4 *** 47.0 

We would like flood insurance but can’t afford it 23.5 30.1 19.7 

We would like more health insurance than we have 14.5 13.3 12.1 

We have renter’s insurance 11.5 17.7 *** 0.0 

We would like health insurance but can’t afford it 9.0 13.3 3.0 

We would like more flood insurance than we have 8.5 9.7 7.6 

We would like more earthquake insurance than we have 8.0 5.3 13.6 

We have flood insurance 7.5 2.7 ** 13.6 

We have earthquake insurance 7.0 4.4 10.6 

Notes: The asterisks denote a statistically significant difference. Three asterisks (***) reflect 99% confidence that the 

difference is statistically significant.  

Survey Respondents Who Experienced Financial Stresses, Disaggregated by Community 

Group 

Table 26 shows the survey respondents that experienced financial stresses by community 

group.  

As noted in the introduction to this section on Financial Stresses, the most commonly reported 

sources of financial stress among all respondents are the lack of earthquake insurance, 

spending more than $1,000 in the past year supporting the needs of others outside their 

household, and spending more than $400 in the past year on repairing or preventing weather 

damages. 

When comparing High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities to other unincorporated 

communities, clear disparities emerge in household financial security. Respondents in High-

Priority Environmental Justice Communities were 28.4 percentage points less likely to report 
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having spent more than $400 on home repairs in the past year (12.7% vs. 41.1%), despite 

experiencing comparable rates of environmentally related home damage (see Table 12). They 

were also 25.6 percentage points less likely to report being able to comfortably pay for regular 

household expenses such as transportation, food, or healthcare (15.5% vs. 41.1%). Both 

differences were statistically significant.  

At the same time, households in High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities reported 

higher use of public benefits, with over half receiving Medi-Cal or similar support (54.9% 

compared to 26.8% in other unincorporated communities, statistically significant). This indicates 

that households in these areas rely more heavily on the social safety net to meet basic needs.  

Taken together, these data communicate a clear issue: households in High-Priority 

Environmental Justice Communities face greater financial insecurity than households in other 

unincorporated areas. The disparities in insurance coverage, repair spending, and ability to 

meet regular expenses suggest both a lack of financial resilience and heightened vulnerability to 

environmental and housing-related shocks. 

Table 26. Percentage of Survey Respondents that Experienced Financial Stresses, by 

Community Group  

Financial Stress All 

High-Priority 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Other 

Unincorporated 

Communities 

We have health insurance 63.5 57.7 56.8 71.4 

We receive assistance from 

Medi-Cal, SNAP, free school 

meals, or similar programs 

43.0 54.9 59.5 26.8 *** 

We can comfortably pay monthly 

rent/mortgage 
37.0 25.4 32.4 46.4 

We would like earthquake 

insurance but can’t afford it 
33.5 33.8 37.8 35.7 

We have homeowner’s insurance 31.0 9.9 35.1 *** 48.2 *** 

We can comfortably pay for other 

regular expenses like 

transportation, food, and health-

related expenses (medication, 

doctor’s visits, or other) 

29.0 15.5 24.3 41.1 *** 
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Financial Stress All 

High-Priority 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Other 

Unincorporated 

Communities 

We have spent more than $1,000 

in the past year supporting the 

needs of others outside our 

household, including other family 

26.5 22.5 27.0 30.4 

We have spent more than $400 

in the past year on repairing or 

preventing weather damages 

(like fixing a fence after a storm) 

25.0 12.7 21.6 41.1 *** 

We have delayed repairs we 

want to do to our home (like roof, 

windows, mold) because of cost 

24.0 18.3 8.1 39.3 

We would like flood insurance but 

can’t afford it 
23.5 29.6 27.0 16.1 

If we faced a $400 or more 

emergency expense, we would 

have to pay with a credit card or 

borrow the money 

16.0 18.3 16.2 14.3 

We would like more health 

insurance than we have 
14.5 16.9 10.8 14.3 

We have renter’s insurance 11.5 4.2 13.5 10.7 

We would like health insurance 

but can’t afford it 
9.0 9.9 13.5 5.4 

We would like more flood 

insurance than we have 
8.5 11.3 10.8 5.4 

We would like more earthquake 

insurance than we have 
8.0 4.2 10.8 10.7 

We have flood insurance 7.5 8.5 2.7 7.1 

We have earthquake insurance 7.0 2.8 2.7 10.7 

Notes: The asterisks denote a statistically significant difference. Three asterisks (***) reflect 99% confidence that the 

difference is statistically significant.  
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Survey Respondents Who Experienced Financial Stresses, Disaggregated by County 

Region 

Table 27 presents the prevalence of financial stresses by county region. While none of the 

differences across Bayside, Coastside, and North County are statistically significant, there are 

some regional patterns to note. Coastside respondents more frequently reported delayed home 

repairs and difficulty affording flood insurance, while Bayside respondents more often reported 

difficulty affording earthquake insurance. North County respondents generally reported higher 

ability to pay housing and regular expenses and higher rates of homeowner’s insurance. 

Table 27. Percentage of Survey Respondents that Experienced Financial Stresses, by County 

Region 

Financial Stress All Bayside Coastside 

North 

County 

We have health insurance 63.5 68.8 59.6 73.0 

We receive assistance from Medi-Cal, SNAP, 

free school meals, or similar programs 
43.0 39.6 49.0 27.0 

We can comfortably pay monthly rent/mortgage 37.0 41.7 30.8 51.4 

We would like earthquake insurance but can’t 

afford it 
33.5 43.8 30.8 27.0 

We have homeowner’s insurance 31.0 33.3 24.0 54.1 

We can comfortably pay for other regular 

expenses like transportation, food, and health-

related expenses (medication, doctor’s visits, or 

other) 

29.0 31.2 25.0 43.2 

We have spent more than $1,000 in the past 

year supporting the needs of others outside our 

household, including other family 

26.5 27.1 26.9 24.3 

We have spent more than $400 in the past year 

on repairing or preventing weather damages 

(like fixing a fence after a storm) 

25.0 18.8 25.0 37.8 

We have delayed repairs we want to do to our 

home (like roof, windows, mold) because of cost 
24.0 20.8 28.8 16.2 

We would like flood insurance but can’t afford it 23.5 22.9 26.9 10.8 
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Financial Stress All Bayside Coastside 

North 

County 

If we faced a $400 or more emergency 

expense, we would have to pay with a credit 

card or borrow the money 

16.0 16.7 17.3 13.5 

We would like more health insurance than we 

have 
14.5 16.7 16.3 8.1 

We have renter’s insurance 11.5 10.4 7.7 24.3 

We would like health insurance but can’t afford 

it 
9.0 8.3 8.7 8.1 

We would like more flood insurance than we 

have 
8.5 12.5 5.8 10.8 

We would like more earthquake insurance than 

we have 
8.0 8.3 4.8 13.5 

We have flood insurance 7.5 12.5 6.7 2.7 

We have earthquake insurance 7.0 6.2 6.7 8.1 

 

Household Improvement 

Respondents were asked: “If cost wasn’t a factor, which of the three (3) items from the following 

list would you prioritize to improve your household’s environmental health and safety?” There 

were 30 respondents that did not provide any priorities. We analyzed the first priorities (i.e., 

those ranked as #1), as well as a combination of the top-three priorities for each respondent. 

Survey Respondents by Preferred Household Improvements, Disaggregated by Race and 

Ethnicity 

Table 28 shows the preferred household improvements by race and ethnicity, showing only their 

first priorities. The first priorities are relatively consistent across all race and ethnicity groups: 

solar panels, getting rid of mold, and earthquake-related upgrades.  

Hispanic respondents distinctly prioritized emergency preparedness over the other demographic 

groups, while White respondents distinctly prioritized tap water purification. However, no 

differences across the groups’ priorities are statistically significant. 

