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PREFACE

"One’s-Self I sing, a simple separate person,
Yet utter the word Democratic, the word En-Masse.
"Of physiology from top to toe I sing,
Not physiognomy alone nor brain alone is worthy for 

the Muse, I say the Form complete is worthier far, 
The Female equally with the Male I sing.
"Of Life immense in passion, pulse, and power,
Cheerful, for freest action form’d under the laws divine, 
The Modern Man I sing.” (Whitman, 1969:11)

”Our American superiority and vitality are in the 
bulk of our people, not in a gentry like the old world. The 
greatness of our army during the secession war, was in the 
rank and file, and so with the nation. Other lands have 
their vitality in a few, a class, but we have it in the bulk 
of the people. Our leading men are not of much account and 
have never been, but the average of the people is immense, 
beyond all history. Sometimes I think in all departments, 
literature and art included, that will be the way our 
superiority will exhibit itself. We will not have great 
individuals or great leaders, but a great average bulk, 
unprecedentedly great." (Whitman, 1969:55)

"...the word always arises only between an I and a 
Thou...Speech in its ontological sense was at all times 
present wherever men regarded one another in the mutuality 
of I and Thou; wherever one showed the other something in 
the world in such a way that from then on he began really 
to perceive it; wherever one gave another a sign in such a 
way that he could recognize the designated situation as he 
had not been able to before; wherever one communicated to 
the other his own experience in such a way that it pene
trated the other’s circle of experience and supplemented it 
as if from within, so that from now on his perceptions were 
set within a world as they had not been before." (Buber, 
1965:106)
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

There has been a growing realization among policy
planners and decision makers, peaking within the last decade, 
that in addition to growth alone it is also necessary to 
strive for quality in the living environment and for ways to 
maximize the sum total of what serves to enhance public wel
fare. During the depression of the 1930*3  growth was dearly 
and sensibly sought. But the untoward increases in scale and 
greater quantities of material goods ushered in such contrast
ing disamenities as increases in some morbidity rates, the 
destruction of aesthetic, cultural, and material resources, 
social alienation, and the loss of citizen control of politics.

Many persons have an intuitive understanding of what 
"quality of life” means to them; planners, on the other hand, 
are in the position of needing a working knowledge. Noblesse 
oblige that they be able to operationalize programs in such a 
way as to ensure maximum satisfaction of the mandates of bal
anced growth and quality-of-life enhancement. When planning 
attempts to concern itself with the physical, social, and en
vironmental aspects of development in a rapidly growing region - 
to wit, Southern Santa Clara County - inevitable time con
straints require the commitment to decisive, comprehensive, 
and effective planning processes while stonewalling against

1



2
the typically formidable special economic interests.

This study addresses itself to those required planning 
processes. First, quality of life is examined. Some attempts 
at definitions are proffered, measures toward quantification 
of certain facets are shown, valued aspects of a better or 
desired quality of life are exposed, and methods of enhancing 
their attainment are suggested. Next, planning for growth is 
investigated. Included are a look at what types of planning 
are necessary, the ways in which information and knowledge 
relate to the planning process, and other considerations in 
regional planning, such as the ways in which various portions 
of the affected populations and officials could participate. 
Then, descending from these lofty global concepts, the case- 
in-point of mushrooming growth in Southern Santa Clara County 
is explored. A glimpse is taken at the historical setting and 
recent trends, an inventory is taken of the "wants” and "needs" 
of the region, and an intent perlustration of regional plan
ning efforts is made. Finally, a subjective community survey, 
intended to fathom residents*  perceptions and desires concern
ing growth and issues that affect their quality of life, is 
presented. The survey methods and interpretations of results 
are provided, as well as suggestions for the use of such methods 
in the regional planning process.

Southern Santa Clara County and many similar areas 
throughout the country are under heavy urbanization pressures. 
Development must be guided and controlled in order to preserve 
the natural advantages that stimulated the growth and to keep
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current residents from potential harm that might ensue. The 
concepts presented above are central to the requisite planning 
process which can and must be engaged. No ch ist Zeit!



Chapter 2

QUALITY OF LIFE

In contemplating the quality of life concept, Schmandt 
(1969:13) suggested that it hinges directly on one’s inner 
state and interpersonal relationships. He cites a striking 
statement to that effect:

"Is there life before death?” With that ironic 
twist on a traditional theological inquiry, some of 
the spokesmen of the hippy movement have asserted 
that the existence of most urban Americans, in spite 
of their affluence, is actually so alienated as to 
be almost lifeless, almost totally lacking in those 
kinds of meaning and passion which makes one intensely 
aware of and committed to being alive.

But in dealing with the term on a rational and pragmatic basis, 
while attempting to deal with a melange of social and physical 
circumstances, planners would be much better served by a terse, 
definitive statement of its essential nature.

Toward a Definition of Quality of Life
The California Chapter, American Institute of Planners, 

(Hendricks, 1976:179) does not offer a succinct formulation, 
but instead implies that its purview is coterminous with the 
boundaries of conservation efforts toward human and natural 
resources:

Our position is that a balance must be achieved, 
one that maintains the present and emerging needs of 
people for employment, for income, for shelter, and 
a reduction of inequality; while simultaneously con
serving our natural resources, preventing and elim

4



5
inating the pollution and contamination of the land, 
the air, and the water, and all else that defines the 
California quality of life for present and future 
generations.

Archibugi (1974) is more straightforward, constructing a tax
onomy of factors which influence or characterize the quality 
of life. He fixes these as: personal security, physical and 
mental well-being, work satisfaction, education and culture, 
research and innovation, leisure time and recreation, the 
natural environment, housing and the urban environment, trans
portation and communication, and political participation. In 
another part of Europe, the Organization of Economic Coopera
tion and Development had developed a similar list containing 
the social concerns common to most of the participating coun
tries, two years prior.

Departing from the custom of refering to quality of 
life indirectly, Liu (I975a:l) defines it as an output of 
two aggregate input factors, physical and spiritual. He 
defines the physical (objective) component as consisting of 
social, economic, political, and environmental aspects, and 
the spiritual (psychological) component as consisting of the 
subjective aspects. He says that the term "is a new name for 
an old notion. It is a subjective name for the ’well being’ 
of people and the environment in which they live." Further 
qualifying the concept, Liu (l975b:5l) stresses that:

• • . it is a notion for multidimensional concepts.
It varies from place to place, time to time, and in both 
objective and subjective conditions as perceived by each 
individual. It is well understood that the overall QOL 
perceived by any individual can hardly be a simple, 
linear-additive function ....
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Liu (1975a:3) also affirms that;
. . . three general types of quality-of-life defini

tions are often used:
1. Precise definitions of what constitutes quality of life, 
e.g., happiness, satisfaction, wealth, life style, etc.
2. Definition through the use of social indicators, e.g., 
GNP, health and welfare indicators, educational indicators, 
etc.
3. Indirect definition by specification of components or 
factors affecting quality of life, e.g., a group of social, 
economic, political, and environmental indicators repre
sented by different types of indexes.

Wingo (1973) more straightforwardly calls quality of 
life "the extent to which environments, social and physical, 
are conducive to a state of happiness, keeping always in mind 
that for many people externals play a comparatively small role 
in the quality, extent, or duration of their episodes of hap
piness." The contrast in a definition that Dalkey (1972) posits 
highlights the problem with the precise definitions: they often 
don’t agree. Dalkey’s RAND study statement is that quality of 
life "is related to the environment and to the external circum
stances of an individual’s life - pollution, quality of housing, 
aesthetic surroundings, traffic congestion, incidence of crime, 
and the like . . . But they form only a limited aspect of the 
sum of satisfactions that make life worth while."

All of the above attempted definitions, of course, have 
certain amounts of merit, and each is useful to the person 
setting it forth. However, the nature of the task demands that 
the term first be defined, before considering the utility of 
the concept constructed in terms of the fabricator’s preference; 
otherwise, the concept may be relegated, as it appears to often 
be, to the narrow confines of the designer’s predetermined area 
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of usage. Quality of life must be understood to be the degree 
of excellence of the essential character of a person’s life 
experience, as that person perceives and digests the experience. 
The complete form of modern man and the vitality of the bulk of 
the people (Whitman, 1969:11,55) must be fully accepted; the 
quality-of-life concept is most meaningful and useful when the 
description of the capacity or amount of its current status is 
able to issue freely and directly from the people in the commu
nity of concern.

Measurement and Quantification for the
Enhancement of Well-Being

State-of-the-art methods do not appear to have yet 
reached the desired stage of development. Archibugi (1974:539) 
claims that there is a dearth of clear methodological premises 
for the formulation of the new social indicators:

. . . most of the difficulties encountered in this 
field of activity can be attributed to this deficiency. 
The ’’problems” inherent in the measurement of the ’’quality 
of life” have been tackled in an empirical fashion without 
any systematic reference framework, and the solutions 
offered in many cases have reflected partial and incomplete 
viewpoints.

In describing the methodological difficulties in social systems 
accounting, Bauer (1966:57) poses a question that had been 
foreshadowed by Bertram Gross: ”Is it better to have a crude 
measure of the variable you are really interested in, or a 
precise measure of a variable which is only an approximation 
of what you are interested in?" Cohen (1977) points to the 
obsession with economics in what have been developed as the 
national or metropolitan quality of life factors. He laments 
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that these factors not only fail to capture the essence of the 
small town, but in fact deprecate the conditions of life that 
small-towners value by ranking such characteristics as isola
tion, parochialism, and the slow pace of small-town living as 
negative in national surveys. Even on the economic front, 
Silk (1972:35) decries the rate of advance:

Similarly, the persistence of poverty and the worsen
ing of many social and environmental problems in rich, 
highly-developed societies has forced economists to ques
tion the inadequacy of their tools for improving human 
welfare—the classic aim of economics.

Most social scientists, in fact,.echo the need for much further 
work in defining and identifying the factors that determine 
and influence the general welfare of our transitional society. 
Many agencies, recognizing that theirs is only a rudimentary 
start toward the construction of a mechanism to distinguish 
better from worse, persevere nevertheless.

In Florida, a Department of Community Development has 
acted just in this manner by specifying socio-economic status, 
educational achievement, health, quality of housing, and fam
ily disorganization or individual deviation as their indica
tors of urban quality of life or social well-being. They are 
not remiss to admit (Gainesville, 1973:8) even while taking 
these measures that, ”To date, there appears to be no good, 
accurate, reliable, and generally acceptable yardstick avail
able.” In a stronger economic vein, Tollefson (1972) uses 
social indicators culled from the statistics of varies govern
mental bureaus to compute measured quantities to which he 
imputes "satisfaction” and ’’dissatisfaction” values; by sum-



9 
ming these, he produces a ’’quality of life index”. Gehrmann 
(1974) reports that a similar model was developed in Germany 
under the aegis of the Organization for Economic Cooperation 
and Development in their social indicator program of social 
economic planning indices. Taking the source of a broader 
outlook as his authority, Levi (1975:61) relates that: 

According to United Nations (1961), the concept of
level of living comprises the following nine components:
1. Health
2. Food consumption
3• Education
4. Occupation, work conditions
5*  Housing conditions
6. Social security
7. Clothing
8. Recreation, leisure time
9. Human rights

Jones (1970) in his study of Washington, D.C. listed fourteen 
measures of urban quality: social disintegration, community 
concern, citizen participation, racial equality, unemployment, 
traffic safety, public order, air pollution, mental health, 
health, education, housing, income, and poverty. Liu (1975c), 
in his study covering all 243 of the Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas (SMSA’s), outlined five principal goal areas 
of the physical components of the overall quality of life, 
viz., economic, political, environmental, health and educa
tion, and social facets. In a separate rendering, Liu (1975a: 
3) made the distinction that:

Since what I call spiritual inputs are not normally 
quantifiable at the present, the quality of life output 
CQOL) may be taken at a particular point in time as a 
positive function of those social, economic, political, 
and environmental inputs which are quantifiable.

Based primarily on criteria developed by President 
Eisenhower’s Commission on National Goals, the QOL concept 
as I perceived it is measureable Csic3 by nine component
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indicators, with each indicator being represented by a 
set of quantifiable variables.

The indicators to which Liu was alluding are: individual 
status, individual equality, living conditions, economic 
status, technological development, agricultural production, 
health and welfare provisions, educational development, and 
state and local governmental functioning.

Ceding the Maslowian needs-hierarchy frameworks to 
others, Archibugi (1974) developed an accounting framework 

of uses during the Progetto Quadro project, part of prepa
ratory research for the drafting of the Five Year Plans for 
Italy. Based on the American PPBS (Planning-Programming- 
Budgeting-System) but extended to include private as well 
as public spending, this process designed for optimizing 
choices regarding the quality of life is an accounting 
framework of resource use consisting of a ’’current” section 
and a ”program-timed” section, each of which has three 
dimensions - sectoral, institutional, and territorial. In 
yet another alternative manner, Barker (1973) developed a 
framework for measuring the qualities of towns as habitats 
and the behavior outputs of subgroups, deriving a catalogue 
of behavior setting genotypes, during his work in both an 
American and an English town.

Thus, many models are based primarily on either purely 
economic foundations while others show strains of social col
oration. Certainly, maintaining a thumb on the pulse of both 
of these activity areas is important in attempting to assess 
quality-of-life levels at any particular time. In showing that
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a high economic level may mean lower levels in other desired 
areas, the Population Reference Bureau (1975) notes that in 
Japan the fumes of car exhausts have thrown nature tragically 
out of balance, causing trees to shed their leaves four times 
a year and birds to develop asthma and bronchitis in the 
environs of Tokyo, Kawasaki, and Yokohama. Stateside, Barnett 
(1974:146) judges that, although one should not confuse envi
ronment and natural resources with the overall quality of life 
concept, total environmental protection is most important and 
that the country ’’would have to give up only a tenth of one 
percentage point in annual growth of national output to pay 
for this active abatement policy. . . . The task for modern 
societies is to bend their enlarged technology and productive 
power to improving quality of environment and, more generally, 
quality of life.” Liu (1975c:50) adds further testimony 
corroborating the maxim that money cannot always buy happiness 
with his research which disclosed that ”SMSA*s  which had out
standing ratings in the economic component did not simulta
neously have outstanding ratings in social, political, envi
ronmental, health and education components.” Not in direct 
accord with respective economic strengths, the West Coast and 
Mountain States fared best in the ratings, while those of the 
South lagged. The effects of the family living environment 
were unveiled by Wilner (1962) in his study of housing and 
morbidity rates of tuberculosis, dysentery, skin disease, lead 
paint poisoning, childhood infections, and mental health; he 
found a definite correlation between the type of family hous
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ing environment and incidence of pathology. Possessing knowl
edge of this sort about effects on quality of life must indis
putably be invaluable to decision makers.

The upshot of these variegated forays in search of 
measurement techniques is the realization that getting a han
dle on quality of life is somewhat like trying to put one’s 
finger on a ball of mercury. As soon as it is engaged to any 
degree, it breaks away or rolls off to the side. Since it 
cannot be fully engaged directly by the investigator, then it 
is necessary to approach from several directions at once in 
order to hope for any chance of capturing its essence. Zapf 
(1974:662) is helpful toward this end by providing ”a brief 
review of the most promising social models, by which I mean 
not specific projects but typical approaches that have been 
developed and tested in several places.” The models he enu
merates are: systems of social indicators, social trends com
pendia, standardized replicated surveys, country comparisons, 
quality-of-life surveys, standardized tests, social reports, 
reports on the future and future social indicators (conditional 
extrapolations), accounting systems, corporate social auditing, 
goals accounting, societal simulation models, and councils of 
social advisors. Since social indicators consisting largely 
of economic and social pathology levels are most readily at 
hand, they are most immediately consulted. But these do not, 
and in a sense cannot, fully appreciate the sine qua non of the 
general public’s quality-of-life experience. So it is funda
mentally essential that some of the methods utilized to plumb 
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quality of life levels be capable of eliciting subjective con
tent material, directly soliciting the information from the 
population concerned. It does not seem unrealistic to imagine 
a future in which a central information-gathering computer 
would randomly select persons to whom it would mail requests 
for those persons to register their replies at any of many 
local access terminals; questions asked would probe for both 
quantitative and qualitative response content. The computer 
could identify the respondent through thumbprint scanning at 
the access terminal, could follow up (perhaps with the help 
of outreach workers) on the initial request, could digest the 
data for staff analysts, and could bolster patriotic partic
ipation through the added encouragement of a promptly mailed 
reasonable payment to respondents. Such an ongoing scheme 
of infusion of the people’s opinions and desires directly into 
the decision makers’ inner circle could become as important 
as representative elections!

Value-Base Underpinnings
There is nothing ’’scientific” about value preferences. 

Individual and societal yearnings for more meaningful lives, 
peace and social justice in the world, affection, a sense of 
belonging and participation, status, respect, power, and a 
stable yet quiet dignity for mankind can be counted and perhaps 
even generally predicted from past trends, but are pervica- 
ciously resistant to supplying meaningful information by means 
of convolving through mathematical permutations. As if one 
needed proof of this, Kenneth Arrow (1951) rigorously took



u 
proponents of opposing views to task in substantiating his 
postulated impossibility theorem regarding the inability of 
constructing a general social welfare function. So how does 
one search for a valid value base?

Some moral imperatives (e.g., housing for the poor, 
desegregation, and clean air) are clear and widely shared. 
In many other cases, the issues are not as clear-cut, so that 
one can best determine the value base as Wingo (1973:4) sug
gests: ’’Finally, one can look at the way in which people 
behave, how they make structured choices, to infer how people 
value external conditions.” Hendricks (1976:180) believes 
that probing this value base is intrinsic to the planners’ 
mandate.

The strategic planning process is continuously con
cerned with:

+ Discovering preferences of the people and making them 
explicit; . . .
Choosing a quality of life and standards of living 

that determine the ends sought by the people involves 
selecting desired or tolerable levels of the primary 
factors.

He continues that people’s preferences are obtained by inform
ing them of the options among means, ends, and consequences of 
choices available to them. Bauer (1966:46) holds that in the 
development of indicators, the social planner places values on 
the various elements in the system he proposes. He posits 
that by the time a concept is reduced to a level of abstraction 
on which one can make calculations, many choices among surro
gates have been made. Bauer (1966:232) believes that in deter
mining progress for the ’’common good”, planners must recognize
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that ’’the extent to which public interests are served can be 
appraised only by looking at the satisfactions provided for a 
great variety of interesteds throughout a society.” Keeping 
tabs on people’s satisfactions and interests goes to the very 
quick of the planning process. Archibugi (1974:339-340) con
curs in the public choice method of determining chosen means 
and ends:

In recent years, improvement of ’’quality of life” has 
become a primary goal—at least in the more advanced indus
trialized countries. This desire stems from the realiza
tion that economic growth, at least as it is conceived and 
measured by traditional national accounting methods, is 
no longer sufficient to guarantee real ’’wellbeing” [sicl.

The choice of the classes or categories obviously 
results from a selective process which is conceptual, 
arbitrary, and which cannot be illustrated here.

Planners may never be able to figure out just why certain of 
the various options are chosen by the public, but they can 
determine outcomes (or probable outcomes).

Studies of outcomes among value choices abound in the 
literature. For example, Rothman (1964:491) has found much 
research support that the extent to which residents identify 
positively with their locality they support local subcultural 
institutions. Dannenbrink (1976) finds that community design, 
heritage, and a sense of neighborhood identity are valued. In 
another study, Gruen (1972) found that the prestige and exclu
siveness of the suburbs were valued by the upward mobile and 
the arrive migrating there. In his study of open space, an 
sich, David Berry (1976:113) found that there are "six major 
kinds of values which people ascribe to open space (utility, 
functional, contemplative, aesthetic, recreational, and eco-
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logical values), whether the open space is public or private, 
urban or rural, or large or small.” Man’s roots are in nature, 
was the anticlimactic yet telling background theme to the work 
of Reich (1951) in his investigations of the essence of the 
human condition, in fundamental agreement with Berry’s theme. 
In a similar strain, both Neiman (1975) and Bish (1974) chime 
in that they find that the public prefers smallness and homo
geneity in the size of their towns. On the other side of the 
coin, Baldassare (1975:818) finds that:

The context of urban crowding (high areal and/or high 
household densities) causes individuals to have less [sicl 
friends, . . . know their neighbors less intimately ... 
show more feelings of powerlessness . . . Individuals liv
ing in dense micro-environments will exhibit similar detri
ments in social relations and personality as did those 
people living in dense urban contexts.