Table 29 shows the top three priorities for preferred household improvements by race and 

ethnicity. After combining the top three priorities, earthquake-related upgrades are replaced by 

energy storage in the top three, but the top 10 overall remain unchanged.       
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Table 28. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Household Improvements, by 

Race/Ethnicity, Showing Only First Priorities  

Household Improvements All White Hispanic Asian 

Solar panels 12.5 17.5 7.8 14.3 

Getting rid of mold 12.0 12.5 12.6 11.4 

Earthquake-related upgrades 8.5 7.5 6.8 11.4 

Emergency kit or emergency 

provisions 
8.0 2.5 11.7 8.6 

Roof repairs 7.5 5.0 6.8 2.9 

Tap water purification 6.5 17.5 4.9 2.9 

Medical expenses 5.5 2.5 5.8 8.6 

Window repairs 5.0 10.0 2.9 8.6 

Energy storage (such as a backup 

battery for your home) 
4.0 10.0 2.9 8.6 

Products to reduce extreme heat 

(such as home or portable air 

conditioning) 

3.5 0.0 4.9 5.7 

Products to improve indoor air quality 

(like air purifiers) 
3.5 2.5 4.9 0.0 

Access to fresh or perishable foods, 

such as fruits, vegetables, dairy, and 

meat 

3.0 0.0 4.9 2.9 

Rainwater capture or other water 

conservation 
2.0 2.5 1.9 2.9 

Home garden 1.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 

Energy-efficient appliances 1.0 0.0 1.0 2.9 

Insulation or Weatherstripping 0.5 2.5 0.0 0.0 

Products to reduce extreme cold 

(such as home or portable heater) 
0.5 0.0 1.0 0.0 



 

42 | P a g e  

 

Household Improvements All White Hispanic Asian 

Home or renter’s insurance 0.5 0.0 1.0 0.0 

ADA accessibility modifications 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Table 29. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Household Improvements, by 

Race/Ethnicity, Showing the Top-Three Priorities Combined  

Household Improvements All White Hispanic Asian 

Solar panels 27.5 35.0 18.4 40.0 

Energy storage (such as a backup 

battery for your home) 
26.5 37.5 22.3 31.4 

Getting rid of mold 22.0 12.5 23.3 34.3 

Emergency kit or emergency 

provisions 
20.5 5.0 29.1 20.0 

Medical expenses 16.0 10.0 16.5 20.0 

Tap water purification 15.5 27.5 13.6 8.6 

Window repairs 15.0 27.5 9.7 20.0 

Earthquake-related upgrades 14.0 10.0 11.7 25.7 

Roof repairs 13.0 17.5 12.6 2.9 

Products to reduce extreme heat 

(such as home or portable air 

conditioning) 

10.5 12.5 12.6 8.6 

Products to improve indoor air quality 

(like air purifiers) 
10.0 2.5 11.7 8.6 

Insulation or Weatherstripping 9.5 20.0 2.9 25.7 

Access to fresh or perishable foods, 

such as fruits, vegetables, dairy, and 

meat 

9.5 2.5 12.6 5.7 

Energy-efficient appliances 7.0 10.0 4.9 8.6 

Home garden 6.5 15.0 1.9 11.4 
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Household Improvements All White Hispanic Asian 

Rainwater capture or other water 

conservation 
6.5 17.5 3.9 5.7 

Products to reduce extreme cold 

(such as home or portable heater) 
5.5 2.5 7.8 2.9 

Home or renter’s insurance 3.0 0.0 5.8 0.0 

ADA accessibility modifications 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Survey Respondents by Preferred Household Improvements, Disaggregated by Financial 

Burden 

Tables 30 and 31 present first priorities and top three priorities, disaggregated by those with and 

without financial burden. In terms of first priority (Table 30), there are no statistically significant 

differences between financially burdened and unburdened respondents. When considering all 

three top priorities (Table 31), financially burdened respondents were statistically more likely to 

prioritize emergency provisions by 20.2 percentage points, less likely to prioritize window repairs 

by 16.6 percentage points, and less likely to prioritize insulation or weatherstripping by 13.4 

percentage points.      

Table 30. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Household Improvements, by 

Financial Burden, Showing Only First Priorities  

Household Improvement 

All 

Households 

Households not 

Financially 

Burdened 

Households 

Financially 

Burdened 

Solar panels 12.5 15.3 9.8 

Getting rid of mold 12.0 16.3 7.8 

Earthquake-related upgrades 8.5 9.2 7.8 

Emergency kit or emergency provisions 8.0 4.1 11.8 

Roof repairs 7.5 6.1 8.8 

Tap water purification 6.5 7.1 5.9 

Medical expenses 5.5 3.1 7.8 

Window repairs 5.0 8.2 2.0 
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Household Improvement 

All 

Households 

Households not 

Financially 

Burdened 

Households 

Financially 

Burdened 

Energy storage (such as a backup battery for 

your home) 
4.0 5.1 2.9 

Products to improve indoor air quality  

(like air purifiers) 
3.5 2.0 4.9 

Products to reduce extreme heat  

(such as home or portable air conditioning) 
3.5 4.1 2.9 

Access to fresh or perishable foods, such as 

fruits, vegetables, dairy, and meat 
3.0 0.0 5.9 

Rainwater capture or other water conservation 2.0 3.1 1.0 

Home garden 1.0 2.0 0.0 

Energy-efficient appliances 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Insulation or Weatherstripping 0.5 1.0 0.0 

Products to reduce extreme cold  

(such as home or portable heater) 
0.5 0.0 1.0 

Home or renter’s insurance 0.5 0.0 1.0 

ADA accessibility modifications 0.0 0.0 0.0  

Table 31. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Household Improvements, by 

Financial Burden, Showing the Top-Three Priorities Combined  

Household Improvement 

All 

Households 

Households not 

Financially 

Burdened 

Households 

Financially 

Burdened 

Solar panels 27.5 34.7 20.6 

Energy storage (such as a backup battery for 

your home) 
26.5 30.6 22.5 

Getting rid of mold 22.0 25.5 18.6 

Emergency kit or emergency provisions 20.5 10.2 30.4 *** 
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Household Improvement 

All 

Households 

Households not 

Financially 

Burdened 

Households 

Financially 

Burdened 

Medical expenses 16.0 14.3 17.6 

Tap water purification 15.5 14.3 16.7 

Window repairs 15.0 23.5 6.9 *** 

Earthquake-related upgrades 14.0 14.3 13.7 

Roof repairs 13.0 11.2 14.7 

Products to reduce extreme heat  

(such as home or portable air conditioning) 
10.5 12.2 8.8 

Products to improve indoor air quality  

(like air purifiers) 
10.0 10.2 9.8 

Insulation or Weatherstripping 9.5 16.3 2.9 *** 

Access to fresh or perishable foods, such as 

fruits, vegetables, dairy, and meat 
9.5 4.1 14.7 

Energy-efficient appliances 7.0 6.1 7.8 

Home garden 6.5 9.2 3.9 

Rainwater capture or other water conservation 6.5 9.2 3.9 

Products to reduce extreme cold  

(such as home or portable heater) 
5.5 5.1 5.9 

Home or renter’s insurance 3.0 1.0 4.9 

ADA accessibility modifications 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Notes: The asterisks denote a statistically significant difference. Three asterisks (***) reflect 99% confidence that the 

difference is statistically significant. 

Survey Respondents by Preferred Household Improvements, Disaggregated by Tenure 

Tables 32 and 33 present first priorities and top three priorities by renter and owner households. 