Baker (1973),in his study of urban environments, found that 
aspirations and educational achievement were closely related 
to the home environment pattern. Berber (1963) goes so far as 
to observe that the social symptom of the effort of millions 
of people to vote with their feet in severing their connections 
with the metropolis indicates the dilapidating condition of 
metropolitan life. He feels that modern urban civilization 
has reached the truly netherian depths of anonymity, social 
atomization, and spiritual isolation. Research conducted by 
the Stanford Research Institute for the Subcommittee on Rural 
Development of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry of 
the United States Senate (1975) substantiated the disamenities 
accruing with increasing urban scale. Citing the “law of 
inoptimum”, the Institute concluded that although economic



17 
conditions continue to favor the growth of the largest SMSA’s 
in the United States, larger scales were a decidedly socially 
disruptive factor. Large urban environments were found to 
offer a few desirable social attributes for some people: free 
expression of diverse life styles, economic diversity, cultural 
experience, anonymity, mass sporting events, the opportunity 
for personal achievement, and the possibility of having high 
economic rewards in specialized fields of competence. However, 
the great preponderance of the population preferred the subur
ban rings where they felt family.life to be well supported, 
they could enjoy their desired individual and small group lei
sure time activities, and they could avoid what they perceived 
as undesirable social attributes of the large urban areas. 
Survey results indicated that residents of large cities felt 
their communities were becoming worse, while those of towns 
and rural areas felt their living environments were becoming 
better; more than half of the sampled populations desired to 
live in towns or rural areas, while fewer than a fifth wanted 
to live in a city. The undesirable social attributes that 
were seen in large urban areas were: an underlying homogeneity 
yielding superficial diversity, cultural and familial break
down, alienation, too much competition, increasing rates of 
violent crime with increased city size, built-in perceptual 
poverty due to diminished diversity, the enlargement of living 
scale beyond human comprehension, decline of more traditional 
social forms and the rise of secularized and rationalized 
social forms, a sense of powerlessness, normlessness, social



18
isolation, and anomie, significant pollution of air, noise, 
and water, increased mortality rates, increased commuting 
time, more traffic deaths, and higher costs in making most 
types of changes to municipal services systems such as sewers. 
Van Tassel (1973:571) agrees with the content of these find
ings and adumbrates that 11 overall, America1 s smaller commu
nities stand to gain more with respect to quality of life in 
the next decade than the larger cities do.”

In considering aspects of locating value bases, the 
most palpably manifest observation is that, although some 
values are so nearly ubiquitous that they are intuitively 
suspected, by and large the way in which value bases can be 
known or verified is by sampling and counting. People’s pref
erences can be obtained by allowing them information on alter
nate ends, means, and probable consequences of choices. Values 
are ascribed to such considerations as community identity, the 
physical size of the community, various types of open space, 
and a host of other considerations. For most persons, smaller 
communities appear to be more amenable to supporting a becoming 
life.



Chapter 3

PLANNING FOR GROWTH

Planning invariably carries the social cachet that 
improving the lot of the people is a firmly entrenched ingre
dient in those elements of societal value bases that are widely 
shared throughout the world. This situation will undoubtedly 
persist, weathering the. sporadic fustigation that impinges. 
However, the fulmination that does surface against planning’s 
brainchildren can be material in effecting corrections in the 
course plotted by this developing science. For example, Lowns 
(1973:1) cynically observes that:

Urban development in America is frequently described 
as ’’chaotic” and ’’unplanned” because it produces what 
many critics call ’’urban sprawl”. But economically, polit
ically, and socially, American urban development occurs in 
a systematic, highly predictable manner. It leads to 
precisely the results desired by those who dominate it.

Downs‘continues to rail against the economic and social exclu
siveness of the suburbs, pointing to existing ’’attitudinal 
constraints” and ’’physical constraints” hampering progress 
toward resolution of the imbalance obtaining. Whether his 
critique ends with the excogitation of Icarian visions or a 
Mickey Mouse application is of no great moment. The import of 
the exercise is that the question of a desirability of a basic 
shift in the process of planning practice is raised.

A second global observation is that planning must be
19
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concerned with growth. The population boom has not yet fiz
zled, and augmenting GNP’s have not yet reached their inevita
ble limits of resource consumption rates, speed of capital 
production, and technological advantage-taking. The chief 
factors that planning for growth entails are laid down by 
Hendricks (1976:179):

Growth, and its management, is concerned with the 
following primary factors:
Total population
Population distribution
Resources and their consumption levels
Effects on technology
Economic stability
Social inequality 
Materials and energy conservation
Waste management

Thus, the overall mandate is a clear one, with the only real 
questions remaining being that of the formulation of service 
modes. Decision makers are often concerned with trying to 
venture beyond "muddling through" a la Lindblom (1959), taking 
into account the social, psychological, cultural, economic, 
and political factors among others, in planning on a regional 
basis.

Regional Planning
John Friedmann (1973:257) issues what appears to be an 

obiter dictum in saying that "behavior is related over distance; 
cities and regions are not isolates, but together form stochas
tic energy systems that are subject, by extension, to the laws 
of entropy and information." Interpreting it as such would 
completely miss the mark; the essentia of the whole of the 
science of regional planning are encapsulated in that succinct 
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locution. Supporters are legion. Adherents Isard (i960), 
Vining (1964), Berry (1964), and Olsson (1965) characterize 
regional science approaches as the study of relationships in 
space, conceptualized as systems endowed with mathematical 
properties. Propositions are formulated about the spatial 
structure of economic activities, the statistical distribu
tion of city sizes, the pervasive effects of distance in the 
ordering of regions, the role of exports in regional economic 
growth, regional multipliers and linkage effects, the pattern 
of migration flows, core-periphery relations, and the rela
tionship of changes in economic structure and location.

Forms of planning solutions. Wurster (1963:27,28,32) draws 
notice to the leveling of densities of open areas vis-a-vis 
cities, due to the land speculation that is diminishing the 
possibility of preserving originally-planned open space and 
yielding "rurbanization". She discerns that:

The structure of metropolitan regions is just coming 
over the horizon of public and professional concern in 
the United States, and the variables are only beginning 
to be explored systematically . . . these issues have to 
do with diversity and choice, on the one hand, and bal
ance—or scale—on the other, . . .

... a city has always meant a highly variegated 
population: rich and poor, young and old, educated and 
ignorant, people of differing nationality and ethnic 
stock.

... In all of these cases, it is recognized that a 
balanced, diversified city is desirable, and that advanced 
planning is necessary.

Donald Foley (1963:48-49), reporting for the Governor’s Advi
sory Commission on Housing Problems, issues the corollary 
statement that social and civic problems cannot be divorced
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from basic questions of urban structure and the pattern of 
metropolitan growth:

If we have learned anything from the history of cities 
in America and Europe, it is that a city must provide for 
people from all walks of life. This is a city by its very 
definition and organization. If this lesson is to be car
ried over to California’s new communities in which most 
of the five million new homes will be built, California’s 
new cities must provide a place for the settlement of 
industries and of all people dependent on them for the 
secondary services connected with city life. It must pro
vide for those formations before the fact, not after. . . .

In charting new directions for California’s regional planning, 
Wurster (1963:30) notes positive steps taken in that direction 
in many of the countries of northern Europe:

Whether in the New Towns of Britain or in the big sat
ellite communities of Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Stockholm, and 
Copenhagen, it is taken for granted that urban development 
should be contained within predetermined limits, that var
ious types of housing must be provided to serve all social 
and income levels, that homes should be reasonably conve
nient to both employment and permanent open space, and 
that corporate unity is essential, whether as an extension 
of the central city or for diversified independent commu
nities.

Baruth (i960) proposes a similar type of expansion on the prin
ciple of balanced city development rather than chaotic scatter- 
ation, conserving the natural amenities of the affected region. 
Using the San Francisco Bay as the hub for his system, he pro
posed that residence and employment should be related in urban 
centers of substantial size, in order to form a regional net
work which could stretch from Sacramento to Monterey.

Putting into service his successful experiences in both
Chile and Guayana, as pertinent evidence, Ptiedmann (1973) 
stresses the integration of empty spaces into effectively set
tled spaces of countries through the development of function-
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ally specialized core regions. This involves carefully deter
mining and effectuating definitive settlement patterns and 
urban subsystems. The suggestion, then, is to utilize a com
prehensive land use model, which Galloway (1977:69) neatly 
delineates:

By comprehensive land use model, we mean a model which 
incorporates a desirable unitary end state, a portrait of 
the future developed by using specific analytical and 
implementing tools and supported by a bundle of value 
propositions which tend to legitimize as well as constrain 
the activity of planning to the provision of the cities’ 
future space and activity needs. ... to make and adopt 
a master plan. . . .

The report to the Senate Subcommittee on Rural Development 
(1975:84) ponders the implementation of a comprehensive plan 
by using economic and statutory incentives:

If federal and state intervention were used to lessen 
the differential in job opportunities between large and 
small SMSAs Isicl, many individuals would hasten to in
crease the skilled labor market supply in smaller SMSAs 
Isicl. The economic policy issue, for which this paper 
has only provided a context for analysis, is: what type 
and magnitude of planned intervention would be required 
to significantly change existing urban-suburban growth 
patterns. ...

Intervening and mitigating considerations. In the proffered 
planning formats above, the question that arises is in regards 
to who will paint the portrait of the future, which is to be 
used as a goal. Galloway (1977) points out that planners 
must be aware of the pluralistic nature of values and of their 
own pluralistic composition as a group of professionals. He 
reasons that criticism of the all-inclusive master or general 
plan as the normative model has caused a paradigm change in 
the planning profession, so that although there remains plural-
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ity of planning theory as a result, certain concrete products 
have nontheless precipitated; these are a pervasive tendency 
toward relabeling the plan as a continuing process, altering 
the planning approach by continually revising forecasting 
data and subsequently amending the plan, and being sensitive 
to the notion that planning in democratic societies connotes 
planning for diversity.

Schumacher (1973:75) spells out another prime factor 
that intervenes (or should have weight) in the process of 
plan formulation:

What, is the meaning of democracy, freedom, human dig
nity, standard of living, self-realisation [sic], fulfil
ment? Is it a matter of goods or of people? Of course 
it is a matter of people. But people can be themselves 
only in small comprehensible groups. Therefore we must 
learn to think in terms of an articulated structure that 
can cope with a multiplicity of small-scale units. . . .

Planning should keep in mind that the people living within 
the region, will need to function within the chosen structures. 
But the record shows that planners have more often serious 
difficulties than not in attempting to respond to the func
tional activities of the populace in a positive manner. Bish 
(1975:74,77,78) illustrates these frustrating attempts:

... if two or more persons voluntarily agree to trade, 
and no others are adversely affected, resource allocation 
is unambiguously improved.

Although recommendations to assist individuals to 
achieve Pareto Optimality or mutual gains has been tradi
tionally accepted, at least in principle, . . . the crite
rion has also been recognized as extremely restrictive. • . .

. . . "verstehen" or empathetic understanding of the 
motivations of other persons by putting yourself in their 
place. • . . is suspect because an observer can never really 
understand the motivations of another person. My observa
tion is that most social scientists do in fact use it in
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their work. ...

At the same time, there is evidence that . . . large 
lot zoning restricts new housing construction and slows 
filtering processes so that low-income families are un
able to move up to better quality houses as rapidly as 
would otherwise be the case. . . .

Another frustration is documented by Merewitz (1972), who ex
plains that much of the subsidization in highways and mass 
transit (such as the estimated $1,330 yearly subsidy per reg
ular rider, primarily high-income commuters, in the San Fran
cisco Bay Area BART system) accrues disproportionately to 
suburbanites or landowners.

The issues of energy and environmental concerns have 
also had their impact. Catanese (1974) has described their 
effects on planning and land use applications exhaustively. 
But the social community of planners is rather lethargic, 
not wont to change, as Kain (1970) and Perloff (1974) observe: 
the comprehensive land use model was kept as an important 
central concept, with newer techniques and applications inter
nalized. The changes in priority meant a shift in thinking, 
but did not obviate past practice techniques completely.

In Maryland, an attempt has been made to join planning 
expertise with citizen action (Green Spring and Worthington 
Valley Planning Council, Inc.) in an effort to guide large- 
scale development by citizens’ applications of principles of 
conservation and humanitarianism (Wallace, 1971). The result
ing Plan for the Valleys employing a refined community pattern 
based on the cluster instead of the row, and using a neoteric 
ecological planning approach that first identified land that
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should be left in the natural state. The effort is a test of 
whether private agreements can succeed in executing subregion 
plans, or whether suburban sprawl can only be averted through 
state or federal intervention by using the power of eminent 
domain. Dannenbrink (1976) provides guidelines for the devel
opment cluster*s  use as a building increment for regions, as 
well as the use of features to affect identity attributes of 
urban form. The three types of implementation criteria he 
names are: the performance of established objectives; compar
ison to nearby existing locations;- and the construction of 
precisely designated structural patterns.

Although planners may in the end be content with ad
justing a system’s iatrogenic disorders, or reduced to ’’satis
ficing” with stopgap measures, their initial intents are in
variably to act completely and comprehensively in planning 
for the region of interest. Hendricks (1976) lists the main 
components of synoptic planning as being the consideration 
of: time horizons connected with various sub-components of a 
plan; critical functional limits within ecosystem-like arrange
ments; comprehensive coordination; flexibility; boundaries of 
jurisdictions vs. boundaries of problems; local government 
involvement; indirect effects of current actions; ethics and 
values for survival on spaceship earth, being mindful of the 
possible loss of jobs due to environmental control efforts; 
reducing inequality of the poor, minorities, handicapped, and 
disadvantaged; and the ’’commons” problem, the situation of 
the cumulative deterioration of environmental quality or the 
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cumulative depletion of natural resources in such a manner 
that the effect cannot be ascribed to particular actors, gov
ernmental or private, in the state economy.

The Relationship of Information and Knowledge 
to Planning Practice

Planners have expert knowledge in their field of prac
tice, knowledge which they must exercise in the course of the 
activities of their workaday world, albeit the sufficiency of 
this information and knowledge has been questioned of late. 
The askance view of Farbman (1960:22,26) has enjoyed a plethora 
of similar sequels:

. . . physical bias is an attitude on the part of the 
planner which leads him to conceive of the principles and 
techniques of his profession as the key factors in deter
mining the particular recommendations to be embodied in 
his plans. ...

. . . for the structural impact of the plan are only 
a part of the total impact. This total impact must be 
conceived as a web of physical, economic, and social 
causes and effects.

Turner (1972:97) pokes housing planners with a similar jab:
. . . the phenomenon of invisibility. People become 

invisible in the housing process to the extent that 
officialdom either does not see them at all or sees them 
only in terms of quantities of stereotyped human beings. 
This blindness is the result of a genuine desire to 
improve the living conditions of as many people as possi
ble; a fixed idea of what constitutes "good" housing; a 
recognition of severe limits on public and private com
mercial sector resources to attain these goals; an empha
sis on standardization of design and production efficiency; 
and a consequent discounting of the role of the dweller in 
the provision . . . based on the assumptions that public 
participation is inefficient and time consuming, that 
people "don’t know what they want," or simply that trained 
technicians "know better" about laymen’s needs than they 
do.

It seems obvious that planners are making a noisome blunder.
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Or is there another side to the story? It has long been known, 
as Merton (1948) points out in his studies on housing and be

havior, that rarely can an individual judge a priori what his 
reactions will be to an environment that he has not experi
enced . What does this mean for consumers who have not yet 
experienced their potential futures? It means only that both 
they and planners with an interest in their situation should 
attempt to act within the boundaries of their respective know
ledge, assisting each other in the creation of the best possi
ble future.

Borkman (1976) says that experiential knowledge can 
be understood as being truth based on personal experience with 
a phenomenon. She describes the relationship between profes
sional knowledge and personal knowledge through the simile 
that they can coexist just like religious and scientific truth. 
The major differences that she outlines between professional 
and experiential knowledge are that experiential knowledge 
is: pragmatic rather than theoretical or scientific; oriented 
to here-and-now action rather than to the long-term develop
ment and systematic accumulation of knowledge; and holistic 
rather than segmented, encompassing the total phenomenon expe
rienced. Since various types of information are better than 
a more narrow view in the planning process, a stochastic 
process of information gathering from various information 
sources might be best in the general situation of ongoing 
information updating. In the more particular situation in 
which a specific project is being considered, the proper means
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to the end of appropriate project completion would be by pro
ceeding with information-gathering and planning tasks with 
participants functioning at all points according to abilities 
(both personal and professional types) and the effect of the 
designed project on their future lives.

Participation
As mentioned earlier, Zapf (1974) believes in an 

eclectic approach to societal monitoring; what is even more 
significant is that he envisions the societal monitoring of 
the quality of life as an emerging model of governing in 
which the collective interests of the polity will have sig
nificant input into the shaping and guiding of policy. A 
different approach is taken by Handy (1970) who views behav
ior as a product of organism and environment in quantifying 
values for use in policy making.

A callous view of the nature of the human condition 
is taken by Boguslaw (1965:112) who puts the polity in their 
place with respect to the design of systems of governance:

What we need is an inventory of the ways in which 
human behavior can be controlled, and a description of 
some instruments that will help us achieve control. If 
this provides us sufficient ’’handles” on human materials 
so that we can think of them as one thinks of metal parts, 
electric power, or chemical reactions, then we have suc
ceeded in placing human materials on the same footing as 
any other materials and can proceed with our problems of 
system design.

"Human materials", indeed! Describing the concept of people 
in a manner similar to Boguslaw’s "human operating units", 
Rogers (1956), in his classic debate with Skinner, demarks 
the concept of human behavior control into five elements: a 
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decision about behavior goals; use of the scientific method to 
discover the most effective means to the ends selected; obtain
ing power and establishing the methodology; exposure of the 
individuals to the prescribed conditions; and the entrenchment 
of social organizations to promulgate and perpetuate the human 
behavior patterns chosen. Rogers, who is a well-known humanist 
was illustrating rather than defending the method; fortunately, 
most persons in the Free World uphold the ideal of some form 
of democratic participation, even if it is not ubiquitously 
practiced, eschewing dehumanizing-psychological controls when
ever they are recognized as such.

Arnstein (1969:216) eloquently phrases this notion in 
her writing on ’’maximum feasible participation”:

The idea of citizen participation is a little like 
eating spinach: no one is against it in principle because 
it is good for you. Participation of the governed in 
their government is, in theory, the cornerstone of democ
racy—?a revered idea that is vigorously applauded by vir- 

. tually everyone.
Arnstein then goes on to construct a typology of eight levels 
of citizen participation, which ranges from nonparticipation 
through tokenism to citizen power. The levels of citizen 
participation, in order of increasing potency, are: manipula
tion, therapeutic activities, informing the polity, consul
tation, placation, partnership, delegated power from tradi
tional powerholders, and citizen control. The pivotal ques
tion is, ’’Who exercises control?”; this was exactly the point 
of contention that Walinsky (1969) focused onto when Moynihan 
described the city councils of New York City as representative 
of the communities, many of which have been long-suffering 
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from neglect and decay of their neighborhoods.

Davidoff (1965:331) directs the issue of control to 
planning areas of interest to the public:

City planning is a means for determining policy. Ap
propriate policy in a democracy is determined through 
political debate. The right course of action is always 
a matter of choice, never of fact. Planners should engage 
in the political process as advocates of the interests of 
government and other groups. Intelligent choice about • 
public policy would be aided if different political, social, 
and economic interests produced city plans. Plural plans 
rather than a single agency plan should be presented to 
the public.

Altshuler (1970) observes that there is, in fact, just such a 
trend toward pluralistic planning. Even the rational compre
hensive planning community believes in the desirability of. 
lower-level participation in planning. Rothblatt (1970:35) 
evidences this by suggesting that ’’plan initiation should come . 
from the smallest relevant unit of decision-making, based on 
its own set of goals, trade-offs between goals, and attitudes 
toward time horizon, risk, and uncertainty.” Neiman (1975:73) 
provides qualified support for this position by concluding 
that ’’the public choice approach . . . holds great promise as 
a prescriptive paradigm, although it does not have much explan
atory power. A fundamental and increasingly pressing concern 
of American citizens is the creation and nurturing of respon
sive, yet efficient, political institutions.” Well put! Mr/ 
Ms. Average America has no need for the personal capabili ty of 
explanatory power; that’s what planners are supposed to provide. 
He/she is more interested in prescribing what should be done, 
given some information about the options and constraints.

Even when participatory functions are clearly defined,
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there still appear to be obstacles to full participation. A 
report on both means of citizen involvement and the use of 
questionnaires in town planning (Fagence, 1974:297,298) con
cludes that:

The unmistakable message of much of the literature 
concerned with democratic decisionmaking, and of the many 
practical examples of citizen participation programmes 
Lsic] in the planning process is that the exercise is dif
ficult and often traumatic for each participant.. . . .

. . . participation programmes isic] require effort, 
dedication, and may be ’’painful” to the participants. If 
such programmes rsicj are to be meaningful it is likely 
that new skills are required of the professional planner. 
One such area of skill is that of designing a survey of 
public opinion, and particularly of designing a suitable 
questionnaire.

These difficulties are well-documented elsewhere (e.g., Tullock, 
1969)*  Sproule-Jones (1973:180-181) lays it down in brass 
tacks:

. . . there are two types of benefits and costs, then: 
P = f(EPuB, EPrB, EPuC, EPrC, R)

where EP B are expected public benefits from partici- 
u pation,

EP B, expected private benefits from participa- r tion,
EP C, expected public (consumption) costs asso

ciated with a level of participation,EP C, expected private (opportunity) costs of 
participation,

R, personal resources of an individual
. . . the private costs of time and effort expended in 

participation. These tend to be extremely high when par
ticipation goes beyond the mere voting stage, particularly 
in terms of marshalling and evaluating information in 
face-to-face encounters with public officials. These pri
vate opportunity costs fall differentially on the mass of 
citizenry, and appear, empirically, to reinforce the ex
isting unequal distribution of resources among them. . . . 
participation will be restrained by such private costs.

That’s exactly what happens. The persons and groups that do 
actively participate are usually either special interest groups
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or are concerned with a single issue (they fade offstage after 
their brief act). These individuals and bodies public are by 
and large not representative of the overall community, but 
they do make their impact. What are needed are less painful 
modes of participation by the overall community. This may 
very well entail efforts by planners to reach out to these 
individuals, for policy-making officials to enhance the demo
cratic process by fully engaging the polity (Lindblom, 1965), 
but also going beyond that “game of power" to a point at which 
experiences and information are communicated to the extent that 
perceptions are altered—dialogue.

Another latent possibility in the relationship of the 
general public to the center of power is that the structure of 
the general public as a body might change, thereby modifying 
the relationship. Dunn (1971:258) unravels the intricacies of 
such a social evolutionary process: "... the distinctive 
thing about the social process is that mankind, as individuals 
and as groups, is capable of behavior directed to changing 
behavior. Change is not purely stochastic, but includes a 
purposive element." Drawing on the concepts of the synthetic 
theory of biological evolution as applied to humans (e.g., 
Dobzhansky, 1962), Dunn makes the analogy that a synthetic 
theory of social transformation is possible, including adap
tive specialization in the form of subsystems, through the 
existence of learning systems. Mankind can evolve through an 
ongoing process of social learning in which existing social 
organizations are transformed. The organizational change 
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attending social learning will be represented as both a pro
cess of ’’entity redefinition” and one of ’’network transforma
tion”. Behavior will be directed to evaluating and reorgani
zing behavior. ’’Entity redefinition” refers to the organiza
tion’s modifying of its own image, causing a paradigm shift 
defining its own boundaries of activity; ’’networks” are func
tionally linked activities. In this manner the general public 
could transform to respond more effectively (without attendant 
psychic pain) to the challenges presented by the existing 
power structure, drawing some of the power from the center.

But until society restructures itself, pluralistic 
participation in planning will require planners to reach out 
in order to sample public opinion. Ad hoc citizen bodies 
and special interest groups will probably not be faithfully 
reflective of the true currents of the population as a whole. 
The need will be to make participating as rewarding as possi
ble for the community at large, and to enter the planning 
process as a partnership so that participants are aware of 
impacting the future and so that the wide range of inputs do 
in fact have an impact.



Chapter 4 

"SOUTH COUNTY”

Southern Santa Clara County, California (hereafter 
denoted by South County) lies south of San Jose, approximately 
bounded by the northern boundary of the Coyote Planning Area, 
the hills of the Diablo Planning Area to the east, the south
ern boundary of the Gilroy Planning Area, and the hills of 
the Llagas-Uvas Planning Area to the west. PLATE I allows a 
quick visual appreciation of this area. The portion of the 
Santa Clara Valley floor contained within the four planning 
areas of Coyote, Morgan Hill, San Martin, and Gilroy will be 
examined, with a special emphasis on the Morgan Hill area. 
Much of this area is rural, with yet-unspoiled natural re
sources.

Background
Before World War II, Santa Clara County was renowned 

for its agricultural products, notably prunes, apricots, and 
almonds. Since then, the electronics industry has blossomed 
and grown to become the area’s major industry type; most of 
Santa Clara County’s electronics firms are in the northern 
and central part of the county. The population as a whole is 
mobile, with the private automobile continuing to be the pri
mary and most attractive mode of transportation. A report by
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PLATE I
SANTA CLARA COUNTY PLANNING AREAS

Source: Santa Clara County Planning Department
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the United California Bank (1975•7,12,20) says:that "two out 
of every five manufacturing jobs in the county are in electri
cal equipment" which accounts for 25% of the state’s electri
cal equipment industry employment; that the county is "one of 
California’s most affluent areas, with the highest median 
family income among the state’s 17 metropolitan areas, 317,815 
in 1975;" and that the Santa Clara County Transit District 
(which was established in 1972, expanding its fleet of buses 
since then) "is still only a minor carrier of passengers, 
accounting for only 1% of the daily person-trips (a one-way 
trip made by one person) made in the county." Most of the 
agricultural land in the area has been broken up, replaced 
by tract homes. Agriculture has diminished from its ci- 
devant importance in the areas of Edenvale, Coyote, Morgan 
Hill, and San Martin; this is because farmers are reluctant 
to invest in keeping land that lies between developing areas 
fertile, allowing it to lie fallow until it can be subdivided 
for profitable building lots. The principal remaining agrar
ian activity is in the Gilroy area.

Santa Clara County experienced most of its growth 
since World-War-II activities stimulated the electronics in
dustry and associated activities to build to a point of 
dwarfing the prior main industries, canning and processing 
of agricultural products. United California Bank (1975:17) 
states that Santa Clara County’s recent development is shown 
by the fact that "its housing inventory is correspondingly 
young, with over 80 percent of the units constructed since
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1950.” Since the skill levels necessary for advanced-technol
ogy industries are higher than that required in most other 
labor markets, Santa Clara County has a substantially larger 
proportion of white collar workers than California as a whole; 
in addition to the advanced-technology industries per se, the 
main sources of employment for white-collar workers are in 
educational, medical, and business services which require con
centrations of professional and technical personnel. As of 
1970, the employment distribution in Santa Clara County was 
(San Jose, 1976:5):

Occupational Distribution, Total Population 25 Years 
and Older in Santa Clara County:

White Collar 59.1%
Blue Collar 29.1%
Service Workers 10.9% 
Farm Workers 1.0%

Source: U.S. Census, 1970
Growth in Santa Clara County continues at a fast clip. 

On April 14, 1977 the headlines of the San Jose Mercury news
paper read, ”San Jose Fastest Growing U.S. City". U.S. Census 
Bureau figures show that between 1970 and 1975 it has climbed 
from the 30th to the 21st most populous, with a population 
increase of 94,495 persons or 20 percent of the 1970 popula
tion. A recent report made public by the Association of Bay 
Area Governments (ABAG) projecting growth in the San Francisco 
Bay Area to the year 2000 states (San Jose Mercury, March 4, 
1977:29) that:

Santa Clara County will be the leader in both housing 
and jobs, while the area’s largest city, San Francisco, 
will continue to decline in population.
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The report found that most communities in the Bay Area 

were focusing attention on job-producing industries at the 
expense of housing to get a broader tax base. In the mean
time, cities won’t be able to provide enough roads, sew
ers, and water hookups to accomodate expected residential 
growth after 1990.

San Jose is one. of the cities attempting to reverse the 
trend of a declining industrial tax base. Residences demand 
more services and furnish less taxes, proportionately, than do 
industries. Therefore, San Jose’s current development plans 
contain an aggressive policy designed to ensure progress to
ward its goal of increasing its average industrial growth rate 
(and, conversely, of decreasing its average housing construc
tion rate). Several key electronics industries have been 
induced to settle in the San Jose area. Those most directly 
influencing South County’s situation are the firms establish
ing large facilities on industrial acreage in the Edenvale 
and Coyote areas; it is widely believed that the forces of 
agglomeration will induce further urbanization southward to
ward Morgan Hill along the valley floor. The two prominent 
new electronics industries in those areas are the Fairchild 
Camera plant on Bernal Road, Edenvale, and the large I.B.M. 
complex on Bailey Avenue, Coyote; these street locations can 
be seen on PLATE II. Although San Jose’s ’’sphere of influence” 
stretches south to the northern boundary of the Morgan Hill ar
ea., its ’’urban service area” in which municipal services are 
provided stops far to the north. Through the ’’exception 
process”, the development is allowed on land under the juris
diction of San Jose, but outside of its urban service area. 
The result is that there can be a growth-inducing impact on



PLATE II
DETAIL OF SOUTH COUNTY PLANNING AREAS

Source: Santa Clara County Planning Department

41





43
that area, as shown by a Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) report (Feb. 24, 1976:47-48):

. . . The I.B.M. industrial development project was 
approved for location and construction on a Coyote Valley 
site situated well outside the Urban Service Area. The 
project was approved because the City felt it to be of 
’’outstanding value” to the City and deemed it to be a net 
fiscal benefit. . . . the City now finds itself unable 
to financially meet the demand for urban services in 
Coyote without reducing citywide services. Consequently, 
San Jose has decided to leave I.B.M. out standing in 
Coyote, isolated from the needed residential and commer
cial zones now existing and planned in the South San Jose 
area, Morgan Hill, and Gilroy. The allowance of urban 
development in the Urban Reserve by the exception process, 
especially industrial uses, is a decision that virtually 
commits surrounding open space and agricultural lands to 
continuing urbanization.

The forward-thinking Wurster (1963:17) was able to perceive 
patterns of things to-be in her erstwhile rumination:

In the over-all housing picture of the Bay Area two 
significant trends are visible, one in the physical pat
tern •per se. the other in social patterns and the result
ing social structure. The physical tendency toward scat
tered low-density development in outlying areas creates 
problems which are increasingly recognized if by no means 
solved: extended communications, costly or inadequate 
services, a crazy-quilt pattern of local government, 
weakening of the old centers, and the waste of natural 
resources and needed public open space. Santa Clara 
County has led the country in trying to prevent premature 
or unnecessary destruction of agriculture, with success 
in some instances but with little enduring effect on the 
over-all pattern.

The shifting social pattern largely created by limi
tations in the housing market is almost equally evident: 
the trend toward sharp divisions by income, race, and age 
between older cities and newer outlying communities.

This is precisely the state of affairs at the present. The 
planning of ordered, balanced development of contained commu
nities is under seige by those who would prefer blanketing 
the whole of South County in a motley-patterned suburban 
extension of San Jose. Planners qua planners must needs endure 
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these pressures and produce development plans that embody both 
the desires of the South County residents and the present as 
well as the future physical necessities of the area.

Planning for South County’s 
"Wants" and "Needs1*

In rational physical planning, it often appears that 
much of the time and energy is expended in meeting the area’s 
necessities, or ’’needs” as the planner sees them. Residents’ 
’’wants" also deserve some consideration, but they are not the 
deciding factors in decision making. The problem is one of 
promoting the investing of the choices and views of as broad 
a cross section of the inhabitants of the area into the plan 
design as is possible. This is only possible through some 
widely-diffuse form of participation, which will allow these 
persons to lead more self-determining lives.

One of the most important necessities of South County 
is that of residential land use planning, due to the San Jose 
area housing deficit. The San Jose Annual General Plan (1975: 
198) owns up to creating more jobs than housing, thus passing 
the burden of satisfying the demands for housing to others: 
"Since the available supply of residential land will not ac
commodate the potential employment generated from the indus
trial growth, the deficiency is expected to be alleviated by 
• . • residential development being accommodated in nearby 
cities." LAFCO (Feb. 24, 1976) has stated that a large defi
cit in housing will be created because San Jose expects to 
accommodate only 75,000 new units by 1990, while the new pop
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ulation increase would require a minimum of 200,000 to 266,000 
units. Santa Clara County’s General Plan Evaluation Report 
No. 5 (1977:4) spells out the final chapter of this story:

The preliminary Bay Area population forecasts devel
oped by the Association of Bay Area Governments show as 
many as an additional 100,000 people living in the South 
Valley by 1990. Most of the new residents will be in 
the cities, but as many as 50,000 people could live in 
the unincorporated portions of the South Valley under the 
present County Plan. This is a three-fold increase in 
the unincorporated South Valley population. By 1990 this 
would use all the land designated for rural . ,. . Both 
Coyote Valley and the San Martin Area may be envisioned 
as largely developed with two to ten acre ranchette home
sites.

Is this what area residents want?
Some residents (a minority) own land which is set for 

development; they don’t take kindly to being held back from 
making money. The city plan of Morgan Hill states that a rural 
identity is desired, but if the present development trends of 
helter-skelter growth continue, both Morgan Hill and Gilroy 
will lose their rural character. South County United, a 
landowner-organized group, wants construction to continue. 
Environmental groups such as the Sierra Club and the Committee 
for Green Foothills want to avoid the detrimental effects of 
low density sprawl, including the indirect costs. The greatest 
majority of residents are not very vocal. Their desires can 
only be drawn out by reaching out. Such an effort was made 
by the city of Morgan Hill in both 1973 and 1974 in commis
sioning a Community Needs Ballot (Morgan Hill Planning Depart
ment, 1977) which requested citizens to identify desirable 
physical and social improvements for Morgan Hill. The main 
concerns registered were regarding street repair (specific 
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sections were named), parks, sewers, and road development; 
job opportunities and police awareness were mentioned less 
frequently. The second year, senior citizen concerns were 
also frequently mentioned, but local officials were aware 
of an organized program directed toward producing a high 
proportion of response in this area, more than proportional 
to the breadth of concern with this issue.

What about the approaching demise of the classic Amer
ican dream? Although ”it can be said that society looks with 
moral approbation upon the single-family, owner-occupied 
dwelling,” will citizens be able to realize that dream (Smith, 
1970:76)? In 1931, Herbert Hoover (U.S., President’s Confer
ence, 1931 :xv) set national goals by saying that ’’nothing 
contributes more for greater happiness or for sounder social 
stability than the surroundings of their homes. It should be 
possible in our country for anybody of sound character and 
industrious habits to provide himself with adequate housing 
and preferably to buy his own home." Similarly, Calvin Coo
lidge (Beyer, 1965:503) believed that "no greater contribu
tion could be made to the stability of the Nation and the 
advancement of its ideals, than to make it a nation of home
owning families," while Franklin D. Roosevelt (Ibid.) declared 
that ". . . a nation of homeowners, of people who own a real 
share in their own land, is unconquerable." These housing 
goals have been set into ineffective laws (Hartman, 1975:14): 
". . .in its preamble to the 1949 Housing Act, the Congress 
promulgated as the National Housing Goal ’a decent home and 
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a suitable living environment for every American family.’ 
. . . little more than rhetoric. In the 1968 Housing Act 
Congress reaffirmed the 1949 goal. ...” In Santa Clara 
County, the median housing price is now over three times the 
median income (see "Comparision of Median Housing Price to 
Median Income, 1966-76” in Appendix A). Fried (1971) joins 
the soaring housing cost with,the failure of the government 
at the national level to respond properly, Wolman (1975) 
underscores the disparity between housing types by noting 
that in the U.S. our better housing is better and our worse 
housing is worse than in Great Britain, and Wendt (1962) sug
gests that the examples of Sweden and West Germany (such as 
the encouragement of housing cooperatives and income-tax sub
sidies for investment in low-income housing) are useful guides.

South County does not have a great amount of medium- 
or lower-priced houses, but it is producing higher-income 
homes. Studies have shown that some of the main factors in 
the decision to buy a certain house are economic factors (Mey- 
erson, 1962; Rothman, 1974), neighborhood environment and 
prestige of the location (Foote, 1960), and a preference to 
live near the workplace (Kain, 1965). One additional consid
eration of homeowning is (Eichler, 1967:119) that ”the change 
most feared by residents is the construction of markedly less 
expensive housing nearby.” Although Morgan Hill expresses 
the need for more lower income housing (San Jose Mercury, 
April 28, 1977:18), the city stands staunchly against concen
trations of government-assisted units within its jurisdiction.
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Morgan Hill shows a large proportion of multi-family units in 
its plans (see ’’Total Existing and Planned Residential Units” 
in Appendix A), but the lower-income units for the most part 
are still very much in the planning stage. Most of current 
construction is single-family type, for which prices have sky
rocketed. Morgan Hill Planning (April 22, 1977) reports the 
following trend in buildings that have been authorized and 
constructed within their jurisdiction:

1960— 49
1961— 15
1962— 20
1965— 126
1964— 85
1965— 51
1966— 25
1967— 46
1968— 66
1969— 61
1970— 47
1971— 214
1972— 196 
1975— 205
1974— 255
1975— 427
1976— 977

The housing market is getting tighter as time goes on; although 
incorporated area population figures only tell part of the 
story (indeed, the outlying developments will in the future 
prove much more troublesome), the following figures indicate 
growth trends:

Year Morgan Hill Gilroy San Jose
1950
I960
1966
1970
1975
1976
1977

1,627
3,151
4,588
5,579
8,882
10,100
12,550

4,951 95,280
7,548 204,196
10,253 359,482
12,684 459,913
15,589 551,224
15,700 557,700 (all estimated)

(estimated)
Source: Santa Clara County Planning Department 
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The. rise in population in Morgan Hill since 1970 is quite 
dramatic.

The- concern that urban development takes place within 
cities and that those cities have a reasonable chance of pro
viding adequate services without bankrupting themselves goes 
far beyond the need for advance thinking so that street pat
terns mesh. It was mentioned earlier that large-lot zoning 
slows the filtering process, impeding the efforts of lower- 
income families to purchase homes; this must be kept in mind. 
The topography and climate of the.sheltered South County val
ley area provides a sink for the air pollution of the southern 
portion of the San Francisco Bay Area; new development, espe
cially industrial development, would seriously aggravate the 
situation. Noise and visual pollution will also be thrown in 
for good measure. Careful site placement of new homes now is 
important, not just to allow for future infrastructure devel
opment to accommodate higher densities, but to preclude the 
most severe damage to the natural amenities. Water comes 
from wells in South County. The Santa Clara County Planning 
Department (October 19, 1976:6) reports that:

Water demand currently exceeds ground water supply 
and has resulted in overdrafts of ground water. . . .