In terms of first priority, there are no statistically significant differences between renter and 

owner households. When considering all three top priorities, renter households were 

significantly less likely to prioritize insulation or weatherstripping by 22.4 percentage points. 
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Table 32. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Household Improvements, by 

Tenure, Showing Only First Priorities  

Household Improvement 

All 

Households 

Renter 

Households 

Owner 

Households 

Solar panels 12.5 7.1 22.7 

Getting rid of mold 12.0 14.2 7.6 

Earthquake-related upgrades 8.5 7.1 13.6 

Emergency kit or emergency provisions 8.0 8.8 3.0 

Roof repairs 7.5 8.8 6.1 

Tap water purification 6.5 6.2 4.5 

Medical expenses 5.5 7.1 4.5 

Window repairs 5.0 2.7 10.6 

Energy storage (such as a backup battery for 

your home) 
4.0 1.8 7.6 

Products to improve indoor air quality  

(like air purifiers) 
3.5 6.2 0.0 

Products to reduce extreme heat  

(such as home or portable air conditioning) 
3.5 2.7 6.1 

Access to fresh or perishable foods, such as 

fruits, vegetables, dairy, and meat 
3.0 4.4 1.5 

Rainwater capture or other water conservation 2.0 0.0 4.5 

Home garden 1.0 0.0 3.0 

Energy-efficient appliances 1.0 1.8 0.0 

Insulation or Weatherstripping 0.5 0.0 1.5 

Products to reduce extreme cold (such as home 

or portable heater) 
0.5 0.9 0.0 

Home or renter’s insurance 0.5 0.9 0.0 

ADA accessibility modifications 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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Table 33. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Household Improvements, by 

Tenure, Showing the Top-Three Priorities Combined  

Household Improvement 

All 

Households 

Renter 

Households 

Owner 

Households 

Solar panels 27.5 21.2 39.4 

Energy storage (such as a backup battery for 

your home) 
26.5 21.2 37.9 

Getting rid of mold 22.0 25.7 18.2 

Emergency kit or emergency provisions 20.5 24.8 10.6 

Medical expenses 16.0 18.6 12.1 

Tap water purification 15.5 14.2 13.6 

Window repairs 15.0 11.5 25.8 

Earthquake-related upgrades 14.0 11.5 21.2 

Roof repairs 13.0 14.2 12.1 

Products to reduce extreme heat  

(such as home or portable air conditioning) 
10.5 8.8 15.2 

Products to improve indoor air quality  

(like air purifiers) 
10.0 9.7 9.1 

Insulation or Weatherstripping 9.5 1.8 *** 24.2 

Access to fresh or perishable foods, such as 

fruits, vegetables, dairy, and meat 
9.5 13.3 3.0 

Energy-efficient appliances 7.0 4.4 12.1 

Rainwater capture or other water conservation 6.5 1.8 10.6 

Home garden 6.5 7.1 6.1 

Products to reduce extreme cold (such as home 

or portable heater) 
5.5 8.0 3.0 

Home or renter’s insurance 3.0 5.3 0.0 

ADA accessibility modifications 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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Survey Respondents by Preferred Household Improvements, Disaggregated by 

Community Group 

Tables 34 and 35 present first priorities and top three priorities by community group.  

In terms of first priority, there are no statistically significant differences among community 

groups. The one statistically significant difference detected was that, for the top three priorities 

combined, High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities were 29.1 percentage points less 

likely than other unincorporated communities to prioritize backup energy storage. 

Focusing on the top three priorities combined, High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities 

were less likely to prioritize solar energy (19.7% vs. 32.1% in other unincorporated areas) and 

backup energy storage (15.5% vs. 46.4%), but more likely to emphasize emergency kits or 

provisions (26.8% vs. 8.9%).  

Environmental Justice Communities most often highlighted mold removal (37.8%), solar panels 

(35.1%), and medical expenses (29.7%) as priorities, pointing toward energy, health, and 

housing quality as central needs.  

Other unincorporated communities placed greater focus on infrastructure and utility resilience: 

energy storage (44.6%), solar panels (32.1%), tap water purification (25.0%), and window 

repairs (25.0%) rose to the top in those areas. Overall, the descriptive patterns highlight how 

priorities diverge: High-Priority Environmental Justice Communities emphasize emergency 

preparedness; Environmental Justice Communities stress home health and solar energy; and 

other unincorporated communities are most focused on renewable energy, water purification, 

and household infrastructure upgrades.  

Table 34. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Household Improvements, by 

Community Group, Showing Only First Priorities  

Household Improvement All 

High-Priority 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Other 

Unincorporated 

Communities 

Solar panels 12.5 11.3 8.1 19.6 

Getting rid of mold 12.0 11.3 13.5 14.3 

Earthquake-related upgrades 8.5 8.5 10.8 5.4 

Emergency kit or emergency 

provisions 
8.0 9.9 13.5 3.6 

Roof repairs 7.5 9.9 8.1 5.4 
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Household Improvement All 

High-Priority 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Other 

Unincorporated 

Communities 

Tap water purification 6.5 5.6 2.7 12.5 

Medical expenses 5.5 2.8 13.5 3.6 

Window repairs 5.0 1.4 5.4 10.7 

Energy storage (such as a 

backup battery for your home) 
4.0 2.8 5.4 5.4 

Products to improve indoor air 

quality (like air purifiers) 
3.5 4.2 5.4 0.0 

Products to reduce extreme heat 

(such as home or portable air 

conditioning) 

3.5 2.8 2.7 5.4 

Access to fresh or perishable 

foods, such as fruits, vegetables, 

dairy, and meat 

3.0 2.8 2.7 1.8 

Rainwater capture or other water 

conservation 
2.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 

Home garden 1.0 0.0 2.7 0.0 

Energy-efficient appliances 1.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 

Products to reduce extreme cold 

(such as home or portable 

heater) 

0.5 0.0 0.0 1.8 

Insulation or Weatherstripping 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.8 

Home or renter’s insurance 0.5 1.4 0.0 0.0 

ADA accessibility modifications 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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Table 35. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Household Improvements, by 

Community Group, Showing the Top Three Priorities Combined  

Household Improvement All 

High Priority 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Other 

Unincorporated 

Communities 

Solar panels 27.5 19.7 35.1 32.1 

Energy storage (such as a 

backup battery for your home) 
26.5 15.5 27.0 44.6 *** 

Getting rid of mold 22.0 19.7 37.8 19.6 

Emergency kit or emergency 

provisions 
20.5 26.8 24.3 8.9 

Medical expenses 16.0 16.9 29.7 8.9 

Tap water purification 15.5 15.5 8.1 25.0 

Window repairs 15.0 9.9 8.1 25.0 

Earthquake-related upgrades 14.0 12.7 18.9 8.9 

Roof repairs 13.0 14.1 10.8 14.3 

Products to reduce extreme heat 

(such as home or portable air 

conditioning) 

10.5 12.7 2.7 16.1 

Products to improve indoor air 

quality (like air purifiers) 
10.0 9.9 18.9 1.8 

Insulation or Weatherstripping 9.5 2.8 10.8 14.3 

Access to fresh or perishable 

foods, such as fruits, vegetables, 

dairy, and meat 

9.5 11.3 13.5 1.8 

Energy-efficient appliances 7.0 5.6 2.7 12.5 

Rainwater capture or other water 

conservation 
6.5 1.4 0.0 10.7 

Home garden 6.5 2.8 10.8 7.1 
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Household Improvement All 

High Priority 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Other 

Unincorporated 

Communities 

Products to reduce extreme cold 

(such as home or portable 

heater) 

5.5 9.9 2.7 5.4 

Home or renter’s insurance 3.0 5.6 5.4 0.0 

ADA accessibility modifications 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Notes: The asterisks denote a statistically significant difference. Three asterisks (***) reflect 99% confidence that the 

difference is statistically significant. 

Survey Respondents by Preferred Household Improvements, Disaggregated by County 

Region 

Tables 36 and 37 present preferred household improvements by county region. There are no 

statistically significant regional differences for first priority. The only statistically significant 

regional difference appears in the top three priorities combined: Bayside respondents were 

significantly more likely to prioritize products to improve indoor air quality (20.8%), compared to 

Coastside respondents (3.8%), a difference of 17.0 percentage points.  