Concentrations of nitrates in excess of 45 mg/1 in 
drinking water are considered by the USPHS to be poten
tially harmful to infants and certain industrial uses. 
Values as high as 72 and 88 mg/l.were reported in the 
Gilroy and San Martin areas in wells drawing from con
fined ground water. Values greater than 45 mg/1 were 
also found in West San Martin and areas between San 
Martin and Morgan Hill east of Monterey Road.

Related to the issue of water is the fact that the unincor-
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porated areas are not served by sanitary sewer, and that the 
city of Morgan Hill sewer system is operating beyond capacity 
so that septic tank construction is being allowed. Septic 
tanks may break down within one generation; underground water 
cannot be purified as surface waters can be, particularly if 
a failing septic tank or other source has poisoned the water 
supply with chemicals. The Santa Clara County Planning Depart
ment (October 19, 1976:9) reports that:

There is no assurance that individual private wells 
are always sealed above fifty feet. Wells not so sealed 
could be drawing from water contaminated by septic tank 
leachate or containing nitrates in excessive concentra
tions. Such wells can also transmit contaminated or 
degraded water to deep ground water zones. Proliferation 
of septic tanks and lack of surveillance of individual 
wells on single building sites may be creating a poten
tially serious health hazard, which will be aggravated 
by the increased density ...

Additionally, the Los Altos Hills experience shows that the 
future costs of imposing a sewer on a low density area are 
prohibitive, as are the costs of drainage systems which even
tually have to be emplaced. The Paradise Valley area near 
Morgan Hill, for example, has been developing to densities 
which the Santa Clara County Health Department considers to 
be urban despite its classification as rural open space.

The provision of services and social concerns are 
also affected. Morgan Hill Unified School District’s capac
ity is presently exceeded so that double sessions are required 
in the elementary schools. Rural residents make direct use 
of such city services as fire protection, recreational pro
grams, and cultural facilities; yet they do not help support 
these programs with taxes. There is also difficulty in
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locating such uses as solid waste disposal sites, residential 
care facilities, and low-cost housing. All the while, Morgan 
Hill’s financial base is comparatively low (see “Total Per 
Capita Assessed Valuation by City” in Appendix A). The unsafe 
bottleneck on Monterey Highway in Coyote will become worse 
before it gets better because the completion of the South Val
ley Freeway is several years away, while commuting through 
Coyote is rapidly increasing circulation density and pollutants 
(see ’’Comparison of Existing & Potential Difference Between 
Number of Jobs and Resident Labor Force for Cities in Santa 
Clara County” in Appendix A). One other social concern is 
for the protection of heritage resources; there is lack of 
agreement on historic landmarks between jurisdictions, and 
construction plans often take no special measures to protect 
significant sites, including those with archeological and 
paleontological significance.

Progressive actions have been taken to plan for the 
development of unincorporated areas. The sprawling, uncon
trolled growth of the fifties spurred the state legislature 
to create the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) for 
the purpose of discouraging urban sprawl and encouraging the 
orderly formation and development of local government agen
cies. In 1967 the creation of new unincorporated pockets and 
the annexation wars between cities were halted by the creation 
of ’’spheres of influence” and the restricting of development 
that requires urban services to the urban service area (that 
territory to which urban development is to be allowed during.
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the next five years). In 1970 LAPCO formed guidelines for 
the staged urban development by cities, and this concept was 
refined in the Urban Development/Open Space Plan of 1973 
(Santa Clara County Planning Department, April 1, 1977:1). 
The Santa Clara Planning Department is the epitome of rational 
comprehensive planning, coordinating with working committees 
such as the task force on housing (which is composed of city 
and county government representatives, realtors, financiers, 
engineers, and economists). During the past year, ten sessions 
open to the public (with public comments made accepted) have 
been held to revise the county’s General Plan. The topics 
were: transportation; natural resources; safety; rural areas; 
facilities and services; economic concerns and land use; so
cial concerns; jurisdictional responsibility and the urban 
area; and the land use planning work program. At the city 
level, school impact fees have been established to defray part 
of the schooling costs that new homes produce, in the cities 
of Morgan Hill, Gilroy, and San Jose.

Because the 2 1/2 acre minimum lot size in South Coun
ty’s unincorporated areas did not sufficiently hamper residen
tial construction, a building moratorium was placed into 
effect on 58,544 acres which had previously been considered 
for variable density rural residential zoning (shown on PLATE 
III) and for an agricultural preserve immediately to the east 
of Gilroy (16,000 acres of the total); the moratorium dates 
are May 11, 1977 to December 1, 1977. The Santa Clara County 
Board of Supervisors have announced their intent to rezone the
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agricultural preserve to 40 acre minimum lot size and the 
unincorporated land in South County to 20 acre minimum lot 
size, in order to induce the officials of the cities of Gilroy 
and Morgan Hill to play ball with the Santa Clara Planning 
Department. A joint city-county South County Land Use Coor
dinating Committee has been established to work toward pre
zoning of all unincorporated territory by the cities of Gilroy 
and Morgan Hill, and of specifying land expected to be devel
oped within the next ten to fifteen years as ’’transition 
zones”. It has also been suggested that growth in South Coun
ty be limited to the growth rate of the rest of the county, 
and that property owners be allowed to develop outside of the 
urban service area only if they agreed to a ’’deferred improve
ment agreement” which would require them to pay for. improve
ments such as sewers, sidewalks, roads, gutters, and street 
lights when the property is finally annexed to the city. The 
city officials have refused to take part; the county, in any 
case, has ultimate jurisdiction over unincorporated lands.

The county is earnestly attempting intelligent forward 
planning, and has contrived all fashions of up-to-date ways 
and means of rationally approaching the problem situations. 
But in a democracy perhaps rationality, though it certainly 
has its place, is not enough; the desires of the citizenry 
should also be sought to determine their desires for community 
size, various types of land uses or construction, taxation of 
builders, how they feel about the current directions of the 
guided growth, and what choices they would make between given
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alternatives to provide the type of community life they would 
most prefer. Other than the Community Needs Ballots in Morgan 
Hill, little evidence is available that demonstrates that 
officials take more than an oblique look at the general pub
lic’s counsel. Committees are loaded down with public offi
cials, and partisans of either economic interests or special 
interest groups. The task is to involve randomly-chosen mem
bers of the community in a meaningful way in shaping policy 
that directly affects their lives; this means making it inter
esting and attractive enough so that they will want to lend 
their full efforts to the enterprise.

The Public Opinion Survey:
A Vehicle for Planning

One way of inducing people to participate is by reach
ing out to them, thereby reducing their costs (needed effort) 
of participation. A demonstration survey based on .this con
cept was conducted in the Morgan Hill area, which is most 
immediately affected by the agglomeration occurring immediately 
to the north.

Questionnaire construction. Some of the considerations in 
constructing the questionnaire were that: it should gather 
the information that meets the objectives of the survey; the 
questionnaire stimulates the respondent to cooperate; the 
questions are in satisfactory order; and the questions can be 
sufficiently understood by the respondents.

The main types of opinion responses desired were: the 
types of residential and industrial construction desired; the
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type of community the respondents desired; how required city 
services should be underwritten; and their judgement of the 
trend in the local quality of life. It was thought that some 
of the relevant variables might be: whether the respondent 
lives within the city limits; the amount of property owned 
in South County; the type of home the resident has, such as 
a house or apartment; ethnicity; and the length of residence 
in South County.

Questions were constructed, and the draft was pretest
ed on two individuals. It was found to be much too lengthy, 
and needed to be reworded in several places. Questions needed 
to be short, specific, and yield responses that could be easily 
compared and tabulated. A Likert-type scale- was chosen. The 
final form of the questionnaire is shown in Appendix B. This 
questionnaire was also pretested and found to be satisfactory. 
The first six questions concern construction, so they were 
grouped together. Since there was a desire that other ques
tions not influence each other, they were separated; examples 
are property tax and builder’s impact fees, and rate of local 
construction and number of local jobs. Property owned and 
family income were placed last, because some hesitancy in 
answering these questions was suspected and there was no de
sire to make the respondent hesitant in answering the earlier 
questions; a general description of the property and the 
range of family income was asked, allowing the respondent a 
measure of ambiguity. The first fourteen opinion questions 
also allowed the respondent to avoid answering in agreement
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or disagreement by selecting the neutral center point. Thus, 
although the questions were the ’’closed” type, the respondent 
could give no opinion.

Conducting the survey. There were four main factors involved 
in conducting the survey: the respondent; the interviewer; 
the questionnaire; and the situation.

It was decided that the survey area would be the north
ern portion of South County coterminous with the Morgan Hill 
Unified School District; this includes the area of Morgan 
Hill and the part of the area of San Martin north of Church 
Avenue. This is the area that will most immediately experi
ence the population influx at a hitherto unexperienced pace. 
This influx presages a quantum jump upward in population, 
more heavily encumbered municipal services for this area, 
the disappearance of the pastoral essence, and a probable 
congruent trend downward in the quality of life.

A door-to-door survey was conducted in eight separate 
excursions between March 18, 1977 and April 1, 1977; the 
majority of the interviews were conducted by an Anglo social 
work graduate student,with the balance being conducted by 
a Raza professional psychologist. Five of the interview 
dates were on weekend days, in order to increase the proba
bility of interviewing the head of the household.

The short questionnaire took only between six to ten 
minutes per interview. The interviewers assisted the respon
dents in understanding the questions in as impartial a manner 
as possible. Most persons understood and could immediately
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respond to the questions. Information from the Santa Clara 
County Planning Department showed that somewhat over twelve 
thousand persons live in Morgan Hill, and that slightly more 
than this figure live in the contiguous unincorporated areas 
chosen for the survey. In order not to have to weight the 
samples, the populations were approximately proportionately 
sampled, 100 from the urban area and 112 from the rural areas. 
Half of each sample was asked the questions without first 
providing them information (called OURBAN and CRURAL), while 
the other half were first provided information on taxes, 
housing prices, and what growth might mean to the area, as 
shown in Appendix A (these respondents were called lURBAN 
and IRURAL).

It is significant that the survey was conducted during 
the waiting period of March 11, 1977 to April 11, 1977 which 
is required between the announcement of the intention of a 
building moratorium and the time when it actually takes effect. 
Most persons were interested, and because the questionnaire 
was short, very few did not want to respond; most interviews 
were conducted in the doorway. All persons who answered 
responded to all questions, although in many cases there 
was hesitance on the final two; in some cases these questions 
may not have been answered fully, although a response was 
indicated. Interviews were randomly conducted at residences 
located east of the intersection of Oak Glen Avenue in Morgan 
Hill and north of Church Avenue in San Martin (see PLATE II 
for street locations); no street was sampled more than once.
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No institutions or establishments such as convalescent hospi
tals, hotels, or trailer parks were visited. Respondents 
appeared to range in age from the early twenties through 
retirement age and beyond; they most commonly seemed to be 
in their thirties. They seemed to be well-informed.

Results. DURBAN was compared to TURBAN, and ORURAL was com
pared to IRURAL for each response, excluding: nearest cross
road; city of residence; and family size. Those factors, 
although they appear on the questionnaire, were not found 
relevant and consequently discarded. Using the Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) computer methods, each of 
the twenty-four relevant response (fourteen of opinion and 
ten of respondent information) were totaled individually, for 
each sample type. Then, the medians of the totals of each 
response for DURBAN was compared to those of the correspond
ing responses for TURBAN; ORURAL and IRURAL were similarly 
compared. A difference of .4 or greater in medians between 
uninformed and informed was considered significant. Only 
in one category was a difference slightly over this found, 
in the heads of households responding in rural areas. So, no 
significant change in responses was found by providing the 
information in the Information Packet shown in Appendix A. 
This seems to show that those persons who are interested in 
the issues already knew the material (many said so as they 
looked at the information), that some persons just don*t  care 

or that the material was not believed at all and thus had no 
effect (this seems unlikely). That the respondents would be 
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cognizant of the information presented to them in the Informa
tion Packet is in keeping with the findings of Cohen (1977:3), 
who reported that in small towns, ”. . .a surprising number 
of residents were aware of the multitude of plans affecting 
their lives. ...”

Since presenting the information did not alter the 
responses, only two categories were defined for the next step 
in the analysis: the total urban sample (TURBAN, 100 respon
dents) and the total rural sample (TRURAL, 112 respondents). 
These responses were individually totaled (shown in Appendix 
C) and each response from the urban area was compared to the 
corresponding response from the rural area; a difference great
er than .4 in the medians was considered significant. A 
significant difference was found in the following responses:

Question Number TRURAiTURBAN
1 3.595 2.977
4 3.724 2.803
5 3.796 3.330
8 2.891 3.525

11 2.792 2.030
14 2.712 3.538
19 3.661 3.031
21 4.059 4.591

This indicates that: urbanites in Morgan Hill want more low 
and moderate income housing, while rural respondents want 
about the same; urbanites want more industry, and exurbanites 
want slightly less; urbanites want more commerce, but exurban
ites only slightly so; urbanites want industries built fairly 
near, while exurbanites want it to be quite far; urbanites 
prefer to live in a small town, while exurbanites prefer a 
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rural setting; urbanites believe that the quality of life is 
slightly decreasing, while exurbanites feel it is becoming 
quite a bit better; urbanites on the average have lived in 
South County longer than exurbanites; and slightly more exur
banites own their homes than do the city dwellers.

Finally, the data was analyzed by putting all of the 
respondents into one batch to serve as the total sample popu
lation. The frequencies of each response were totaled, and 
the median was compared to the neutral response (5.0) to deter
mine the tendency; a value of .8 or greater from the neutral 
was considered a strong tendency, indicated in the summary of 
the results for the fourteen opinion questions below by the 
symbol "++” after the question number:

Question
1.
2. ++

10.
11.
12.
15.
14.

Response Results
More low and moderate income housing.
Much less high-density residential construc
tion.
More low and moderate density type housing. 
More industry.
More commerce.
Strongly agree that construction should 
occur first in developed areas.
Less property tax.
Industries should be far from residences. 
Strongly agree that builders should pay 
impact fees.
Rate of local construction should be limited. 
Preference to living in rural areas.
Much more local jobs.
Some mixture of races and cultures preferred. 
Quality of life is becoming better.

Responses were then analyzed according to certain 
respondent characteristics. Questions number six, seven, 
nine, ten, eleven, and fourteen were chosen for comparison
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with the respondent types. The self-explanatory results of 
this cross-factorial analysis is provided in Appendix C. A 
summary of the most significant tendencies is provided below:

Question Tendency
6. Developed 

area con
struction.

Property owners disagree with the restriction 
More property, more disagreement.

7. Property 
tax.

Homeowners want it lower than non-homeowners. 
Landowners want it lower than the landless.

9. Impact fees. Landowners don’t support them as the landless 
and homeowners-only do.
Lower income persons more strongly want them.

10. Limit 
growth.

Property owners (other than home) are against 
the limit, but the landless are for it.

11. Environment. Urbanites prefer a small town, and exurban
ites prefer rural areas.
Higher income respondents prefer rural life, 
while lower income persons like small towns.

14. Quality of 
life trend.

Urbanites feel it’s getting slightly worse, 
while exurbanites think it’s getting a bit 
better.
Newer residents think it’s getting better, 
and longer residents feel it’s getting worse. 
Higher income persons believe it’s getting 
a bit better, while lower income persons feel 
it’s staying the same or getting worse.

Of significance are the following observations which 
have not been mentioned earlier regarding respondents’ answers: 
property taxes were not desired as low as expected; schools 
were often mentioned as a reason for responding positively 
regarding impact fees; 21.7% had no opinion or didn’t know, 
on limiting South County growth to the overall county rate; 
although low and moderate income housing was desired, high 
density residential construction was not, with ’’Village Avante”
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often given as a negative example; and respondents wanted to 
keep the hills green, "not another Berkeley.”

Some of the limitations on the responses from those 
interviewed may be an unknown scepticism of how the responses 
would be used, the inability to fully understand, or the unwill
ingness to provide the true or full answers to the questions 
posed. Interviewer bias was guarded against and the data was 
checked after coding for the computer, to ensure accuracy. In 
this way, it is hoped that a frequent criticism, that surveys 
are biased instruments aimed at showing that the public has 
been consulted while proving a political point, will be avert
ed. The effort has been made to show that it is a valid mea
sure of public opinion.

The following comparison of demographic information, 
one from the survey results and the other from the Santa Clara 
Planning Department’s latest census information (except for 
’’work location” which is from the Morgan Hill Planning Depart
ment (April 22, 1977)) shows how broadly the survey was made:

Information

Head of household:
Ethnicity:

Other
Black
Oriental 
Mexican 
Caucasian

Type of home:
Mobile home
Apartment
Condominium
House

Planning Survey 
(Percent) (Percent)

---  69.3

3.2
.5

2.0
24.0
70.3

1.9
.5

2.8
17.9
76.9

13.9(21.6 
total)
64.5

.5
10.8
4.2

84.4
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Home

Work

Income
rship: 70.8 75.9

To $6,000 23.7 11.3
$6,050 to $12,000 22.0 20.3

$12,050 to $20,000 31.0 37.7
$20,050 to $36,000 20.0 26.4
$36,050 or more 3.3 4.2
tion:
North 75.0 71.2
South (Gilroy) 8.0 5.7
Same town 18.0 (23.1)

Respondents often answered positively to ’’head of household”, 
commenting that they shared the head. More Caucasians, more 
houses, and higher incomes were found than would randomly be 
expected. This was probably due. to an unconscious interviewer 
motivation to go to houses, although the attempt was made to 
be random. In looking at the results, this must be kept in 
mind; if the research needed to be more accurate, these factors 
could be taken into account by weighting. The ’’same town” 
entry on work location appears high because unemployed were 
entered under that label.



Chapter 5

CONCLUSIONS

There is a recognized need to plan for quality of 
life in addition to growth. Because of this, planners need 
to clearly understand what quality of life means. Unfortu
nately, planners are so steeped in the rational planning 
method that they sometimes try to fully quantify the concept, 
with the inevitable result that they in the end declare that 
"there is no good, reliable method of determining" what the 
quality of life is. This implies that somehow there should 
be such a method. That is where their error lies. The use 
of the quality-of-life concept is as a means to reach the 
end of enhancing the public welfare; it need never be fully 
quantified to do this, if those people who "know" the quality 
of life at any particular place and time are participants 
in relevant decision making.

The social indicators approach also has its merits. 
Social, economic, pathological, and environmental quality 
indicators are the substantive inputs that planners can use 
in determining system design alternatives. Planners’ power
ful design techniques must be seen as the tools that they are; 
the alternatives produced by these tools are not appropriately 
chosen amongst by using the selfsame tools. The criterion 
for choice is the public’s value base, which is not amenable

66



67
to much scientific manipulation. This value base can be 
known to a limited degree from past trends, or intuitively 
to some extent due to some widely-shared values. However, 
these values are somewhat in flux and can only be known to 
any great extent at any particular time or place by counting 
or sampling them when possible. At other times it may be 
advisable to avoid wrestling with a tricky notion, and give 
the public the ultimate choices immediately so that the 
directions chosen may then be more fully explored. This 
means full participation by the public in a decision-making 
capacity in which they choose between alternatives which 
are clearly defined along with all knov/n probable ramifi
cations.

Planning for growth also recognizes that behavior 
is related over distance, and that balanced, diversified 
communities are often the most condign. Desirable features 
of physical growth are often seen to be distinct neighbor
hood or cluster identities, as desired by resident groups 
or subcultures. Structures must also be of small enough 
size that they are comprehensible, so that residents are 
able to interact with their environment in a meaningful way.

Planners have expert knowledge, while community 
residents have personal, experiential knowledge. Each is 
valuable to the planning process. For example, planners are 
in a suitable position to guard against cumulative deterio
ration of the environment; but the community is better suited 
to decide what goals should be set (the ’’community11 must be 
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understood as being the largest body of individuals directly 
affected; this may in the extreme case mean the entire world). 
Thus, pluralistic planning is the key; the general population 
has been, and can continue to be, the strength of America. A 
real partnership is necessary, with the public exercising some 
of the control. There is a crying need to rise above the 
standard representative groups of officials and special-inter
est emissaries to assemblages that genuinely embody the soul 
of the common man.

These principles should be employed in South County, 
which is under heavy urbanization pressures. The push for 
rapid housing construction in the rural areas raises the possi
bility that the area may become a “high-income ghetto" of 
low-density urban sprawl. If orderly development in the urban 
areas (strongly supported in the survey taken) does not occur, 
the natural resources may be wasted and future orderly devel
opment of desired infrastructures may be exceedingly expensive. 
Homes for persons of lesser means also have their place in 
this picture; perhaps special government programs would be 
called for, or perhaps various forms of cooperative enterprises 
would do the trick. '

In facing these situations, there is certainly a need 
for the excellent rational physical planning that obtains in 
Santa Clara County. But there is also a real need to plan 
with the citizenry so that they can participate in decision 
making. A survey was demonstrated as a vehicle for planning. 
It’s not enough that the voice of the community be heard, only
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to then be filtered through the value system of controlling 
officials. Perhaps formulas could be devised that would lend 
”umph” to the voice of the people — such as by allowing the 
results of public choice surveys or neighborhood expressions 
of opinion to count as a certain number of votes on policy- 
making boards.

Another alternative is the further decentralization 
of decision making into neighborhoods and small community 
clusters. Dialogue would be more easily possible because the 
scale would be such that residents could understand the tasks 
in their entirety; the smaller scale would also induce the 
residents to believe that their actions might have realistic 
effects. A give-and-take, good-natured exchange of knowledge 
could then take place between planners and those that would 
be ’’planned for” in a larger-scale design. Each could be 
brought to an understanding that they had not had before. 
Some efforts are now being made toward this end through com
munity forums; the need is to reach beyond special-interest 
participants to the active involvement of the average unmoti
vated citizen. In this way, the strength in the ’’great aver
age bulk” of the people would be tapped to meet the challenges 
of planning for both growth and quality of life in Southern 
Santa Clara County, California.
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Southern Santa Clara County is growing much faster than the overall 
County (which includes cities such as Palo Alto j 'Sunnyvale, Mountain 
View, Santa Clara, and San Jose).

Association of Bay Area Governments: Coyote Valley and San Martin 
areas will be largely deveiopea before 1990 with ranchette homesites.
Stanford Research Institute has found that as population increases 
remove the rural character, there tends to be:

More pollution - air, noise, visual
More traffic, traffic deaths, highway crowding, commute 

time
More violent crimes (a higher rate)
More sewage problems
More water problems
More economic diversity
More anonymity, freedom to exercise diverse life-styles 
More diverse opportunities for personal achievement 
More change and innovation
More large-scale sports, entertainment, historical sites 
More alienation, powerlessness, social isolation 
Less sense of community; colder
More sameness
More opportunities to express differences - cultural, 

religious, educational 
More breakdowns in family and culture 
More competition
Less open space/more crowding
Less agricultural land
Less scenic character
Less personal and public security
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TOTAL PER CAPITA ASSESSED VALUATION BY CITY

1967-68
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is f?r vour property For homes this is dcv'ti by 
checking the selling prices of similar homes in 
your area; tor businesses, by the income pro
duced by simitar properties. The taxable value or 
assess' d valuation is one-fourth of the cash 
market value.

An cwnor should discuss the valuation with the 
Crunty Assessor’s O'.'ice ii a cash market value 

used that app.-.rs ’o be too higii for tne 
coi Aber heed An o.-uier may demand a bearing 
betO'e fie Assessnmnt A: peals Board. The 
boar l is ,m independent an -ncy, and i*  can lower 
the va ue or raise it after reviewing the evidence.

Each city council, school district and special 
district holds public he.trinps to adopt its budget 
and of.tabi.sh ns fax r ite during the summer 
month 7 he County Board of Supervisors holds 
its r un ,t: tv .mnqs hfe in July to determine the 
font coti.iis requ red tor county services. 
Member-: ot me public should attend any of these 
n eet.nc i and speak for or against any budget 
item or '.he sue of the tax rate

A combined tax bill for each property is prepared 
by the county alter '.lie county, each city, the 
schools ana the district:; have each set their tax 
rates. The :.ix hill is based on ttio total tax rate 
mu!!s>lird by me assessment valuation. The bill 
ai.-o itici' di-s any spec.a' assessments, such as 
sewer servic ' charms II ■iiso may include 
amounts approved by the volers for bonds or 
services

To avoid penalties ail or half of the taxes must be 
paid by December 10. The second haff must be 
paid by April 10.

How Your Taxes 
Are Divided

Education:... 62.0%

County:... 22.9%

Cities:... 10.1%

Special Districts:... 5.0%

Education
Each area of the county is 
seived by either an elemen
tary school distiic: and a high 
school district or a unified 
school district, plus a com
munity college district. See the 
telephone book tor the office 
number ot any distucl. The 
County Superintendent ot 
Schools number is 299-1121.

Source: Santa Clara County, 
Executive’s Office

County
Tlte offices of the Board of 
Supervisors, the County Exec
utive and the County Finance 
Department arc located at 
70 West! tedding Street, 
telephone 299-1121.
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The County’s Share

School Taxes________
The public schools in California receive the largest 
po’tion of local i reporty t.»x»s. This is the main source 
of funds, as they c in; ul iinpose other types of faxes 
and tees as do c.lies. counties and special districts. 
Your area is s.'rved by in elemenlrry school district 
and a lunh school district. or by a combined unified 
school district covering grades kinderjaiten to twelve. 
You an-.aiso served by a cornmur’itv college district. 
c.t.'i d ;;:rlet is governed bv an ctected board o*  
tru.ge-’s winch adopts an annual budget requiring a 
specific lax rate Stale law had limited the amount of 
dollars a district can receive. Therefore as the stale 
provides more dollais and the value of the property in 
the district incre tlie tax rate must decrease. 
Any increase ov ie state limitations must be 
approved by the voters. •Gasoline Tax funds.

% ot the 
total 
budget 
(oil funds)

% paid 
from 
property 
taxes

General Government 21.7 29.3

Public Protection 15.8 24.9

Roads* 7.5 None

Health/Sanitation/Medical
Care Financing

15.6 20.5

Public Assistance
(Includes Social Service programs, 
care ot juvenile court wards, 
crippled childrens’ services 
and veterans' services)

37.2 20.7

Debt Service (bonds) 2.2 4.6

100.0 100.0
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I
ANONYMOUS CPIMIO?.1 SURVEY: The followina Questions about building in Southern Santa Clara 
County are tolearn what residents would prefer to happen. Please circle the number closest 
to what you prefer, keeping in mi rd what is gained and what is lost by what you choose.

1. What proportion of low and moderate income housing should be built, compared to now?
1_____________ 2___________________ 3___________________4__________________ 5.

much less less same more much more

2. What proportion of high density residential construction should be built? 
(Multi-family buildings, apartments, condominiums, closely spaced units)

1 2 3 4 
more

______ 5. 
much moremuch less less same

3. What proportion of low and moderate density (well-spaced) housinq should1 be built?
1 2 2 4 5

much less less same more much more

4. What proportion of what is built should be industrial., compared to now?
1 2 ■> 4 5

much less less same more much more

5. What proportion of what is buil t should be commercial., compared to now?
1 2 3 4 5

much less less same more much more

6. Vacant lots in developed areas should be filled in before allowing build inq outside.
1 2 0 4 5

strongly disagree disagree don't know agree strongly agree

7. Property tax collected, which helps to pay for public facilities and services, should be
1 2 3 4 5

much less less same more much more

8. How close should industries be built to residences in this area?
1 2 3 4 5

very near (walk) near moderate far very far (30 mi.

9. Builders should "ipay their way' 1 with fees to develop facilities and services.
1 2 3 4 5

strongly disagree disagree don't know agree strongly agree

10. The rate of local construction should be limited to the overall County growth rate.
1 2 3 4 c

strongly disagree disagree don't know agree strongly agree

11. Where would you prefer to live?>
1 2 3 4 5

wilderness rural smal 1 town small city large city

12. Cor oared to now, local jobs as a proportion of the population should te:
1 2 3 4 • 5

much less less same more much more

13. In considerino races and cultures, which do you prefer your neighbors to be?
1 2 3 4 5

totally mixed some fixture don't know mostly one kind all one kind

14. Is the quality of life in this area, all thinqs considered. becoming for you:
1 0 u 0 4 5

much worse worse same better much better
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i.

RESPONDENT IKFOPMATIOf!

Nearest crossroad to residence?

City [district] nearest to residence? 
(Morgan Hill, San Martin, Gilroy)

Do you live within city limits?

Are you the head of your household?

What is your culture/race/ethnicity?

What is your family size and ccmoosition? 
(those who live with you in your home)

Location of head of household’s work?

How long a resident of South County?

Type of home?

Do you own your own home?

Do you own other property in South County?

What is this type of property its size?

Please circle the rance of the total gross, 
before taxes, family income

Yes ____ No

Yes____ No

Size____
Composition-

Grandparents ___________
Aunts/Uncles ___________
Father/Nother__________
Srothers/Sisters _______
Cousins__________~______
Socuse __________________
Children ______ 2________
Grandchildren ~~

Yes ____ Ko_____

Yes ____ I'o_______

____________________S .____________________

Weekly Monthly Yearly

A. . $0-5125/ $0- $500/ $0- $6,000
B. .$12F-S25')/ $505-SI ,000/ $G,050-512,000
C. .5251 -S2?5/$l ,CP$-$1,5-10/$] 2,C50-?0.0no*
D. .$3E6-$750/$l ,5^5-53,P00/e?n,?5C-$36,000
E. .$751 -$950/A3,GC5-S3,8'10/: 36,r50-$50,000
F. .$961++ /$3,8<5++ /$50,050++



APPENDIX 0
DATA ANALYSIS RESULTS

90



JIY U7 Ll't If< so !mU» CLA^A co—HORGAN HILL PUBLIC OPINION QUALITY Q> LIFE IN SO S‘»NT>‘ CLARA CU--MUKGAN HiLL ►'jHLlt pf'lMVN

Flit iCf.A-tt (CREAllGN LA 11 ■ 05/03/77) 
Jv.-fUf luRpAH

FILE NONAMf (CREATION DATE a 05/03/77) 
SUBFILE IHURAL

V) I <iw AHO mOGLRaJF incest HOUSING VI LOW AND MODERATE P«C0mE HOUSING

AbSC’I.HTt
PEL A (I. I. ADJUST!U CllN

Fk)u
1

Ar^vLL1L
•ELAT Ivf 

t KElJ
Af./.s 

t i u
C 

7<-FRf 0 7 HE (J
(•H^-t laihl LODE 7 Pt'J (PCT) (PCT) (PC<) CATEGORY LAHFL CUDL r RlQ (Pel) (PCT1 1-

!. ESS 1. h e.O 0.0 n. u BUCH LESS 1. V 0.0 «.(' 0

L ‘ ? c‘ • 4 *» <’6.0 <.6.0 3c‘ • u LL5S 2. 23.2 c 3»? 31

' i-L 3. 14 14.0 14.0 4 0.0 SAME 3. 44 39.3 J<3 7v

»' . r 4. t 4? 4 2.0 42.0 bh.u MOPF 4 , < b 3.2 • J.?

»'• ' r< -L J • 1? 12.( 12.0 10 0 . u BUCH MOUL 5. 7 <?.3 o.3 ii’.

l U I f- .. 1 no 100.il JOO.O Tul Au 112 100. v 1 U l' . v

i » j. h ; .?ee Mi’ Lt- tl. 1 lh M.l>I M. 3.59S Mt AN 2.9t>4 SIU LHH ll.u-i 1 i‘t I ?' •*? • • . <•<■• 1 l i i> ; 1.»-■*.> VAR 1AHCL 1.3.15 MOPE 3 . 0 i>A SID rev 1 .-’22 V A - I- Me.
• •• t . . I < * A • v co r '. • • • • t ” S.' • . «• 4. HAHUr 4 . uOt> KURTOSlS -0.465 SrU'oM. <;> -O.« _’l) H x * • I*  1“P I- - 1 . 1 v 0 HM? j 1 •) - ‘.>.000 minimum 1.000 MMA 1MUM 5 . u vO

at I., c^ f b 10'J Missjt.., CAFES 0 VALIU CASES 1)2 i’XSblNu CxStS 0

'-■ AtlTv €♦ irt IN SO vLA-A CO—o(4-.-,Al. HILL PUBLIC OPINION DUALITY 07 LIFE IN SO SAMA cLAhA Co—m.ihi.an h»LL hj:-lI<: O^is-oh

i,i. ? (Ci.Ff.TlOH l/Alc S OS/iij/77)
S'. •« III I A

FILE NONAMf (CREATION UA)L v 05/03/77) 
SUBFILE 1 HURAL

V2 HIGH DENSITY HtSil’tNllAL CUNSTHULT IO\

100.0

LUUf
AUSOLHlt

7 Pt U

DLL Al 1Vt 
FIFO 
(PCT)

Al-JUS T»,|)
7 WE0 
(PLT)

CUM
FHtU
(PCD CATEGORY LABEL CUDL

AbSOI Die 
i fi

ai i vt: 

I Pi T )

1. 23 23.0 13.0 23.v MUCH LESS 1 . 4) 3 6.6

2. 42 42.0 42.0 ‘PJ.u LESS t • 40 35.7

5. 1H 1H.0 lo.O oj.u same: 3. 25 £ i*  « 3

4 . 1 / i 7.0 17.0 100.0 HOfiF 4. 5 4.5

TUl AL luO IMO.G 1 GO.O MUCH HUhlt 5. 1 0.9

.'5.7

0.9

1.000

0.10)
l.Gub

4 .GuO

MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
H A HUE

1 .Olo
3.00’J PLAN 1 .973 Sil) LHR 1’.Vh7 •itl'l AN 1.6

NOlife. 1.000 SIU Ut-7 tl.Vib v A I.-1 ANCE I-. •

HUhTnSls -1<. 1 31 SaE *M  Sb C . <■ I •’ HAN.P 4 . >>.

minimum 1.000 M/i Xi HUM b.OeO

valid cases IIP Miss 1 Mi Case:s »

100 PISSING CASLS 0



O.JALllY ilH It. SO S*NT*>  LLAMA CO—M)hGaN HILL PUBLIC OPINION 

f ILF oCf.APf (C’-tATICN HATE • 05/03/77)
St—FILE !<;(<?; N

7 3 LUW ANO HOGt I'fi it OtASlfY HOUSING

QUALITY'OF Lift IN SO SaNTa LLAKa CD—UOHuAN HILL P'JoLlC (JaMC'i

FILE nuname (Cheation mail » 0b/03/?<) 
SUbFILE I HURAL

V3 LUW ANU MODEHATE DENSITY HOOF Ino

CAUVAt L .- -if L Ct’Ot
AHMH UTt 

F HF 0

h£LA11VE 
FHi o 
(PCT)

ANJUSlt D 
F HtQ 
(PCT)

CUN 
Hit w 
(PCI ) CATEGORY LAttEL

i L .5 /. 9 9.0 9.0 9. V LESS

$.•'• < i. I? 17.0 4 7.0 i. t». u Same

p_,i<r 4. 55 55.0 55.0 Bl .0 MORE

u».'H M()Pt s. 19 19.0 19.0 1 00. V MUCH MORE

(ot/L 1 tn 100.0 loo.n

PL A'. 3.«*U S|() !i-i- C . U<>4 HEDI<*N 3.9 IO MEAN 3.5b9
p\; c A .GUO SIG l.f. 0• (.' Jh vakiahcE 0.701 MOtlf 3.0 CO

“T .’,-13 -U.<U| Sr.» .t t LS -O.CZJ RAh<>E 3.000 KURTQSfS -U.522
P(-.’v >• 2.1.10 t-'A> 1 Mj;l *.>. u u 0 MINIMUM 2.1)00

MiSblNb CASES 0

HtLA 1 I vi •V'J. STI ? (
AHSOLUlt F lit.-' F - l:; t -

lUUE F M <) (PCT) >HtT ) {►

i. I 0.9 0 • Q

3. 54 -I-.? • H , / «*  "*

A. .7 42.0 * 2 • 0 •»!

5. to b.9 <>.9 i <

total 112 IvO.O I. O.o

SID LKK C.l’OJ ’ Li 1 AS 1 A **

Sit' i-i V O.tvS V A>. l-'.v t • •
Sr.lhNi fS 0 . <♦ «b HANqI F.v
Max 1? Un 5 . u J v

C‘. r.L n 1 OF Lift !'< sn S/.H(A CLAMA CO—rONuAK HILL PUBLIC OPINION QUALITY OF Lift IN SO SANTa lLAHa CO—NOHuAh HlLL PJt’LlC OPl%l(’\

►iLc oGt4>T (CPffillUN PA(t » 0b/03/77) 
Si. JF ILF I .AsAN

FILE NONAML (Ci.CATION uaIL b Qj/u3/77>
SUbF'lLE 1 HURAL

INDUSTRIAL CONSTkUlIIONINDUSTRIAL CO.-.SIt UCI ION

hl LA 1 1 t •. A; J ; j »
1RELAl|VE AojuSTE u CUM AbSiX.UlL i Ht U I’t.J

AHSDLUII FHFU F Hl.o F Hl Q CATEGORY LABEL CUDt FKlU (I'Ll) (UL!) t i*
C4Tf.t»i.PY Label CLLE FREQ (PCI) (PCT) (PCI)

MUCH LESS 1. 17 15,2 15.’ 15
pjCP LESS 1. 5 5,U 5.0 b.v

LtSS 2. 29 t :? . 9 9 • 1
L * S 5 2. 10 10.0 10.0 4 5 . u

same 3, 33 . 9 . b 9.5 i 4
S.->-E J • / *♦ 24.0 Z4.0 39. U

MOHE 4. 32 e F*  . t> <. H • 6 vs.
p(>E 4 . 49 49.0 49.0 bu.u

MUCH MORE 5. 1 V . 9 C . y 1 0
MUCH POPl • 1? 12.0 12.0 1UU.0

TRIAL 112 i u o. e 1 j o. o
tuial IbG 100.0 100.0

MEAN 2.741 SID LRH 0. lull !" 11' I A N •*  •r*t*  t * • 3.530 Siu LPH 0.100 MEDIAN ).7Z* MODE j.OUU SID ULV V Ah I t f.Ct 1.1
POLE 4. OGG Sil) Ut V l.UOG variance 0.999 KUHTOSIS -l.OHo SM SS -0.19^ WAt t-l
pjptlsis 0.23b Sr.E o'-LSS -0.7L-0 HANOI. 4.000 MINIMUM 1.000 MhAIFiUH S.uuu
MINIMUM l.OUG PAX 1P.UH 5.000

VALIO CASES 112 MISSING CASES I)
valid cases 100 missing CASES 0



Cu4‘. lit <J Lpl jf. '41.Ta LIMA CC--M■I«>«|| HILI. I'Ui-i 1C OPINION

111_t (orft11 * f*  mail ~ )
S-P.F lt£ iG-UA'i

QUALITY Or lIFE IN s<> Sj.nTa lLahA lu--muhuaN HluL tif l---1 “•'.i

f ILF NONANF (CHF.ATIUN DATE “ On/03/7/) 
SUBFILE 1 HURAL

<_<>! jTl-i.X • I uh COMMERCIAL CONSThUollVNC'j—t LLJ/L

RELATIVE adjusted CUii

ABSOLUTE FHE'J Fl'to F»<LU ’t L a I I , : •* i hit i- * -

CATtjCnY LAhFI lGDE FHt U (PCT l (PLT) (PC 1 )
CATEGORY LAl.FL CVl’L

hSOLUTt 
F h L 0

»t . •:
(F L T 1

» t J
(Pl 11 i *’

Pel- LESS 1 . 1 I .0 1.0 1.9
MUCH LESS 1 . 5 4.5 4.5 * •

t‘-5 S c « 5 5.0 5.0 <>.u
LESS 2. 7 6,3 A . •. 1 '.