Table 36. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Household Improvements, by 

County Region, Showing Only First Priorities 

Household Improvement All Bayside Coastside 

North 

County 

Solar panels 12.5 10.4 14.4 13.5 

Getting rid of mold 12.0 12.5 12.5 10.8 

Earthquake-related upgrades 8.5 10.4 5.8 10.8 

Emergency kit or emergency provisions 8.0 14.6 5.8 2.7 

Roof repairs 7.5 2.1 9.6 8.1 

Tap water purification 6.5 4.2 9.6 2.7 

Medical expenses 5.5 4.2 4.8 10.8 

Window repairs 5.0 6.2 4.8 5.4 
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Household Improvement All Bayside Coastside 

North 

County 

Energy storage (such as a backup 

battery for your home) 
4.0 2.1 4.8 5.4 

Products to improve indoor air quality 

(like air purifiers) 
3.5 10.4 1.0 2.7 

Products to reduce extreme heat (such 

as home or portable air conditioning) 
3.5 6.2 1.9 2.7 

Access to fresh or perishable foods, 

such as fruits, vegetables, dairy, and 

meat 

3.0 2.1 2.9 5.4 

Rainwater capture or other water 

conservation 
2.0 4.2 0.0 5.4 

Home garden 1.0 2.1 0.0 2.7 

Energy-efficient appliances 1.0 0.0 1.0 2.7 

Products to reduce extreme cold (such 

as home or portable heater) 
0.5 0.0 1.0 0.0 

Insulation or weatherstripping 0.5 0.0 1.0 0.0 

Home or renter’s insurance 0.5 0.0 1.0 0.0 

ADA accessibility modifications 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Table 37. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Household Improvements, by 

County Region, Showing the Top-Three Priorities Combined 

Household Improvement All Bayside Coastside 

North 

County 

Solar panels 27.5 22.9 26.9 43.2 

Energy storage (such as a backup 

battery for your home) 
26.5 33.3 26.0 27.0 

Getting rid of mold 22.0 22.9 17.3 35.1 

Emergency kit or emergency provisions 20.5 27.1 18.3 13.5 

Medical expenses 16.0 14.6 16.3 21.6 
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Household Improvement All Bayside Coastside 

North 

County 

Tap water purification 15.5 18.8 19.2 5.4 

Window repairs 15.0 12.5 17.3 10.8 

Earthquake-related upgrades 14.0 16.7 9.6 21.6 

Roof repairs 13.0 2.1 17.3 13.5 

Products to reduce extreme heat (such 

as home or portable air conditioning) 
10.5 16.7 9.6 5.4 

Products to improve indoor air quality 

(like air purifiers) 
10.0 20.8 *** 3.8 13.5 

Insulation or Weatherstripping 9.5 6.2 7.7 21.6 

Access to fresh or perishable foods, 

such as fruits, vegetables, dairy, and 

meat 

9.5 10.4 8.7 8.1 

Energy-efficient appliances 7.0 6.2 7.7 8.1 

Rainwater capture or other water 

conservation 
6.5 6.2 8.5 10.8 

Home garden 6.5 10.4 7.0 8.1 

Products to reduce extreme cold (such 

as home or portable heater) 
5.5 2.1 8.7 2.7 

Home or renter’s insurance 3.0 2.1 2.9 5.4 

ADA accessibility modifications 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Notes: The asterisks denote a statistically significant difference. Three asterisks (***) reflect 99% confidence that the 

difference is statistically significant. 

Neighborhood Improvement 

Respondents were asked: “Which of the three (3) items from the following list would you 

prioritize to improve your neighborhood’s environmental health and safety?” and asked to list up 

to three priorities. There were 34 respondents that did not provide any priorities. Similar to the 

question about household improvements, we analyzed the first priorities (i.e., those ranked as 

#1), as well as a combination of the top three priorities for each respondent. 
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Survey Respondents by Preferred Neighborhood Improvements, Disaggregated by Race 

and Ethnicity 

Table 38 shows the first priority for preferred neighborhood improvements by race and ethnicity. 

The first priorities vary across all race and ethnicity groups. White respondents prioritized 

improved roads, safer roads and paths for bicycling, and more bus stops and routes. Hispanic 

respondents also prioritized safer roads and paths for bicycling, but distinctly prioritized flood 

barriers along creeks or ocean front and improved traffic enforcement (e.g., parking and 

speeding). Asian respondents also prioritized improved roads, but distinctly prioritized improved 

sidewalks and/or pedestrian paths and security cameras or ways to call 911 in public areas. The 

only pairwise difference across the groups’ priorities that was statistically significant was that 

Hispanic respondents were less likely than White respondents to prioritize road improvements 

by 21.7 percentage points.   

Table 39 shows the top three priorities for preferred neighborhood improvements by race and 

ethnicity. After combining the top three priorities, the top two priorities among all respondents 

remain unchanged: improved roads and safer roads for bicycling. In the top 10 overall, flood 

barriers, improved drinking and fire water supply, easier parking on the street near home, and 

security cameras are replaced by more public facilities (e.g., schools, community centers, 

clinics, and libraries), more amenities (e.g., grocery stores, shops, libraries, and parks) in 

walking distance, more street trees, and more bus stops and routes. No pairwise differences 

across the groups’ priorities are statistically significant, except, as with the first priority, Hispanic 

respondents were less likely than White respondents to prioritize road improvements, in this 

case by 31.8 percentage points.       

Table 38. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Neighborhood Improvements, by 

Race/Ethnicity, Showing Only First Priority  

Neighborhood Improvements All White Hispanic Asian 

Improved roads (repair potholes) 12.0 27.5 5.8 *** 25.7 

Safer roads and paths for bicycling 9.5 12.5 9.7 8.6 

Improved sidewalks and/or pedestrian paths 6.0 2.5 4.9 14.3 

Improved park amenities and maintenance 5.5 5.0 3.9 8.6 

Slower car speeds with things like speed bumps 5.5 5.0 5.8 2.9 

Improved drinking and fire water supply 5.0 10.0 3.9 2.9 

Flood barriers along creeks or ocean front 4.5 0.0 6.8 0.0 

Improved traffic enforcement (parking, speeding) 4.5 5.0 6.8 0.0 
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Neighborhood Improvements All White Hispanic Asian 

Easier parking on street near home 3.5 0.0 3.9 5.7 

Security cameras or ways to call 911 in public areas 3.0 0.0 1.9 11.4 

More street trees 3.0 0.0 5.8 0.0 

More community recreational events 3.0 0.0 4.9 2.9 

More amenities (grocery stores, shops, libraries, 

parks, etc.) in walking distance 
3.0 5.0 3.9 0.0 

More bus stops and routes 2.5 5.0 1.9 0.0 

More public facilities (schools, community centers, 

clinics, libraries) 
2.5 5.0 1.9 2.9 

More marked crosswalks 2.0 2.5 1.0 5.7 

More frequent buses, reduced wait times, and easier 

transfers 
1.5 5.0 1.0 0.0 

Cool and clean air shelters 1.5 0.0 2.9 0.0 

Improved bus stops, benches, and signage 1.0 2.5 1.0 0.0 

Easier parking at other locations in the community 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 

Community gardening 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 

Improved storm drainage in streets 0.5 2.5 0.0 2.9 

Air quality monitoring in public spaces 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Improved building code enforcement 0.5 2.5 0.0 2.9 

Access to bike share programs 0.5 0.0 0.0 2.9 

More bicycle paths or roads with space for bicyclists 0.5 0.0 1.0 0.0 

Improved maintenance of existing street trees 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Notes: The asterisks denote a statistically significant difference. Three asterisks (***) reflect 99% confidence that the 

difference is statistically significant. 
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Table 39. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Neighborhood Improvements, by 

Race/Ethnicity, Showing the Top Three Priorities Combined  

Neighborhood Improvements All White Hispanic Asian 

Improved roads (repair potholes) 22.5 42.5 10.7 *** 54.3 

Safer roads and paths for bicycling 21.0 22.5 22.3 20.0 

More public facilities (schools, community centers, 

clinics, libraries) 
13.5 17.5 10.7 20.0 

More amenities (grocery stores, shops, libraries, 

parks, etc.) in walking distance 
13.0 17.5 14.6 2.9 

More street trees 13.0 10.0 15.5 14.3 

Improved traffic enforcement (parking, speeding) 12.5 20.0 12.6 8.6 

Improved sidewalks and/or pedestrian paths 12.5 15.0 9.7 25.7 

Slower car speeds with things like speed bumps 12.5 10.0 11.7 14.3 

Improved park amenities and maintenance 12.0 17.5 8.7 20.0 

More bus stops and routes 11.0 22.5 7.8 14.3 

Security cameras or ways to call 911 in public areas 11.0 5.0 12.6 20.0 

Easier parking on street near home 9.0 5.0 7.8 17.1 

More community recreational events 9.0 7.5 10.7 8.6 

Community gardening 8.0 7.5 9.7 2.9 

Flood barriers along creeks or ocean front 7.5 5.0 9.7 2.9 

More marked crosswalks 6.5 5.0 4.9 14.3 

Improved drinking and fire water supply 6.0 12.5 4.9 2.9 

More frequent buses, reduced wait times, and easier 

transfers 
6.0 10.0 5.8 2.9 

Easier parking at other locations in the community 5.5 2.5 4.9 11.4 

Improved storm drainage in streets 4.5 7.5 3.9 8.6 

Air quality monitoring in public spaces 2.5 7.5 1.9 0.0 
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Neighborhood Improvements All White Hispanic Asian 

Cool and clean air shelters 2.5 0.0 4.9 0.0 

Improved bus stops, benches, and signage 2.0 5.0 1.9 0.0 

Access to bike share programs 1.5 0.0 1.9 2.9 

More bicycle paths or roads with space for bicyclists 1.5 0.0 1.9 0.0 

Improved maintenance of existing street trees 1.5 2.5 1.9 0.0 

Improved building code enforcement 1.0 5.0 0.0 2.9 

Notes: The asterisks denote a statistically significant difference. Three asterisks (***) reflect 99% confidence that the 

difference is statistically significant.  