\ i »• c 20.0 iti.O 3'., u SAME 3. 53 . •> Z . 3 * ’ • 3 «

<F. 54 56.0 54.0 Ml, V MOHF 4. <•6 « 0.2 '<■ .2 V ** 4

s JCH “CPl 12 12.0 12.0 too.u MUCH MORE 2 I .t< I . H 1111*

loi< L luO 100.0 100.0 To lAL 1 12 ivv.c !■

M » , J. 71<. sh; i»- O.U/L ML|I | Ah 3.79b mean 3.266 SIUI l«H 0.0 ■ > -if]i -<N
A. > ' L • . ij C L •II . Lv U. 7 ci. VAH IAhL£ 6.1-U MGOE J.C'OO SH- i Lv (-. 1^‘i V IA ■ h . * t

rcsis G. ZLS 5 f i " f f S S -O.LM HAUGE 4.000 hUHTOSIS 1 .til’9 5M i.Nt.sS -0.6 l.‘ kA .6 «A .
p i •■ i ■..it 1 . t: C u r../l i <> 5.GUU MINIMUM 1.01'0 Maa 1 Mm ■'.bi 0

b'JL C-.LLS IVO HISSP'G CASt s o valid cases 112 HISSlNu CA:•LS U

• VAf.ITr LA LPt Iff So 't/NTa Cl/'PA CO--Ij/ U HILL PUBLIC OPINION QUALITY OF life IN sn SaNTa CLaRA Co—PORvAn H)Ll »‘JblIC 1‘PJMU.

Htf izt.tu (ClfATIVu UA 1t • 05/03/77) UlF. NONAME (CHEAfiuN LAlt « 05/93/77) 
SUBFILE 1 HURAL

cut ’.H'.'Cnon r ipci iu utvlLui i u ai.las Vb LUF'SlRUC I ION rlRSl IN ULvLLi't til. aI.lAS

RELATIVE ADJUSTED

CATF. GC-f LA>»fL CULL
AUSOLUTL 

f KF 0
1 RLQ 
(PCT)

FREQ 
(PLI)

STHLNOLt LISAGHEI 1. 2 2.0 2.0

LISAUPrt ?. IS 15.0 15.0

NO '.t-i »I0h 3. 13 13.0 13.0

t j u i e *. 39 39.0 39.0

STPC'aGLY agree i>. 31 31.0 31.0

TU1AL 100 100.0 100.o

CUM (•LLA1 14 A L; v t’ii Ci ■
F HLL*  
(PCI ) CATEGORY lauel CUl-L

AbSOLUTt 
F «Lw

F I't u 
IPCT >

rm i; 
(•'Mil

■ F-t -

2.0 STRONGLY DISAGREE 1. 7 t>.3 6.3 6. A

17.0 DISAGREE 2. 7 6.3 6.3 12.6

30.0 NO OPINION J. <0 1 7.9 17.9 J. .*

69.0 agree 4. 50 *4,6 •»4.6 7 b < v

1OU.U STRONuLY AGREE 5. 2D 25.0 25.0 li'C. V

TU) AL 112 100.0 J CJ.O LO
OJ

Sil) tin 
SiD utv 
SM -f<l SS 
l<*4  |«W

VARIANCE 
.RANGE

4.0 13 mean 3.759 SIU cHH 0.103
1.2u9 HUDE 4.000 SID utv 1.093
4.009 KURTOSIS 0.451 smhnlss -0.965

minimum 1.000 Maximum 5.U00

M1LSINQ CAM S Q . VALID CASES MISSING CASES 0



DUALITY O Lift IN SO SapTA CLA*<A  CO--M)J<bAN HILL PUBLIC OPINION DUALITY OF Lift IN SO Santa llaha CU—MORGAN HILL public CPIMK.

Hie t.Cf.AM( (CWATILN DAIL ■ ub/OJ/77) 
SC’-HLE TvPhAN

HLE NONANE (CREATION I Al t a 05/03/7 U 
SUBFILE THURAL

V7 P-.’.JfPlY TAX LEVt I V7 PROPERTY tax LEVlL

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUII HELAT1Vt
ABSOLUTE FNLU FMLO FMFu ABSOLUTE F Kt 0 i »•; C

C*rfi,u«»  1• »'UL LGUl F hl Q lun IPLfl (PCI 1 Category LAOEL CUhL F hl l»xl) CA. f )

LESS 1 . 19 19.0 19.0 19.0 MUCH LESS 1. 20 17.9 U.S

L‘ SS J6.U 36.0 bb.U LESS 2. *.b •> l». i - .1. f

• • 37 37.0 3 7.0 92.0 same 3. *.1 36, t 36.6

Pu-£ 4. 7 7.0 7.0 99.u MORE A. 6 5,4 S.»

MUCH POKE 1*  * 1 !.<. 1.0 100. u lot al 1 >2 1LC . 0 1 * ’ 0 • 0

TulFL lUJ 100.0 110.0
MEAN 2.295 SID (R.-« 0. u If1 ►* 1
MODE 2.600 sir ui.v ■ l.»M.E

f t : »< <'.3tC S > i • (HI b.uve hl D J Ah 2.JO1 KURTOSlS -L .7u0 SM ■'bt.SS -O.UOl’ p f».»F
1 \ ■ r 3.’ 1 •» Sib »>l V 0.9U 3 variance 0 • H 1 C> MINIMUM 1 .000 MaxIHUM •*  . li L <1

r z»r. -G.39T %r» < w < *»  ■> 0.1 b'» RANJ.E A.KOU
H!-:- VH I . 0 u G P««X 1 -{>•* 5.0U0

VALID CASt S IlV :asf.s 0
VALID CASES )12 MjSSllH, CASIS < 1

.JALHt OF Ll’l IN $0 SaI.T*.  LL/PA CV--PORUAN HILL PUBLIC OPINION

HLE NONA pF (tMAHWi KAIL « 0b/t»3/77)
Sw.HlE IUHAN

QUAL11Y OF’ L1FL IN SO SANTA LLAhA CO--MUkUAr HU PUbLIl

HLE NONAHL (LREATluN DAIL ■ 05/03/771
SUBFILE THURAL

huUHU Of 4Miub Ik ILS To HISIUU CES
Vo proximity nF INDUSlKlcS 10 KI SlltH 1 f.b

RELATIVE adjusted CUM 1
AUSOLIIIE

hEUM 1VE M'JUST Ei> 
FRiC .

AUSOLUIE FREQ F REN FR( t. category Lahel CODE Fht Q (RcT) iPCT 1 (PC 1CATFgLR* LAuEL CUI 1 F ALU (PCT1 IPCT) (PCi 1

near x*  - |4 12.5 12.b
Vt?'» LEAP •* AL’t ) • 4 *•0 4.0 <• • u

F.F AU k • 2H 2H.0 sH.O 3? • U MODE rate DISTANCE. 3. 4) 36.6 Jo.h • A

hj n An UI ST A’-CI: 3. 40 40.0 46.0 /H.V . far 4 « 4 0 Jb. 7 35.7

f th 4 . 9 9.0 9.0 07. U VERY FAR- Ju Ml* 5. 17 15.2 lb.2 1 U v • v

VERY FAP- 3G Ml. b. 1 i 13.0 13.0 100. U IU1AL 112 1U0.0 luo.o

Tuf Al 100 100.0 1U0.0
mean 3.536 SU> ERR O.ot'b Mfl■1 an I • •• ’
mode 3.000 SID UtV 0 «9V0 VAhlAACf C . » v

HE A’. 2.99V Si(< EAR 0.1U3 MEDIAN ?.«91 KURTOSlS -U.7B3 SM'h AL SS O.vcb • U. 3.0Cv
Fj..r 3.000 H< Pl V 1.030 VAHJAHLE 1 .Ubl miniMUm 2.000 MAXIMUM S.uUO
AURT'ISIS -U.205 SM 5S 0.S19 range 4. VOU
M IM MUM 1.000 MAXIMUM 5.U0G VALID CASES 112 MISSING CASES 0

100 MISSING CASES 0



DUALITY Ufr Litt IN S<> SaNT« CL An A C i> - --•< i . hILL •’Jt-Llc 0- > *.  i I 
Cue . j IV t,r lPi S'i Snran ILMiA Lv—hOhW; HILL PUBLIC UPJNIOh

P II f bU'.A.'l ICH7AIILU UAft x- 1)5/03/771 
ILL Tui'-tAri

Ulf NONaHI. (CHEATIUN Pa It « Ob/l‘J/7 7) 
SUHFILE 1 HURAL

w, n. I ti lv-; ins n-»*  huili’I-ps JMPACTAIION Ett$ hiuli NUlLt'tl'S

CAM .. 1 t Al l L CUUL
AUSOIHTL

► Pc 0

HELA1JVC 
1 H) Q 
(PCT 1

All JUS T E D 
HU 0 
(I'LJ )

CUM 
IPtv 
(FC II CATEGORY LAUFL

$*»*'  • ’* i. < I lb#'.REt I. 3 3.0 3.0 3.0 STRONGLY I’lSAGHft

LIS."- u c « 11 11.0 11.0 14.U DISAGREE

M. ->) *. J t 3. H 11.0 11.0 tb.O NO OPINION

Hi-’ • * • u 44.(1 ><4 . 0 t>9.U AGUE t

STu't.-. LV A.-» f E 5. JI JI .0 Ji .0 100.u STRONGLY AGHEt

7 >. 1 A • 1 <;•) 1 L (1. 0 I uo.o

• • &'4 J. •■9' SH 0. J Ub
M,. ilv 1 .U'.3

sjs 0.197 V-t »■ i 1 bb — • 94 .
w 2 » ’ L e”A 1 . ti V G !>.■> | ••• ( -I *> . L L (>

V A i Ju C a» S t \ ] f L HP ..11 b LA .>t S t’ VALID CASES 11?

r.tl’ I al 4.0nl> KEAN 3. 7Mb
VAI- J «NLE 1.129 MODE 4.LUU
RAht.L 4.1'OV KURTUSIS 0.224

MINIMUM 1.000

HlS’jjNi, CASt 5 0

LOPE r tit W

1. 9

<.' a 0

3. K

a . •. r

34

T U 1 Al. 112

Slv EHL 0.112
li ? 14 . V 1.10/

5M»M.Sb - 1 • b •. J
P..X J MIJII s . C 1 |>

AI'M'L Pl t.
Ht:t A r I V E ' . JU;. 11.? L

t- -f u r ; t
IP.: T i IPCT) (<■

P.O A.(, ••

7. I 7.1 I ’J

12.5 12.5 c?

• «u *?.c t >

JU a * *0-4 ivC

100.c ivu.u

* »• i
• V A (• II'-wE 1

-t * ♦ V

V10

♦ 11 F 
S H lit.

k ., (ti l/Th
Tei-

■'1 l/Z< It » Ob/l.3/7 7)

•'10 LC”.’r h A 11 > i. 1 O'. Al I IP 11

cathch* Lr-M L CDl-E
AOSULUTt 

I HI U

HLLA11VE 
1 Hf.'J 
<PLT )

ADJUSTED 
H'fU 
ll’LTI

CUN 
EHEU 
(PCI 1

STPC'.Ci, r L1 !.A'.i-E t J. 9 9.0 9.0 9. U

CIS/.b-F E a. 17 17.0 1 7.0 2b. U

r.b ' p]li|bb 3. 11 11.0 11.0 J7.u

AGPFF t,. 4H 411.0 48.(i 85. U

straggly AGREE • 15 15.U 15.0 1UU.U

TUI AL 100 luu.o 100.0

CATEtiOHY

STRONGLY

DlSAGRn

AGREE

STRONGLY

t- ile i 
SUHfILL

hONAME (CRl-AIION UAlt a Ob/ll.3/7}) 
1 RURAL

LUUNIY UHOtelH

(.AiifL CUUt EHEU

UISAGULF

NO OPINION

Agree

TuTAL

jb

8 1U 0 . i

11? 1UU.0

4.0i0 
U.GbJ 
p. ci 0

I LU MISSING CASES

0.120 
1 .2u0 
U.860 
b.OUO

l-ilUJ “U 
VARIANCE 
MANGE

3. 77*
1.439 
4.000

MEAN 
MODE 
KUHToSlS 
MINIMUM

3.375
4,000
0.208
1,000

SID EHR 
SID Ut.V 
SrEwNESS 
MAXIMUM

0.G9Z
0.978
0. 745
b.ui’O

wtf'TftN 
VAHl AME 
KANVL

0.9S «
4 • <’ J »

<n

0 valid cases 112 PlSSitH. CASI S u



UuA( i IT U i PL p. S') Sai.t« llaha CU--MUHGAH HILL Put-l 1L OH IN1 UN QUALITY OF LIFE IN so SANTA CLAHA co—I'CRuad HILL Hut'Ll*.'  C’H P> 1 ( N

F ILE
5Ur.FI Lt (JLrAt,

(Ci't Al (UN UAlu « Oj/03/77) FILE NONAMF; 
SUBFILE I RURAL

(CHEAT IUN UA1L ■ Ob/u3/77)

VI 1 PhFF t I- »FU LlVp.b 11« v 1 ••OHr'L •. T vn PRFFLHHFli LIVING environment

CAU 1 LABI I LUl-l.
Al'SUl U1L 

F P|.O

RELATIVE 
FHtQ 
Il'Cl I

ADJUSTED 
t RED 
(PCD

(UM 
F Kfu 
(PCI 1 CATEGORY label CUUr

AUSOlUlL 
I htu

•tl. Al J VC 
f «t V 
IPi.T)

ADJUSTER 
I i<-
> ►'«. i )

V
L >

* i l 11 -•.t'-s 1 . 12 17.0 17.0 17.0 WILDERNESS 1. 71 IB. • ; rt . 7 ;<

Ll~AL 2. 24 2*.O 24.0 36, l>

S^Al L Tf.»N 3. 4A 40.1) AL-.O 04.0

S»-LL CITY 4*  • Pj 15.0 15.0 99, U RURAL i.’ • 66 bo. 9 'jh.9 * f

LA-Ot CITY *J. I 1 .C 1.0 1 00.i> SMALL TOWN 3. Zb ZZ«3 t 2. 3 I L. •.

1U 1 * L 1 CO 100.0 IlO.O TuTAL 112 ) . l>. 0 ii u.o

*E4-.

.SIS 
► IM"-”

/.( /0 
J. I '<) 

-i .3’jJ
i.FLO

Sib DM 
« H‘ H / 
Sr f.-'.l ‘.S
1 r. 1 i <‘l •>

O.b'zl
O.VvY 

»n.<f4b
S.UvL

I1F.UI AH
VAkl AIKE
HANGL

2. >•/>.
U.HHr:
4.U0U

MIAN
MODE 
KUHTOSIS 
MINIMUM

2.036
2.000 

«U.5B4
1.00C

-M. t. 4 Sts I VO » J !.bP •! CA’. t 3 t VALID CaSLS 11?

SID LIH C.UOl
SIC i't V O.e*3
Sr F *M  t>5 -O.U.'l
PoAimi! 3.ul''J

MlSSihG CA;,t S I.

€c*ul  »V U) l. J r t <0 S.uIa ll/KA co—kohuam hill public opinion

FILE. hGhxPF (CHATIUN UAlt * 05/03/77)
SUBFILE PjP-JAN

QUALITY OF LIFE IN so sama LLAHA CD—HUKbAii HILL PJHL1C <M»iMl’»<

file nonaml (Cheatiun mail n os/oa/z?) 
SUBFILE 1 HURAL

vie •'Kf.i'UM h.n OF LI'LAl. UO'iS TO pr.PULAIIUN
PHOPOHTI ON GF LOCAL JOOS To IUbULA)(UNVIZ

hELAlIVE adjusted CUN
AHSOLUlt Fht 0 FHtO FHLu mELAIIVE ANOJItd

CATF.OIT L-r: r 1. LUtF F 14 0 (PCT) (PCT) (PCI) AbbULUlt FHtu r-'t.C 1 r
CATEGORY LABEL CUBE FHEG (PCT) IPLD < ► c • •

LESS 2 • 2.0 2.0 7.0
SAME 3. 36 32.1 32.1 32.;

SAME 3. 11 11.0 11.0 13.0
MORE 4. 67 SR.b ^9.6 • L

HOME A • 69 69.0 69.0 02.0
MUCH MORE 5. 9 B. 0 6.0 UO.."

much Pont ) B Iti.o 1H.0 100.0
il2 11) C . C 10 0.0

lUlAL 100 luo.u 100.0

MEAN 3.759 SIU ti.’H 0 . Obu MEDIAN LD
4 . r; 3 0 SIO Lbu 0.06) HtUI Afl 4.0 JO MODE 4.0C0 SIU uLV O.bc'G V4HJ -O.VE u .3*i OA

► ME 4.000 S H> t’L V O.ul 1 VARIANCE 0.3/J KUHTOSIS <•0.469 SMWHLSS 0.1DU KANul
FJ-7(,LIS 1.52b SaEvnLSS -0.54/ hanul 3.000 MINIMUM 3.000 MAXIMUM 5.000
► IM-Lm 2.0C0 MAXIMUM 5.U0C

valid cases 112 MISSING CASLS 0
valid cases 100 MISSING cases o



Ul/A*  I I f U» ui»C If SO SauTm Lt-XPA HILL PUBLIC OPINION QUALITY OF LIFE IN sn SAMA CLAha CO—> OHi.-r. HILL c:ilC U«-|-IVA

FILI uU’.srf (Ot’AllvU MAIL ■ 05/03/77) 
SUrHLE Hf'-iAi*

FILE hONAHf (CHEAT 1UN VAIL ■ 0b/u3/77) 
SUFiFILf IHHRAL

V13 fi-I.F; HH.|i f TH. <1C 4(« (1 NE ll-MBOPS

CA’i'.UPr 1. Alft LULL
AUMdUIL

1 Pl Q

Htl A) IVL 
F HI U 
(HLT 1

ADJUSTED 
F Ht U 
(Pin»

Tci4l.LT PiHli c* 24.0 24.0
SG-'i "J /It. if < • 31 Jl .0 31.0

N-'J J. 30 30.0 30.0

PGSTLY OM r-1 Nt, 4. 11 1 J .0 11.0

*LL '-'«e 4 4.0 4.0

lUl AL uo luo.O 1 ufl.O

V13 PhfFEHHEu ETHMCilY UF hitluHHOrts

CUM
Ff.f u 1-tl.A 1 1 v • AUGUST Lt.
(Hit 1 ahsui uit

24.0
CATEGORY LAbEL CODE 1 KLG kF'vl 1 I I -

bh. U
totally mixed i. 12 10.7 10.7 11.

Ub.U
Some mixiuhl 2. b7 50.9 50.9 5 1

9b, 0
NO opinion 3. 14 12.5 12. b 7*»

100. U
MOSTLY ONE KINO 4. 29 2 5.9 N t » ‘1 1 Lt

TOTAL 112 I (• 0 . 8 t >j i>. a

MiAf. »..4.0
2.80(1 

"t'TCS’S -L.4V9
l.OuO

VAlI'j O'.tj It.0

sil' < t-.< 0, 189
SIL ULV I.C9?
<rl*>»4 55 0.419

s.uuc

pirsu G ca*fs e

median 2.339 
VAhiancE i.192 
HANOI 4.009

MEAN t.b3b
MODE 2.000
KURTGSIS . .1,111
MINIMUM 1.000

VALID CAS1 S 1 I? PISSING CASLS 0

LUALJTr <«F Lilt r; sn S.r.lA CLAHA co—FT«» I.AN HILL PUBLIC OPINION

» ll( t.ji.Aof itl-tATlvu LAIL • ub/M3//7)
S-.>-riLt TuF-ban

Vl4 Hal tty uf lul iplni' PEMCEIVfU

ULLA 11Vf ADJUST to CUM
AnbOLUlt FHtO F HLU F HLU

CAUGCHY LtuFL CUi’E F Hl 0 (PCTI (PCTI (PCI 1

»■;€« • CHGL 1 . 9 9.0 9.0 9.U

2. 3* 34.0 34.0 4J, 11

SA“‘ * • 33 j3. u J3.0 lb, W

bETTFP 4 . 23 23.0 23.0 99.U

» JCh la.TTLP b. 1 1.0 1.0 100.0

T U1 * L 100 100.u 1U0.0

► F. * 2.738 SIU L Hh 0.09b Htblan 2.712
► LUt 2.CC£ SIU LlV C.9b? VAN IAnCE D.90U
► •.-MUSIS -0.P25 Sr |4.4 5 5 -0.01'4 HAnGE 4.00U
MU J-LM 1.800 Mh>|HUM 5.000

VALID CASES 1UC M1SS1IIU CASES 0

QUALITY OF life |N so Sant* CLhIIA co—p0»lAN FllLL ''..'••l.K < M Isl ’G

F1LE nONAMl (CHEATIUN UAIL ■ 05/U3/771
subfile thuhal

V14 quality of Lire 1RLNU PEHCl. iVtU

HELAT1VL A('..«;hTt ;; ( C -
ABSOLUTL F Hi W l"l« * *'t  -

CATEGORY LAbFL LUUE F Hl Q (PCTI IPL’l '•cl

MUCH hQI'St 1. 5 4.b 4.5

WOHSL 2. IB Ifr.l 16.1 2 . •

SAME 3. 31 t 7.7 .’7.7

BETTER *. B2 46.4 4 6, * 94 . L

HUCH HET 1 EH 5. 6 5.4 5.4 1 0 u. >.

Tul AL 112 10C.0 ICit.O

MEAN 3.321 SID LiiR 0.091 MEDIAN •» # e

MOPE 4.OUO SID utv 0.9bl var P-nCE 0 • -

MJRTOS1S 0.259 SM’hNESS -O.Cib MANGt • t v V
MINIMUM 1.080 maximum b. UUO

VALID CASES 112 HISSING CASES 0

Tci4l.LT


SLALlI V 0» LIFk. IN SO S>-M« LLfeHA Co--NOHUA)i HILL PUHL1C OPINION

H J r.Cn<.*E  iChLaTIGH LAIL » n^/aj/Tn 
5 . •• r i L E I u«: b^N

*15 » t.S 1 LH.Ct —-L-t'aM. O f'URAL

CATEGCMV I. * f'E L LULL
Atibol bit 

) Hl ».

HELA1 1 Vt 
t RtU 
(PCI J

ADJUSTED
1 WLU 
(PLT)

Ll IM 
t kt« 
(PCI)

Lr^if 5. IbU 1CC.0 ' 100.0 100.u

1 U f »' L lu j IbO.O 100.0

»(p. 
►. ■ F.

t>. t> 0 0 
b.f Of;
A.000

Sil' » 1 u 
SID uLV 
HMMH

U.uUC
0.0 00 
s • 0 0 Q

HELU An 
VAH] ALICE
MAX 1 MUM

5.000 
0.000 
b • 0 0 v

*ALlL •> ILL Ml'. CAM :> 0

OUALllY Of Lift JN SO SANTA ULAHA CU--”OhuAU HlLL •’Cftlc »’*►'**-1: r«

ULF NONAMF (CREATION uAlt ■ 05/03/77)
SURFILE THURAL

VIS residence- •UHt'AN OR RUhAL

ELa;ivt s:ti> L
arsolihl FRf * *■ -

CATEGORY LAiiEL CODE F KLO (PCI) <P-V ~ > 1‘ . ■

hural 1. 11? 1 00.0 1 I. •) . V 1 . . V

IUUL 112 100.t 11-0.0

FEAN 1.000 SiD tKH 0. vvrt JAN U.:.:.
MUUE 1 .000 SIU LEV 0 • v Li 0 c A., 1 A f' I £ l' ♦ > . •
RANGE 0.000 MINIMUM 1 a vCl) MAX !‘IN l.»\.

VALID CASES 112 MlSb JNG CASES U

t JTV Of u)Ft l». SO S..liT»- ll^'A Mf-HUAH HILL PJr>l. IC OPJNlOH 
f

f ILF i.U’.A'T ((.»>( aHuN mail • 05/03/77) 
S-.i.FJLL l«.HdN

UUAL11Y OF Lift IN SO SahTA uLAhA CO—FO’k-Hl HILL Rv’i-lIC O-JMl'f.

FILE NONAMF (CHFAlluN UA1E a U>/G3/77) 
SUBFILE 1 HURAL

*16 ft AD 0* Ht>nSf»’LI u
V)6 htAO OF HOUSEHOLD

Hf.LAilVt A'.'UUl-Tl;'
1

AHSULUEL
RELATIVE 

E Nt U
ADJUSTED 

I Rtu
CUM 

F >4 u CATEGORY LAUEL CODE
AHSOLUTL 

tutu
F hl •) 
del)

) R: ■) 
(P'CT)

CMfiiUHY LAbFL cube ) HLU (PCI) (RLT) (PC))
NO 1. 32 i’f.6 ; •'.e> C. ' • c

f.f. J. J3 33.0 33.0 33. u
YES i> - L’O 71.4 7) . » 1 .

Vf 5t t»7 lUu.o
TUl A|. 112 100.0 IlC.O

TGlAt 100 100.0 >00.0

MEAN 3.H57 SH< EHR 0.1/2 DI C.H
► lAN 3.thf) SI I) LI>H 0. x«9 MEDIAN 4.01b MOUE 5.UOU SIU ULV 1 .ulb V Ah 1 ••
p'_,r.F s.o oa SIM LI V 1 .DUO variance 3.57J KURT OS IS 1.117 SaEaI-LSS - 0 • V 4 ‘1 KAXUl 4 * C ■.*  v
ruuLiSjS -1.AM2 $M r.f.1, SS -0.719 HALUiE 4.000 MININUM 1.000 MAXIMUM 5.0U0

i.ooo Maa 1HUM 5.000 L0
VALID CASES 112 MISSING CAStS 0 00

VALID CASES 100 MlSSllKi LASl.b U



Ci/atilY Llk |U 50 SfcNT*  Ct a^A Cu— MORGmN HILL PUbLlC OPINION QUALITY OF LIFE IN SO SanTa lLaRa CU--;tGRuAti hILL Rl.'.-LlC i*l ’.If.

t Its rf <lF|«nw< pAIl • 05/u3/77)
S. •> ILF. lol- !DI

FILE NONAMC (CREATIuN MAlt a 05/1'3/77) 
SUBFILE I HURAL

f IWilCH*
v17 EThNlCHY

Htl.AllVE ADJUSTED UM
ABSOLUTE FIR 0 FHf 0 thl.w RELAX l Vi ..t'.Msrt 1

f.i T< t* f It 1 l AHI L Li'Jic FHI.0 (PCT) (PCT) (PC 1 ) At,SOI II) c 1 i't .) r «<. to
Category label COOL H4U (PCT)

c >. ? 2.0 2.0 ?.u
OT lit R 1. 2 l,t* I • r

<•> IFhTAL 3. 3 3.0 3.0 b.o
Black 2., I 0.9 J.9 2. t

>E*lC* ’i 24 24.0 24.0 29.u
oriental 3. 3 2.7 2.7 b.*

□ ' I a* J 1« n 7l.o 71.0 100, o
MEXICAN 4 * 1*  12.5 I 2.5 1 i 4 ■»

10 I al )U0 100.0 luO.O
CAUCASIAN b * ‘•Z t'Z.l t ? • ? i • M • V

Pt AN A.t z;, Stu LI". A .0 74 HLl'l AN 4.79o lol al 112' luO.U 1 e i. o
K' ’ b. 0(>U SIU uLv 0. 7 Jb YAHIaI.cE 0.041 ..
FJ ’>SlS 9.7 i9 Sr( .<■• SS -2. f lu range 4.000
PIN|-UM I .OGO H* ’Z x'.IlM b.UUO Nt AN 4.7?3 SH' EHM o.ono nr(;1 <. »- Li i

HOOF b.UGO SIP U v 0 . 7..‘, v Ai- 1- .LL
val i-. -* a:<;N P.O t*  1 $ \ • • it> CAN'S » ►UHTOSIS 12.291 Sbi>.M b>j -3.3.3 hasi

MINIMUM 1 ,(IU(‘ Mak I ‘Hi i 5.OHO

- _ — _______ — - — - valid casis iip C*<t S c

gualIIy Ot JU IG so Santa llama CU--Khiva). hill public opiniongualIIy Ot JU IN so Santa llama GJ—Kihual hill public opinion 

FILE l<0’ r-f <<.Pr».TIUN GATE • 05/03/77)
SUhaILE IjpA/jj

V 1 >j LOC/TIUN

CUALITy OF LIFE IN so SANTA CLARA CO--hOhvmG HILL Pur-LlC O»-lNl?N

FILE FtONAHF {ChFATIliN MAIL « Os/03/77) 
subfile ihural

CMEjChT LAuLL LvliE

H 
AHSOLUTt 

thio

iELAI IvF.
FHLO 
(PCT)

adjust to 
FHt.0 
(PCI)

(tlrt 
Fhcu 
(PCD

C-. r Cl S9 i.r.H’.IV 1. t.J 03. U 03.0 bJ.U

SC’JTR CtiUNI t J. 9 9.0 9.0 7<*,0

Sa-E 1U"H h. ?»♦ 2b,0 2b. 0 luu.u

TU»AL 100 100.0 100.0

Pf Ait 2.300
P';I,E 1.000
I'jPTGSIb -1.344
top. i-UM 1,000

SIU Ehi) 
SIU Ul-V 
Sri ri-i.SS
HA/1PUM

0. 1 tti 
) . /H4 
0.7*9  
5,001)

MEDIAN 
VAR I AUCE
RAImGL

) .St)/
3.1H2 
to.UOu

VAlID CASt S IGO MlSSlNb CASLS 0

V1H WUDK LOCATION

HELAl I VE Af. USX Lil c
AUSOt.UTc t hi U f - C M t M 1

CATFbURY LAhEL CUUt t )• <. 0 it ( I) I k I 1 ) i •'

OUT Ot SO COUNTY 1. Hd 7t* . o 7 H. e • r

SOUTH COUNIT 3. 3 2.7 2.7 c-l

SAME TOWN s. 21 11». 7 id.7 UO

XulAL 112 1UU.0 luO.O

MEAN l.FOto SIU t)<K 0.1*9 MEDIAN 1.2
MODE 1.000 Sill ULV l.SZb VAR J AmE
OURTOSIS 0.204 SM»NLSS l.*05 L *.t
MINIMUM 1,000 Mm*4MUM 5.UU0

VALID CASLS 112 MISSING CASES C»

LD 
<0



(.bJ. ;Tr (3 LI’L 1»*  SH SAlil*  LL'-'u. Co—MOPg Mi HILL MUhl.lC OPINION QUALITY OK LIFt IN SO SANT*  CLahIA CO—rOt-GAM HILL PcrLlL

FIlF rH-r.Ar-L (CHEATIbN UA)E a Ob/03/77) 
Sw«F ILE TuP-HM

Vi$ LLnGTh UF PESlbF'R.t Hi SUUTn COUNTY

FILE NONAMf (Cl HAT ION mA It ■ 0b/(»3/77) 
SUBFILE 1 HURAL

V19 LINGIH OF RtSlULNU. In SOUIh (.wv

C«Tf -1 1*Y  I Atll'L LuGE
absolute 

t Pl.-V

HCLATIVE 
FhLli 
(PCT)

AOJHSTtO 
FRtU 
1 PuT)

Cum 
fm u 
(PCI 1

CATEGORY LABEL

LFSj 6 I. H B.O H.O H.O
LESS 6 MO

t ro tq 2 yws 2. )4 14.0 14.0 22.V
6 MO TO 2 YRS

2 t- . T< 6 ruj, J • <. 1 a j , u C J.f> 4 5 . 9
2 YRS TO 6 YRS

* VP', TO 2'1 YRS .•. 3 1 31,0 31.0 /t'.u
6 YRS TU 20 YRS

PGf-r 26 YPS 5. ;% 24.0 24.0 100.u
MORE 20 YRS

T.>1 Al. 11. ’> 100.0 100.0
Tel AL 1U 1 j <•. ii

-t .••• j.'-9| Sib •. ' 0.123 M£t. | /.f| 3 • t>r> 1 MEAN 3.063
F '.■• t * . " 1 J Sib i/A ' l.ccZ vai- i anu: 1 .boa MODE 3.000’’L-l , < 1 < -u.7*9 Sr^c »S 9 i« ANl>t 4 • o i) U KUHTOSIS -0.9t‘H

1 .MO P»>J J 1! ’ 5.0 U 0 MINIMUM 1.000

CASH» iuo PISSl'H . CA’.I S 0 valid CASES 112

SIC? LHH 0.1 1H
SIU uF V 1..-4.’
SnC"HuSS 0 . O< i
MAXIMUM b.OvO

MISSING CASLS 0

- A^ilY GF HQ IN LO Sfcl.TA CuaUA CO--"GPuAN H|LL PjHLlC OMlNJlhv QUALITY OF LIFE IN SO SanTA CLARA Co—hOhvai; mILL re**,j e Uh;M'.'n

FILE NONAMf (CREATION uATt • 0b/03/7/>
subfile thural

V20 TYPE OF HOME

absolute
C*TE ‘jC-'Y L«I>FL CUbE FHLU

PCiILL t-0‘1 1. 1

AFAR(PCOf 2. 19

CO».r, ;minIum-tn»«SF 4. 9

F c-.se b. 71

TOTAL 100

Mc.au 4.300 
PGLF S.OvO 
HLPTOSIS V.OSh 
PiMMLM - 1,000

sn> err 
SID vLV 
Sr.) *ht  SS 
maximum

0.122
1.219 

-1.3S7
5.000

VALID CASES 100 H1SS1NU CASLS 0

F.LAUVE
HU.Q 
(PCT)

Aiuusni) 
F RLQ 
IPLT)

LUM 
FRLu 
(PL 1 1 CATEGORY LABEL

1,0 1.0 1 .U

19.0 19.0 2O.u apariment

9.0 9.0 29.0 HOUSE

71.0 71.0 100.0

100,0 luo.o

MtUIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE

4.79b
1.4HJ
4.009

MEAN
MORE 
KUHTOSIS 
MINIMUM

4.H93
5.000 

22.H0S
2.QUO

VALID CASES 112

lv

cuut
AbSOl l.'lt 

FI<iU

' t U ‘I I I V I. A ; • JI1 1 L .
r U f I!-. U
(Fell (F’vY)

• 4 3.0 J . t>

11 t« U 6 . * -• t» .

TUT AL 112 loo.e loo.o

Sib LltH 0.V53 •<t UT AN
STU ULV 0.539 VARIANCE
SM WNLSS -4.901 range
MAXIMUM 5.0U0

MISSING CASLS 0

A .
0.
3.



Cuft-ITf C*  Li Pt JU 50 SANTA LLAMA CU--M0PGAN HILL PuH.lC OPINION 

flltl t.‘.•.».«< :C.>fA1Ivi. VAIL « 05/u3/77)
SjifILC lUW-JAN

v«rl Hu>'f O»<»;tPSHlP

C*TF<>LPr  LAnfL

Hl I.Al 1VL AOJUSTtU 
1 HLU 
i pen

CUM 
IHtw 
(penCOOL

AliSUl uft
1 It Q

HU. Q 
(pen

ND 1. 32 32.0 32.0 32 .0

YLS s. Oil. 0 bll.O 100. u

I (Hal loo 100.0 100.0

PI f.
• CiF S.COU
f^TCSis -1.-2U

l.GtO

'IL < I H 
511> < i V 
5M '-i 
Paa | I'U't

0. »»!H 
1 .U7b

> -O./oH
b.UUO

MtU|Af|
VARIANCE 
ItANGE

4.0p9
3.51 t 
A.UUb

VAL1J CASES Itu P 1 Sb I Lb CASLS 0

-’vif i't '•> 1.1 * t IN S'l S.Mx llA<'A C'J--Ht>HU*N HILL Public OPINION

7 ll-
ILL

•.a* (CIFfTluU
1 'J.-tAN

LA I I. e 05/03/7n

V?? S'.< Cl Pm</P»HTV 0P>tU Than UUHt

cate AhV I. f L CUU1.
AUbUl.U It 

t Lt Q

KILL AI 1 Vti
EH E.U 
(pen

AUJUblt.l) 
EHcU 
(pen

CUM 
FMU 
(PCI)

LO I . h7 H7.0 B7.0 ti 7 • v

YES b. 13 13.0 13.0 100.0

Tul'-L LUO 1U0.O 100.0

duality OF LI FL IN SO SANTA CLaKA‘ COWW* OhA»A«j HILL hlI'I IC Ur |MC

FILE NONAMF (CHEATION uAlt a 0b/U3/77)
Subfile ihural

V21 HUHE OtaNEBSHIP

I'Ll A 1 I t i'. t I • 1 ■ t.
ABM'LUTt. t st

category LApEL euut. 1 At U IHi) I - < »> »>A

no 1. 19 17.0 17.0 1 7<

YES b. 93 c3.0 fcS.G 1 UO <

Tui al 112 1 :i 0 . l> I ( I' .0

MEAN 4.321 SIU EhR 0. 1*? ■Mt t-«
MODE 5.000 SIU OLv 1 • b vi* t 4» I . r V: / • i
KUHTOSIS 1.0b2 *<ss -1. 7b.« H A . t
MINIMUM 1.000 MmAlMUM S.vvO

valid cases ) 12 MISSING CASES 0

duality IDF LIFE IN SO SAN1« CLARA v.tN HILL PJfl ic 0*1

fill noname icheatiun VA f c. a O‘j/i»3/77i
subfile THUMmL

V22 so cu ppupfun U"Kc.O gIHLh Than rx'HF.

KLLA1 IVF. Al'JubTlii c
Au 5 01. Hit EHt U t •• i. ■: * ». ■

category label CODE ) Kt 0 it'lll IMI (t- V

NO 1. 93 «‘3.U *-3.p t> *.

YES 5. 19 17.0 17.u 11*'.

TOlAL 112 100.0 1 v 0.0

VALl'J CAMS 100 HIS51N0 CASLS 0

mi.in AN 
VARIANCE 
HANOI 4.0UU

MEAN 
MODE 
KUHTOSIS 
minimum

1 .QUO
1.CG2
1.000

VALID CASLS 112

SID tt;H 0.141! 
SIU L»LV J.bUB 
SaIcnLSS 1.753 
Maximum 5.000

MISSING CASLS 0

hi p i am 
v«k|anCE 
HtoNvl



QUALITY CT Lift IN SQ SAMA CL'*-'A CU--HO-'b a;. HILL P-‘L K i’-’ M . •.CjiLl’t <4‘ Ll^t *N SO S*NT<‘ LLAHA C<)—MUH(»AN HILL PUBLIC OPINION

file •.v.-.ai't
3u-f ;Lt T'.wbA**

< CPFM I Uh UA 11 ■ 05/03/77) FILE NUNuME (CHEAT IUN
SUBFILE IMURAL

MAIL « 05/03/77)

V<f3 a-Otj.-iT Ur SO'.ilH LOUM < PRO) IHTY UtaNED V23 AMOUNT Of SOUIN UOUMY Phi*  t.HTY UhHI.u

C*b'.>iy  LAmtl CUD)
A»!.olUU 

rl-LO

RELATIVE 
FHLO 
(hlti

All JI IS T t 1) 
1 HE (J 
(PCT)

LUM 
f REu 
(PCI 1 CATEGORY LABEL tout.