Survey Respondents by Preferred Neighborhood Improvements, Disaggregated by 

Financial Burden 

Tables 40 and 41 present first priorities and top three priorities by financial burden. There are no 

statistically significant differences between financially burdened or unburdened respondents in 

either the first priority or top three priorities.      

Table 40. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Neighborhood Improvements, by 

Financial Burden, Showing Only First Priorities  

Neighborhood Improvement 

All 

Households 

Households 

not 

Financially 

Burdened 

Households 

Financially 

Burdened 

Improved roads (repair potholes) 12.0 15.3 8.8 

Safer roads and paths for bicycling 9.5 11.2 7.8 

Improved sidewalks and/or pedestrian paths 6.0 5.1 6.9 

Improved park amenities and maintenance 5.5 8.2 2.9 

Slower car speeds with things like speed bumps 5.5 5.1 5.9 

Improved drinking and fire water supply 5.0 4.1 5.9 

Improved traffic enforcement (parking, speeding) 4.5 6.1 2.9 

Flood barriers along creeks or ocean front 4.5 5.1 3.9 

Easier parking on street near home 3.5 3.1 3.9 
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Neighborhood Improvement 

All 

Households 

Households 

not 

Financially 

Burdened 

Households 

Financially 

Burdened 

More amenities (grocery stores, shops, libraries, 

parks, etc.) in walking distance 
3.0 1.0 4.9 

Security cameras or ways to call 911 in public areas 3.0 4.1 2.0 

More street trees 3.0 2.0 3.9 

More community recreational events 3.0 2.0 3.9 

More public facilities (schools, community centers, 

clinics, libraries) 
2.5 4.1 1.0 

More bus stops and routes 2.5 2.0 2.9 

More marked crosswalks 2.0 3.1 1.0 

Cool and clean air shelters 1.5 0.0 2.9 

More frequent buses, reduced wait times, and easier 

transfers 
1.5 1.0 2.0 

Easier parking at other locations in the community 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Community gardening 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Improved bus stops, benches, and signage 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Improved storm drainage in streets 0.5 1.0 0.0 

Air quality monitoring in public spaces 0.0 0.0 0.0  

Improved building code enforcement 0.5 1.0 0.0 

More bicycle paths or roads with space for bicyclists 0.5 1.0 0.0 

Access to bike share programs 0.5 0.0 1.0 

Improved maintenance of existing street trees 0.0 0.0 0.0  
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Table 41. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Neighborhood Improvements, by 

Financial Burden, Showing the Top-Three Priorities Combined  

Neighborhood Improvement 

All 

Households 

Households 

not 

Financially 

Burdened 

Households 

Financially 

Burdened 

Improved roads (repair potholes) 22.5 29.6 15.7 

Safer roads and paths for bicycling 21.0 21.4 20.6 

More public facilities (schools, community centers, 

clinics, libraries) 
13.5 16.3 10.8 

More amenities (grocery stores, shops, libraries, 

parks, etc.) in walking distance 
13.0 9.2 16.7 

More street trees 13.0 14.3 11.8 

Improved traffic enforcement (parking, speeding) 12.5 17.3 7.8 

Improved sidewalks and/or pedestrian paths 12.5 15.3 9.8 

Slower car speeds with things like speed bumps 12.5 11.2 13.7 

Improved park amenities and maintenance 12.0 15.3 8.8 

Security cameras or ways to call 911 in public areas 11.0 13.3 8.8 

More bus stops and routes 11.0 11.2 10.8 

Easier parking on street near home 9.0 12.2 5.9 

More community recreational events 9.0 6.1 11.8 

Community gardening 8.0 8.2 7.8 

Flood barriers along creeks or ocean front 7.5 7.1 7.8 

More marked crosswalks 6.5 7.1 5.9 

More frequent buses, reduced wait times, and easier 

transfers 
6.0 3.1 8.8 

Improved drinking and fire water supply 6.0 6.1 5.9 

Easier parking at other locations in the community 5.5 6.1 4.9 

Improved storm drainage in streets 4.5 6.1 2.9 
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Neighborhood Improvement 

All 

Households 

Households 

not 

Financially 

Burdened 

Households 

Financially 

Burdened 

Cool and clean air shelters 2.5 0.0 4.9 

Air quality monitoring in public spaces 2.5 3.1 2.0 

Improved bus stops, benches, and signage 2.0 1.0 2.9 

Access to bike share programs 1.5 0.0 2.9 

More bicycle paths or roads with space for bicyclists 1.5 1.0 2.0 

Improved maintenance of existing street trees 1.5 1.0 2.0 

Improved building code enforcement 1.0 2.0 0.0 

Survey Respondents by Preferred Neighborhood Improvements, Disaggregated by 

Tenure 

Tables 42 and 43 present first priorities and top three priorities by tenure. In terms of first 

priority, there are no statistically significant differences between renter and owner households. 

However, when considering all three top priorities, renter households were less likely to 

prioritize improved roads (e.g., repairing potholes) by 32.4 percentage points.     

Table 42. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Neighborhood Improvements, by 

Tenure, Showing Only First Priorities  

Neighborhood Improvement 

All 

Households 

Renter 

Households 

Owner 

Households 

Improved roads (repair potholes) 12.0 7.1 22.7 

Safer roads and paths for bicycling 9.5 8.8 10.6 

Improved sidewalks and/or pedestrian paths 6.0 6.2 6.1 

Improved park amenities and maintenance 5.5 4.4 7.6 

Slower car speeds with things like speed bumps 5.5 4.4 9.1 

Improved drinking and fire water supply 5.0 5.3 4.5 

Flood barriers along creeks or ocean front 4.5 5.3 3.0 
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Neighborhood Improvement 

All 

Households 

Renter 

Households 

Owner 

Households 

Improved traffic enforcement (parking, speeding) 4.5 4.4 3.0 

Easier parking on street near home 3.5 2.7 4.5 

More street trees 3.0 5.3 0.0 

More amenities (grocery stores, shops, libraries, 

parks, etc.) in walking distance 
3.0 4.4 

0.0 

Security cameras or ways to call 911 in public areas 3.0 1.8 6.1 

More community recreational events 3.0 3.5 3.0 

More bus stops and routes 2.5 0.9 3.0 

More public facilities (schools, community centers, 

clinics, libraries) 
2.5 0.9 3.0 

More marked crosswalks 2.0 0.0 3.0 

Cool and clean air shelters 1.5 2.7 0.0 

More frequent buses, reduced wait times, and easier 

transfers 
1.5 1.8 1.5 

Easier parking at other locations in the community 1.0 0.0 1.5 

Community gardening 1.0 1.8 0.0 

Improved bus stops, benches, and signage 1.0 1.8 0.0 

Improved storm drainage in streets 0.5 0.0 1.5 

Air quality monitoring in public spaces 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Access to bike share programs 0.5 0.0 1.5 

Improved building code enforcement 0.5 0.9 0.0 

More bicycle paths or roads with space for bicyclists 0.5 0.9 0.0 

Improved maintenance of existing street trees 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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Table 43. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Neighborhood Improvements, by 

Tenure, Showing the Top Three Priorities Combined  

Neighborhood Improvement 

All 

Households 

Renter 

Households 

Owner 

Households 

Improved roads (repair potholes) 22.5 11.5 *** 43.9 

Safer roads and paths for bicycling 21.0 19.5 25.8 

More public facilities (schools, community centers, 

clinics, libraries) 
13.5 9.7 13.6 

More street trees 13.0 15.9 12.1 

More amenities (grocery stores, shops, libraries, parks, 

etc.) in walking distance 
13.0 13.3 12.1 

Improved traffic enforcement (parking, speeding) 12.5 8.8 19.7 

Improved sidewalks and/or pedestrian paths 12.5 9.7 18.2 

Slower car speeds with things like speed bumps 12.5 12.4 13.6 

Improved park amenities and maintenance 12.0 8.0 19.7 

Security cameras or ways to call 911 in public areas 11.0 11.5 13.6 

More bus stops and routes 11.0 8.0 9.1 

Easier parking on street near home 9.0 7.1 10.6 

More community recreational events 9.0 10.6 7.6 

Community gardening 8.0 8.8 6.1 

Flood barriers along creeks or ocean front 7.5 8.8 6.1 

More marked crosswalks 6.5 4.4 9.1 

More frequent buses, reduced wait times, and easier 

transfers 
6.0 8.8 1.5 

Improved drinking and fire water supply 6.0 5.3 7.6 

Easier parking at other locations in the community 5.5 2.7 9.1 

Improved storm drainage in streets 4.5 2.7 7.6 

Cool and clean air shelters 2.5 3.5 1.5 

Air quality monitoring in public spaces 2.5 2.7 1.5 
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Neighborhood Improvement 

All 

Households 

Renter 

Households 

Owner 

Households 

Improved bus stops, benches, and signage 2.0 2.7 1.5 

Improved maintenance of existing street trees 1.5 2.7 0.0 

Access to bike share programs 1.5 1.8 1.5 

More bicycle paths or roads with space for bicyclists 1.5 1.8 1.5 

Improved building code enforcement 1.0 0.9 1.5 

Notes: The asterisks denote a statistically significant difference. Three asterisks (***) reflect 99% confidence that the 

difference is statistically significant. 

Survey Respondents by Preferred Neighborhood Improvements, Disaggregated by 

Community Group 

Tables 44 and 45 show first and top three neighborhood improvement priorities by community 

group. As shown in these tables, there are no statistically significant differences. Overall, when 

considering the top three priorities combined (Table 45), the most common neighborhood 

improvements prioritized across all respondents were road repair (22.5%), safer roads and 

paths for bicycling (21.0%), and more public facilities (13.5%). A second tier of improvements 

included more walkable amenities (13.0%) and more street trees (13.0%). Together, these 

results highlight that households are most concerned about the condition and safety of the 

transportation environment in their neighborhoods, as well as accessibility and greenery. 

Looking across community groups, although none are statistically significant, differences in 

emphasis emerge. In the combined top three priorities, High-Priority Environmental Justice 

Communities were much less likely than other unincorporated communities to prioritize road 

repair (5.4% vs. 22.0%) and instead placed relatively greater importance on flood barriers (8.9% 

vs. 0.9%) and more street trees (8.5% vs. 1.8%). Environmental Justice Communities reported 

the highest interest in road repair (23.9%), while also reporting higher priorities for sidewalks 

(12.2%), improved crosswalks (9.5%), and security cameras (10.4%), all suggesting a focus on 

pedestrian accessibility and neighborhood safety. Other unincorporated communities were more 

likely to prioritize bike infrastructure (20.5% vs. 13.6% in High-Priority Environmental Justice  

Communities) and traffic enforcement (14% vs. 4.5%), along with improved water supply 

(12.2%), reflecting a different mix of infrastructure-related concerns.  

Lower-prevalence improvements nevertheless reflect important localized needs. Small but 

notable shares of respondents identified flood-related infrastructure (7.5%), improved storm 

drainage (4.5%), and cool/clean air shelters during extreme weather (2.5%). Community 

gardening was selected by 8.0% of respondents when combining the top three priorities, while 

recreational events (5.4%) and more bus stops and routes (8.6%) were also reported less 

frequently but indicate broader concerns about livability and services beyond road conditions. 
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Overall, while households across all communities emphasized roads, sidewalks, and 

transportation as top neighborhood priorities, distinct emphases are suggested: High-Priority 

Environmental Justice Communities are more focused on flood protection and tree canopy, 

Environmental Justice Communities on sidewalk safety and surveillance, and other 

unincorporated communities on roads, water supply, and enforcement. Even though the 

differences are not statistically significant, the distribution of priorities points to differentiated 

community needs that could guide local neighborhood investment. 

Table 44. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Neighborhood Improvements, by 

Community Group, Showing Only First Priorities  

Neighborhood Improvement All 

High-Priority 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Other 

Unincorporated 

Communities 

Improved roads (repair potholes) 12.0 2.8 18.9 16.1 

Safer roads and paths for bicycling 9.5 8.5 2.7 14.3 

Improved sidewalks and/or pedestrian 

paths 
6.0 2.8 10.8 7.1 

Slower car speeds with things like 

speed bumps 
5.5 7.0 0.0 10.7 

Improved park amenities and 

maintenance 
5.5 7.0 5.4 1.8 

Improved drinking and fire water supply 5.0 4.2 2.7 10.7 

Flood barriers along creeks or ocean 

front 
4.5 7.0 5.4 0.0 

Improved traffic enforcement (parking, 

speeding) 
4.5 2.8 5.4 7.1 

Easier parking on street near home 3.5 1.4 10.8 1.8 

More street trees 3.0 5.6 2.7 0.0 

More amenities (grocery stores, shops, 

libraries, parks, etc.) in walking 

distance 

3.0 4.2 0.0 3.6 

More community recreational events 3.0 5.6 2.7 1.8 
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Neighborhood Improvement All 

High-Priority 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Other 

Unincorporated 

Communities 

Security cameras or ways to call 911 in 

public areas 
3.0 2.8 5.4 0.0 

More bus stops and routes 2.5 2.8 0.0 3.6 

More public facilities (schools, 

community centers, clinics, libraries) 
2.5 1.4 2.7 3.6 

More marked crosswalks 2.0 0.0 8.1 0.0 

More frequent buses, reduced wait 

times, and easier transfers 
1.5 1.4 2.7 1.8 

Cool and clean air shelters 1.5 1.4 2.7 1.8 

Improved bus stops, benches, and 

signage 
1.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 

Community gardening 1.0 1.4 2.7 0.0 

Easier parking at other locations in the 

community 
1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Improved storm drainage in streets 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.8 

Air quality monitoring in public spaces 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Access to bike share programs 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Improved building code enforcement 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 

More bicycle paths or roads with space 

for bicyclists 
0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Improved maintenance of existing 

street trees 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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Table 45. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Neighborhood Improvements, by 

Community Group, Showing the Top-Three Priorities Combined  

Neighborhood Improvement All 

High-Priority 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Other 

Unincorporated 

Communities 

Improved roads (repair potholes) 22.5 5.4 23.9 22 

Safer roads and paths for bicycling 21.0 13.6 5.4 20.5 

More public facilities (schools, 

community centers, clinics, libraries) 
13.5 5.9 7.2 9.2 

More street trees 13.0 8.5 7.7 1.8 

More amenities (grocery stores, shops, 

libraries, parks, etc.) in walking 

distance 

13.0 8.7 4.1 8.9 

Improved traffic enforcement (parking, 

speeding) 
12.5 4.5 8.1 14.0 

Improved sidewalks and/or pedestrian 

paths 
12.5 5.9 12.2 8.6 

Slower car speeds with things like 

speed bumps 
12.5 8.9 9.0 14.0 

Improved park amenities and 

maintenance 
12.0 7.7 10.8 6.8 

More bus stops and routes 11.0 4.0 4.1 8.6 

Security cameras or ways to call 911 in 

public areas 
11.0 5.6 10.4 3.9 

Easier parking on street near home 9.0 1.9 14.0 3.0 

More community recreational events 9.0 7.7 5.4 3.6 

Community gardening 8.0 5.4 4.1 3.0 

Flood barriers along creeks or ocean 

front 
7.5 8.9 6.8 0.9 

More marked crosswalks 6.5 1.6 9.5 1.8 
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Neighborhood Improvement All 

High-Priority 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Environmental 

Justice 

Communities 

Other 

Unincorporated 

Communities 

Improved drinking and fire water supply 6.0 4.2 2.7 12.2 

More frequent buses, reduced wait 

times, and easier transfers 
6.0 4.7 2.7 3.3 

Easier parking at other locations in the 

community 
5.5 1.9 3.2 0.6 

Improved storm drainage in streets 4.5 0.0 5.4 5.1 

Cool and clean air shelters 2.5 2.6 2.7 1.8 

Air quality monitoring in public spaces 2.5 0.7 0.9 0.6 

Improved bus stops, benches, and 

signage 
2.0 2.8 0.0 1.5 

More bicycle paths or roads with space 

for bicyclists 
1.5 1.2 0.0 0.0 

Access to bike share programs 1.5 1.4 0.0 0.0 

Improved maintenance of existing 

street trees 
1.5 1.4 0.0 0.6 

Improved building code enforcement 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 

Survey Respondents by Preferred Neighborhood Improvements, Disaggregated by 

County Region 

Tables 46 and 47 show first and top three neighborhood improvement priorities by county 

region, with patterns emerging when the top three priorities are combined.  

North County respondents most frequently prioritized road repair, both as a first priority (27.0%) 

and when combining the top-three priorities (36.5%), while Bayside and Coastside respondents 

placed relatively greater emphasis on transportation safety, including safer roads and paths for 

bicycling (16.7% and 16.5% in the top three, respectively). North County respondents placed 

comparatively greater emphasis on pedestrian infrastructure and safety, including sidewalks 

(18.5%), crosswalks (10.8%), and security cameras or emergency call access (12.6%) when 

considering the top three priorities.   
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Bayside respondents also showed higher combined prioritization of street trees (13.9%) and 

slower car speeds (14.2%), whereas Coastside respondents more frequently emphasized 

amenities within walking distance (9.3%), improved drinking and fire water supply (8.5%), and 

flood barriers (8.0%).  

Overall, the results suggest region-specific infrastructure and safety concerns, even though no 

statistically significant differences were identified. 

Table 46. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Neighborhood Improvements, by 

County Region, Showing Only First Priorities  

Region Improvement All Bayside Coastside 

North 

County 

Improved roads (repair potholes) 12.0 4.2 10.6 27.0 

Safer roads and paths for bicycling 9.5 12.5 10.6 2.7 

Improved sidewalks and/or pedestrian paths 6.0 6.2 2.9 13.5 

Slower car speeds with things like speed bumps 5.5 10.4 5.8 0.0 

Improved park amenities and maintenance 5.5 6.2 4.8 8.1 

Improved drinking and fire water supply 5.0 4.2 7.7 0.0 

Improved traffic enforcement (parking, speeding) 4.5 2.1 6.7 2.7 

Flood barriers along creeks or ocean front 4.5 2.1 5.8 0.0 

Easier parking on street near home 3.5 6.2 1.9 5.4 

More street trees 3.0 8.3 0.0 2.7 

Security cameras or ways to call 911 in public 

areas 
3.0 0.0 1.9 10.8 

More amenities (grocery stores, shops, libraries, 

parks, etc.) in walking distance 
3.0 2.1 3.8 2.7 

More community recreational events 3.0 6.2 2.9 0.0 

More bus stops and routes 2.5 2.1 3.8 0.0 

More public facilities (schools, community 

centers, clinics, libraries) 
2.5 2.1 1.9 5.4 

More marked crosswalks 2.0 0.0 1.0 8.1 
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Region Improvement All Bayside Coastside 

North 

County 

More frequent buses, reduced wait times, and 

easier transfers 
1.5 2.1 1.9 0.0 

Cool and clean air shelters 1.5 2.1 1.9 0.0 

Easier parking at other locations in the 

community 
1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Improved bus stops, benches, and signage 1.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 

Community gardening 1.0 0.0 1.0 2.7 

More bicycle paths or roads with space for 

bicyclists 
0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Access to bike share programs 0.5 0.0 0.0 2.7 

Improved building code enforcement 0.5 2.1 0.0 0.0 

Improved storm drainage in streets 0.5 0.0 1.0 0.0 

Air quality monitoring in public spaces 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Improved maintenance of existing street trees 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 

Table 47. Percentage of Survey Respondents by Preferred Neighborhood Improvements, by 

County Region, Showing the Top Three Priorities Combined  

Region Improvement All Bayside Coastside 

North 

County 

Improved roads (repair potholes) 22.5 9.0 13.3 36.5 

Safer roads and paths for bicycling 21.0 16.7 16.5 5.9 

More public facilities (schools, community 

centers, clinics, libraries) 
13.5 4.2 7.1 12.2 

More amenities (grocery stores, shops, libraries, 

parks, etc.) in walking distance 
13.0 4.2 9.3 5.4 

More street trees 13.0 13.9 3.1 6.8 

Improved sidewalks and/or pedestrian paths 12.5 11.8 4.0 18.5 
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Region Improvement All Bayside Coastside 

North 

County 

Improved traffic enforcement (parking, speeding) 12.5 6.6 10.7 4.1 

Slower car speeds with things like speed bumps 12.5 14.2 8.5 5.0 

Improved park amenities and maintenance 12.0 8.0 7.2 13.5 

More bus stops and routes 11.0 2.8 8.0 4.1 

Security cameras or ways to call 911 in public 

areas 
11.0 4.2 5.4 12.6 

Easier parking on street near home 9.0 8.7 2.2 11.3 

More community recreational events 9.0 8.7 5.1 2.3 

Community gardening 8.0 5.6 3.7 3.6 

Flood barriers along creeks or ocean front 7.5 2.1 8.0 0.9 

More marked crosswalks 6.5 2.8 2.1 10.8 

Improved drinking and fire water supply 6.0 4.2 8.5 0.0 

More frequent buses, reduced wait times, and 

easier transfers 
6.0 3.1 5.0 1.4 

Easier parking at other locations in the 

community 
5.5 4.5 0.0 4.5 

Improved storm drainage in streets 4.5 1.0 2.7 4.1 

Cool and clean air shelters 2.5 3.8 1.9 0.0 

Air quality monitoring in public spaces 2.5 1.0 1.1 1.4 

Improved bus stops, benches, and signage 2.0 1.0 2.2 0.0 

More bicycle paths or roads with space for 

bicyclists 
1.5 0.0 1.2 0.0 

Improved maintenance of existing street trees 1.5 2.1 0.5 0.0 

Access to bike share programs 1.5 0.0 1.4 2.7 

Improved building code enforcement 1.0 2.1 0.5 0.0 
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Full Questionnaire 

Environmental Justice Survey - County of San Mateo  

The goal of this survey is to inform action on environmental justice (which addresses unequal 

pollution and safety issues in our communities now, and in the future as a result of climate 

change).  

We want to hear about your direct experience of environmental harms, health challenges, and 

financial stress, as well as your priorities for household and neighborhood improvements. Your 

feedback will directly inform San Mateo County’s General Plan including the Environmental 

Justice and Safety Elements. Specifically, your answers will help create policies for 

unincorporated San Mateo County that address:  

● Pollution exposure and air quality  

● Access to healthy food and groceries 

● Access to safe and sanitary housing  

● Access to opportunities for safe physical activity  

● Access to public services and facilities  

● Other health risks, such as climate hazards  

● Ability to engage in the planning & public decision-making processes  

 

This survey is administered by Climate Resilient Communities in partnership with San Mateo 

County. Your responses are anonymous and will be grouped with other answers into a 

summary report. You can opt out at any time. Ask your survey administrator if you would like 

more information about these projects in your community. Thank you!  
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1. Select the neighborhood within San Mateo County that you live in:  

(See this report describing High Priority and Environmental Justice (EJ) Communities that the County mapped 
as part of its research for this project for more information about the communities listed: 
https://bit.ly/technicalappendix)  

High Priority EJ 
Communities:  

EJ Communities: Other Unincorporated Community Areas:  

▢ Harbor / Industrial 
Mobile Home Parks 

▢ North Fair Oaks 
▢ Pescadero West 

▢ Broadmoor 
▢ Unincorporated 

Colma 
▢ Country Club Park 
▢ Princeton 
▢ Moonridge 

▢ Burlingame Hills 
▢ Butano Falls Tract 
▢ Devonshire 
▢ El Granada 
▢ Emerald Lake Hills 
▢ Kensington Square 
▢ La Honda 
▢ Ladera 
▢ Loma Mar 
▢ Los Trancos Woods 
▢ Menlo Oaks 
▢ Miramar 
▢ Montara 
▢ Moss Beach 
 

▢ North San Gregorio 
▢ North Skyline 
▢ Palomar Park 
▢ Pescadero East 
▢ Rural Midcoast 
▢ San Gregorio 
▢ San Mateo Highlands 
▢ Sequoia Tract 
▢ South Skyline 
▢ Stanford Lands 
▢ Weekend Acres 
▢ West Menlo Park 

 

Other Community Not Listed:  

  

https://bit.ly/technicalappendix
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San Mateo County Map 

 

 



 

 

3 | P a g e  

 

2. Have you or anyone who lives in your house ever experienced any of the following in your 
current home? Check all that apply. 
 
We want to hear about the full range of environmental issues you’ve experienced. 

▢ Poor air quality  

▢ Poor tap water quality or lack of access to drinking water      

▢ Poor soil quality 

▢ Exposure to pesticides      

▢ Presence of mold in my home 

▢ Rain or flood water damage to my home 

▢ Extreme heat in my home 

▢ Extreme cold in my home 

▢ Lack of working heating or air conditioning 

▢ Lack of building insulation  

▢ Home insurance claim as a result of a natural hazard 

▢ Loss or cancellation of home insurance 

▢ Loss of electricity, water, or natural gas (for a day or longer) 

▢ Extreme heat  

▢ Hazards of damage from floods including storm surges and king tides 

▢ Difficulty in traveling to buy fresh groceries when desired 

▢ Difficulty in traveling to healthcare when needed 

▢ Traffic congestion 

▢ Lack of usable, safe open space (parks, trails) 

▢ Excessive noise outside 

▢ Lack of access to housing due to high cost or low supply of housing  

▢ Other environmental issues (write in):  
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3. What are the highest priority health issues in your community? Check all that apply. 
 
Environmental issues can cause health problems or make them worse. Local public health authorities 
may not be aware of health problems that occur in your area. Existing data may not capture all 
community health concerns. We want to hear about the full range of health issues experienced in your 
community. 

▢ Asthma         

▢ Chronic respiratory disease   

▢ Smoking-related issues 

▢ Heat stroke 

▢ Cancer       

▢ Heart disease      

▢ Diabetes 

▢ Obesity           

▢ High blood pressure or cholesterol 

▢ Physical disability 

▢ Learning disability 

▢ Alzheimer’s disease or dementia 

▢ Stroke 

▢ Migraines        

▢ Stress and anxiety 

▢ Reproductive or birth challenges 

▢ Other health issues (write in):  
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4. Financial Stress: Which of the following applies to your household? Check all that apply. 
Environmental issues can also cause financial stress, such as flood-related damage that needs repair. 
We want to make sure the survey identifies the level of financial insecurity in the community. 

Housing Status 

▢ We rent our home.   

▢ We own our home. 

▢ Other: __________________________ 

Residential Insurance 

▢ We have renter’s insurance. 

▢ We have homeowner’s insurance.  

 

Flood Insurance 

▢ We have flood insurance.            

▢ We would like more flood insurance than we 
have.  

▢ We would like flood insurance but can’t afford 
it.        

 

Earthquake Insurance 

▢ We have earthquake insurance.            

▢ We would like more earthquake insurance 
than we have. 

▢ We would like earthquake insurance but can’t 
afford it. 

Basic Expense Coverage 

▢ We can comfortably pay monthly rent/mortgage. 

▢ We can comfortably pay for other regular expenses 
like transportation, food, and health-related expenses 
(medication, doctor’s visits, or other). 

▢ We receive assistance from Medi-Cal, SNAP, free 
school meals, or similar programs. 

Emergency Repair/Prevention Costs 

▢ We have spent more than $1,000 in the past year 
supporting the needs of others outside our household, 
including other family. 

▢ We have spent more than $400 in the past year on 
repairing or preventing weather damages (like fixing a 
fence after a storm). 

▢ If we faced a $400 or more emergency expense, we 
would have to pay with a credit card or borrow the 
money. 

▢ We have delayed repairs we want to do to our home 
(like roof, windows, mold) because of cost.  

Health Insurance 

▢ We have health insurance.            

▢ We would like more health insurance than we 
have. 

▢ We would like health insurance but can’t 
afford it. 
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5. If cost wasn’t a factor, which of the three (3) items from the following list would you prioritize to 
improve your household’s environmental health and safety? Read all the options before making your 
selections.  

● Roof repairs 

● Window repairs 

● Insulation or Weatherstripping 

● Getting rid of mold 

● ADA accessibility modifications 

● Products to improve indoor air quality (like air 

purifiers) 

● Products to reduce extreme heat (such as 

home or portable air conditioning) 

● Products to reduce extreme cold (such as 

home or portable heater) 

● Energy-efficient appliances 

● Solar panels 

● Energy storage (such as a backup battery for 

your home) 

● Earthquake-related upgrades 

● Emergency kit or emergency provisions 

● Home or renter’s insurance 

● Rainwater capture or other water 

conservation 

● Tap water purification 

● Access to fresh or perishable foods, 

such as fruits, vegetables, dairy, and 

meat 

● Home garden 

● Medical expenses 

● Other personal/household priorities 

(write in):  

Fill in the blanks with your top three choices, taken from the previous list. Please write legibly to 
ensure your priorities are reflected accurately. 

 

1. Top or First Priority: ________________________________ 

2. Second Priority: ________________________________  

3. Third Priority: ________________________________  
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6. Which of the three (3) items from the following list would you prioritize to improve your neighborhood’s 
environmental health and safety? Read all the options before making your selections. 

● Improved sidewalks and/or pedestrian paths 

● More marked crosswalks 

● Slower car speeds with things like speed 

bumps 

● Safer roads and paths for bicycling 

● More bicycle paths or roads with space for 

bicyclists 

● Access to bike share 

● Improved bus stops, benches, and signage 

● More bus stops and routes 

● More frequent buses, reduced wait times, and 

easier transfers 

● Improved roads (repair potholes) 

● Easier parking on street near home 

● Easier parking at other locations in the 

community 

● Community gardening 

● Improved maintenance of existing street trees 

● More street trees 

● Cool and clean air shelters 

● Flood barriers along creeks or ocean 

front 

● Improved storm drainage in streets 

● Improved drinking and fire water supply  

● Air quality monitoring in public spaces 

● Improved building code enforcement 

● Improved traffic enforcement (parking, 

speeding) 

● Security cameras or ways to call 911 in 

public areas 

● Improved park amenities and 

maintenance  

● More community recreational events  

● More public facilities (schools, 

community centers, clinics, libraries)  

● More amenities (grocery stores, shops, 

libraries, parks, etc.) in walking distance 

● Other public investments (write-in):  

Fill in the blanks with your top three choices, taken from the previous list. Please write legibly to 
ensure your priorities are reflected accurately.  

1. Top or First Priority: ___________________________________________________ 

2. Second Priority: ______________________________________________________  

3. Third Priority: ________________________________________________________ 
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7. How many people live in your home? Provide a number for each age range. 

How many children ages 0-17?____________ 

How many adults ages 18-29? ____________ 

How many adults ages 30-59? ____________ 

How many adults ages 60+? ____________ 

8. What is your household race and/or ethnicity? (select all that apply) 
 

8a: Hispanic Origin  

▢ Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin (write in):  

▢ Not of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin 

▢ Mexican, Mexican American, or Chicano 

▢ Puerto Rican 

▢ Cuban 

 

8b: Race 

▢ White (write in):  

▢ Black or African American (write in):  

▢ Asian (write in):  

▢ American Indian or Alaska Native  

▢ Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander (write in):  

▢ Prefer not to answer 

▢ If not listed, please share your race/ethnicity here:  

9. Would you like any information about the 
following via email? 

▢ Updates on the Environmental Justice + 
Safety Element 

▢ County of San Mateo programs, activities, and 
opportunities 

▢ How to get more involved in your community 
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10. Please share your email address here to 
subscribe to any of the previously selected 
updates. 

Your email address:  

_______________________________________ 
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