AtlSOllHc 
I HU)

RtLAl lu 
tni .*  
(i'i. 1 I

a i'v’1 ■ :>. t J 
f '.tl.
U-.I

I

1 •

rGV-ir.r, 1. 27 27,0 27.0 47.V nothing 1 . 17 15.? 1 5 • < 1 *>

2. co 6U.0 60.0 b?.u HOME OR BLUG 2. 76 b/.u <■7.9 e? J

-1 «£>£ J. 3 3.0 3.0 9U.U -I ACRE 3. 1 0.9 :•.?

-10 U.HS * hLvG •» • s b«U 5.0 95.6 -10 ACRES ♦ BLDG *. 10 H.9 »».*•» *• I

*1G ACHE’S UH HL<>ir.S 5 5.0 5.0 1 6 0. u *10 ACHES OH BLURS 5. h 7.1 7.1 IO<

1" i *‘L 1 GO 1U0.U 100.0 TUIau 11/ luo.C I < . C

1 t:■ •. 2. C 1 <>
v ‘* t <:. 11. 0
’r-. t a • '

p; • i'< 1 . u u 6

v ;• t IL- Cast S H<0 MiSSl»<C*  CASt.S

KLAN
MODE 
KUHToSlS 
MINIMUM

2.;sg
2.(>Ul>
1.354
1.0 (>o

HA\t !

VALID CASES 112 MlSbihu CAStS 0

4 • 0 v u

L.stiff 'j'r Ll’t. r. S') Strip. ..I a.'A LU—POHuAN H1LL PUBLIC OPINION QUALITY Of Lift IN S0‘ SANTA CLAhA CO--r('H<»AN hILL PUbi.lt. ’ M ••

fj'j (CRFATIUU BAIL " 0b/('3/7?)
SbrtiLE lUPftAN

i<?*  G‘-nss yearly TAM11.V 1'<C0hl

FILE NONAME (CREaTIun mA (t ■ 05/03/771 
SUBFILE THURAL

V24 (.HOSS YEAHLV family Income

CAIE'ZJ'Y l*’»i:l CODE

l<
ABuULUTL

1 Mt U

iLLAUvE 
UH.Q 
(HCI)

Ab JUS |t l> 
t RLQ 
(PCT)

Cum 
Fhi.u 
(PCI)

»(/-)•- 5 JO 1. 14 14.0 14.0 U.u

W.'ISC-’. J/(iuO c • 25 25.0 25.0 39.0

li/Cbb-V^'jv.O j. 34 34.0 34.0 (3.0

1200SC-1jfiOO *. 24 24.0 24.0 97.0

J J'»*.  >U‘* 3. 3 3.0 3.0 luO.U

tuUl 100 100.0 100.0

Mt A9 2.770 STU till) 0.106 MEDIAN 2.62*

Pi/'f 3.000 sir lev 1 .062 VARIANCE 1.12o
ruMcSlS 0.B15 S»>t-f«tSS -0.090 hangl 4.000
MINI-UM i.OOO maximum 5.0U0

Valid cases 100 MISSING CASLS 0

category label LUbC
AUSOt tilt 

f M Q

RfLAllVf A?J'MLl' 
I K( C 1 ‘•l <J

(•■<)) (RtT) 4 - i 1

S0-S6000 1. 1G 6.9 9.9

S605(l-$120b0 2. 1H 10.1 l».l

S12050>$?U000 3. 46 *1.1 *1.| O'-*.  1

120050-$3b000 4 , 32 28.6 2 6.o ^4 0 U

536050.* 5. o 5.*  S.h iuu.v

1U1AL 112 1V0.0 uo.o

MEAN
MODE 
KURTOSIS 
minimum

3.054
3.000
0.322
1.010

STD LHR 
SID DEV 
SNtwNLSS
MAX1Mum

0.096
1.012 

-0.315
5.C00

MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
HANut

3.10*
1.12*
4.UO9

valid CASES 112 MISSING CASES 0

PUbi.lt
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Quality ur li^l i:« so s«nta claha co—morvan hill huslIc opinion

F Ile___ >>0kmm£ __(CkEatiln vAIc a_ pb/.y i/.77i_.

VI LU*  MODERATE INCOME MOUSING

RELATIVE adjusted Cum
AbbOLUTc r HE'J FHCQ Fm£u

CATEGORY LAUEL CuDE FHcO (PCTI (PCT) (PCI)

MUCH LESS 1. 15 7.1 7.1 7.1

LESS _ • Z. 52 24.5 ____ 24.5___ 31.o

SAME 3. 58 27.4 27.4 59.0

MORE 4. 68 32.1 32.1 91.u

MUCH HOWE □ 19 9.0 9.0 100.u

total 212 100.0 100.0

MEAN 3.113 STU G.v75 MEDIAN 3,174
MOLE • C I C STD ucy _________1.096________ VARIANCE_______ 1.20V
KuRTuSlS v.f-2.1 Sis£*f.tSS -0. Ub RANGE 4.00V
Minimum l.GVO MAXIMUM S.uUO

valid cases ile. MISSINb k:AStS 0

QUALITY Or Lire IN SO SanTA CLARA CU—mORuaN HILL PUfeLlC OPINION

FILE NONANE (CHEaTILn LATE a US/Ul/77)

HIGH OENSIT* rESlUcNTlAL CuNSTkuCTION

absolute
RELATIVE

FREQ
ADJUSTED 

FREQ
CUM 

FREu
CATEGORY LabEL CODE r mlO (PCT) (PLT) (PCI 1

MUCH LESS - 1. 64 _____30.2____ 30.2____ 30,4

less 2. 82 3o.7 38.7 38,9

Same ................. ■ 41........ 2b. 3".... 20.3 89.4

MORE 4 . 22 10.4 10.4 99.0

MUCH nope 5. I 0.5 0.5 100.u

—
total 4 12 100. V 1V0.G

—------- ---

MtAN
MUCE 
AURT'.SIS 
MlM-u.d

7.123 Siu lR-i C.vo7 -EDIAN 2.014
2.i ..... STL mE; C.v/b .aajanCE 0.954

-k.,-:-'. ______ SrE-’LSS__________O.S'sG ......... “4?«G£    _4.G0v
l.cv, " 5.V>/0

VALID CASES. r. 14 . _ . MlbbiNj. CAbeS _ . 0_____________________________________
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quality Ofr Lift Ln Sa Sm.mTa .CuA-; A _GD—HORGAN mill .PUbLlC .OPINION________

FILE .Oh-ME (ChEiTIvd Ufclt a 13/Q1/77)

V3 LUt» Af.L HOPES- TE DcnSITY HOL'S INU

HELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM

AeSULUTt FREQ FRtU Fhcw
-JCATEmCkY-J-AoS __________________ COUE.„__ Friy._______ .J PCT I_____ ___ (PCT1____ 1PCI>

LESS ? 2. 10 4.7 4.7 4. /

Sa*e 3. 71 33.5 33.5 3b. £

HOWE______________ *. 102 48.1 48.1 B6.3

MUCH MOWE 5. 29 13.7 13.7 100,0

TuTAL 212 100.0 100.0

MEan 3.7v8 SID C.RP 0.U52 MEDIAN 3.74b
MODE 4.ULO SIU utV O.YoO variance 0.57o
AU£IUS.IS ZUjiII'I_________5Ncj"M>E.SS. . iO.j.106-________ttANli 3»00.y
MINIMUM A.UUU MmaL’UM S.UuO

XALUULfl S_£S________ 212._______ *15 il£! AJ5 E S U___________________________________________

0UALI1Y OF LIFE Hi SO SANTA CL A3 A CO—MOHuAN HILL P U Oj-BUJ PINION__________

FILE nOmamE (CHEAT[uN wAlc a Ob/Ol/77)

V4 INDUSTRIAL CONSTkUlT IuN

RELATIVE ADJUSTED Cum

CATEGORY LAt»EL LODE FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCI)

MUCH LESS 1. 22 10.4 10.4 . 10»4_

LESS 2. 39 18.4 18.4 28.0

Same 3. 57 26.9 26.9 S5, I

MOPE 4, 81 38.2 38.2 93.?

MUCH MOrfE 5. 13 6.1 6.1 100.0

____________________________________________TULA]_________212_______ 100.0_____ luO.Q.

► EA?^ . SIL L3H C .076 mEOTan ___ 3.28'*
MOLE ' SIU ULV 1.1M4 VARIANCE 1.21'#
KUHTlSIS -V . i C 1 i *f«c$S  • J. **14 HANGS 4.0GV
MINI-C- . 5.LuO . ... • ■ - ■ • ...........- ■ ■ • - - - •

valIj >LS 214 MibilNu CASES 0
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goal I FT C-F Lire iis so SmnTa CLAWA CO—mOPgaN HILL PUBLIC OPINION

FILE j.uname (Cheat(un uA(t 3 Ua7vl/77)

~V5 CUMMeRCl AL~ CON3 TnUC T~I UN

_£ATEgCmy la

RELATIVE AUJUSTEU CUM'' 

FREu 
.(PCD

AHSOLU’t 
. r_-LQ

EMEU 
(PCT)

FREQ 
_____(PCDoEl___ Gpu.L

MUC* ’ LESS 1. 6 2.6 2.6 2.o

LESS c • 12 5.7 5.7 8.6

SAME 3. 61 36.2 38.2 46. 1

MORE 4. 99 46.7 46.7 93.4

MUCH MOke 5. 0.0 6.6 lOC.v

— total 212 100.0 ____ lyo.j_____—

MEAN SIU ERM 0.U56 MEDIAN 3.571
MODE “.LUO SIU u£v 0.817 variance O.ooo
NURTOSIS u .so 7 SnEwnESS -O.oo* xANGE 4.000
MINIMUM l.vOO maximum S.uUQ

VAL1O CASlS 218 MISSING CASES 0

QUALITY OF Life. IN SO S* nTh CLARA CO—t'QhuAN HILL PUBLIC OPINION

£ILE NO1•*££ _____ (ChEATIvn gaTE = 05/U1/77)___________________________________

V6_______ CONS 1 KijCTION rIRsT IN DEVELOPED AREAS____________________________________

HELAT I v£___ ADJUSTED______ CUM

CATEGORY LAoEL CODE
ABSOLUTE 

FRtQ
FREQ 
(PCT)

freo 
(PCT)

FREw 
(PCD

STRONGLY vlbAGrEE 1. 9 4.2 4.2 4.C

DISAGREE 2. 22 10.* 10.4 14.6

NO OPINION 3. 33 15.6 15.6 30.C

AGREE c9 42.U 42.0 72.4

STRONGLY AunEE . 5. 59 27.8 27.8 ioo.u

TUlAL C12 luO.O 100.0

MEAN 3.7a<j Sib ERR 0.V/5 MEDIAN 3.97c
.MUCE _ ______ . *.;  v •!_____ .. SI-J bEV _____ 1 .us2 ____ _  WAX I «NCE _ 1•1YC

KURT US IS b « J J < Snlw-’ESs V.GMl range 4.U0<z
M I N I .MUM i . ' t j Mta*  lr>UM 5. uUC

"VALID CaSLS 212 MISSING CASES
----- ... — — --------------
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.tt.UAlIl Y. Cl-.ulft. Jh $n Sa.iTm CLAJAJZG —MILE PUbL IC OPINION_____ __

FILE nQn-.-e (CrEATICm UATe. • 03/01/77)

V7 ?rO»ERTY TAX lEVcL

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM
AhSGLUTt FrEu . „ FREQ „.FhEw

CATEGORY LAc EL CODE rt’tU (PCT) (PCT) (PCI)

MUCH LESS _____  . lt 39 18.4 18.4 18.*

LESS 2. 81 38.2 38.2 56.o

SAME 3. 78 36.8 36.8 93.*

MOR£____________ 4. 13 6.1 6.1 99.3

MUCH HOPE 5. 1 0.5 0.5 100. u

TOIAL 212 ICO.U ico.a

MEAN 2.3^1 SIC tKA 0.1,39 MEDIAN 2.32/
MODE c • C C 0 STD LEv 0 .coO VARIANCE 0 « 740
NURTGSIS -v_» * e.2_________ S n E* N tiS O.vVS Fi.AMit. At-O.OU.
MINIMUM 1 <'jlb MAXIMUM S.uUO

kALbl.£-AbtjL- 212 MiSslNS CAStS 0

QUAI TTY CF Ll»£ IN S^uTa CLAha CO—HOPC-AM hILL P‘J&LIC OPINION

FILE nGnA>i£ (O-.EAIIbN uAlt a 05/01/77)

V8 PhOXIMITY OF INDUSTRIES TO RESlULNCES

RELATIVE adjusted CUM
AdSuLUTt fheu freq FREu

CATEGORY LAcfci.________ CCLE pfc£Q (PCTJ___ (PCD (PCI)

VERY NEAR-*ALK 1. 4 1.9 1.9 1.9

NEAR 2. 42 19.8 19.8 21./

moderate ui stance 3. 87 41.0 41.0 62.7-- — •— “

FAR ♦ . 49 23.1 23.1 85«o

VERY FArt-j. «l« 30 14.2 14.2 100. v

—___________ .lU’AL.._ 212___ .... 100.0 ...._ 1CC»Q._.------ .—

MEAN _ 3.27X _______ S10 ■J..69 __ median _ _3.19V
FULE J.CLC Siu lEv VARIANCE 0«99o
KUkTUSIb SrLxf tSS C«.cb RANGE 4.UUU

_mim;im ______ L,Civ Mm A !<• UM S.vuQ

VALIu C^bt_S iu MiSSlF.U CAbuS 0
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GUALIlY Lt Llrl IN sn S** nTa UL*RA  CU--MU'<UmN hill Public opinion 

Tile ""NuFT-rE <L7 ea’tTJh VaIVTfo'/oi//71

V9 IrPiCTaflUN FtES Fn'uN rulLDfcPS

kELaTIvE ADJUSTED CUM
AbSOLUTt FREQ FRLO FRt-

CATEuCHlr LacEL CuE't FEED (PCT) (PCT) (PCD

STPC'-.C-Lt i 1 C-"cL " . .......  r.‘ 12 5.7 5.7 " 5./

DISauF&E 2. 19 9.0 9.0 14.0

NO OPINION 3. 25 11.8 11.8 2b.<

agree • « 91 *2.9 42.9 69. J

STRONGLY AC.kEE 5. 65 30.7 30.7 100.4

TUI AL 212 100.0 100.0

MEAN 
_±QDE______

KURTuSIS 
MINIMUM

3 »b»t SID ERR 0.U77 MEDIAN 4.049
j* f Qvu____ ___ SJV.itv.___ ____ .1..128_______ variance___ ____ It 27 J
v.3ul S«s£*'«ESS -l.HO RANGE 4.004
1. vUO MaX1SU« S.CuO

VALID CaSEs 212 MISSING CASES 0

QUALITY CF Lift IN SO S-nTa LLAk*.  CO—fURUAN HILL PUBLIC OPINION

FILE NON»-E (CkEATIiN uATc. = 05/01/77)_____________________________________________

VLQ COUNTY Ui<Q*TH  kA'iE aS LOCAL LI ’•’IT

______________________________________________________________________RELATIVE ADJUSTED____CUM
AbSULUTt TkfcU FRcQ FREw~

CATEGORY LaoEL CODE FhEQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCD

■SfROUbluiruTb/.GiEt 17 16 7 75 775 77b-

DISAur.EE___________________________________ 2.__________ 2b_________13.2__________13.2 20.o

NO OPINION 3. <6 21.7 21.7 . *2.b

AGREE 4. 99 46.7 *6.7 69.2

S ThOhVlY- a ur E E Si 2 3 10.6 10 . b 1V 0 '."v

______________________________ TuTAL_______ 212 ..... 1.V0.0..... ........ 100.U....................

MEAN S:D uRk O.j75 MEDIAN 3.664
Nutt 4.-.L-) Siu vtv l.udb VARI-NOE l.lbV •
NUP.TublS -i.JtJ S*f»..E.Si  -C.oay kANuE A.vOj
MlNI-iU'4 . .1 * L t.Q____  _ m*a |hum. ____ 5. vUO _____  ______ .... . ________ ______

VALIu C^SLS 212 MiSbiUb CASES (J
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QUALITY UF Lift IN SO SAnTx CwAHA LU—fUHoAN Hl Lu. PUBLIC OPINION

F1LE NVNAmE CCHc®riu<< uAic * Ub/Ul/77)

VU p«£rt.rihtu L1VM<G tN»IWONMinT

_£Al£liL'a.t _u>.a£L—
ABSOLUTE

_LUU£______F .*x'4 ______

RELATIVE
FREu 

___ t£CTl__

AOJUSTtU
FREQ 

______leun_____

CUM 
FREW 

-JPCIJ

WlLOcHNESS I. 33 15.6 15.6 15.o

RURAL 2. 90 #2.5 #2.5 □a.u

SMALL TJ-'i 3. 73 3#.# 34.4 92.3

SMALL CITt #. 15 7.1 7.1 49.5

LARGE CUT 5. 1 0.5 0.5 100. u

Total 212 iaaui LkieO

MEmN
_E?.Qpf____________

KUXTOSIS
MINImum

4.3*#
___2..m____
-0.323

1.0 CO

SID CKH
SIO Udv_________
Sr£* nESS 
maximum

O.#S8 
.0.0*3 ____

0 • io6
5.UU0

mEDIan 
____VAR 1ANCg_____  

RANGE

2.311
____ Q.71V

A.uOu

valid cases 212 MISSING CASES 0

QUALITY UF Lire In SH SAnTa CLARA CO—MORGAN HILL PubLlC OPINION

-±1LE_____N UNAME (GREAT 1UN uATE s 05/01/77)________

V12 PkOBURTION OF LOCAL JObS TO POPULATION

___ RELATIVE ADJUSTED____CUM
AbSOLUTE FREQ FRtC FREw

CATEGORY LABEL LOUE FREw (PCT) (PCD (PCD

LESS 2. 2 0.9 0.9 0.9

Same 3. 47 22.2 22.2 23.1

MORE •». 136 64.2 04.2 o7.J

MUCH Hurt 5. 27 12.7 12.7 ioo.u

_____total___ 212______ JLU.C. 0 _______ JQO,0_____ —

A...... ................ 3.f',?_ ___SID-tKR_____ _____ 'j • <-*2  . _______ 1 P;.DI Ah .. ________ 3.91*
MObf * • 4 L V S i U Lev u • o 13 vah I AnCE 0.3 fu
AUwV-jS I 5 v.ilw S^t.NtSS •L.160 I* ANGE J.UUU

.Mlhl-C ! ...... .£■’ « U J J ____ ___ ? ... .. . ... 5 . V v 0.._ ... - -----------------------------------— » —

VALI'J CAStS 212 MlSSlNu CA5^ES 0
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QUALITY Ur Lift IN SO S-NT*  LLakA Cu--M0humN ’ hlu" PJBLIC OPINION

_F i Lf____ £_____________ (CHEAT Jun u.a IE « 05/01/77)___________________________________

V13 Pr.EF tKHtU ETP'1• 1C1TY CF NEIUhrOFO

RELATIVE adjusted CUM
AoauLUTt f HtQ FREQ FRE«

CATEuCHY L«oEL LUUt fKtQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCI )

TOTALLY M*ti) 1. 36 17.0 17.0 17. u

SUPE wI*Iu-c 2. bej ♦ 1.5 ♦ 1.5 56.5

NG OPINION 3. <♦» 20. a 20.3 79.c

MOSTLT Uf-E Nl\ u A. 40 IB. 9 18.9 *8,1

ALL ONE M^u 5. 4 1.9 1.9 100.U

TuTAl 212 100.0 100.0

MEAN 2.472 STO Ek-} 0.072 median 2.295
MOLE_______________ __ __ SIU.uEV___________1.0*1. ________ VAR IAnCE_____1.085
NURTOS[S v . 7sv SnEunlSS 0.3/7 Range 4.00V
MINIMUM 1. u U u MAX 1PU.4 S.uuO

VALIO CmSES 2L2 MlSSlN'j cases u

QUALITY Of LlFc IN sc SANTA LLAxA CU--MOHbAN hILL PUBLIC OPINION

FILE NO!iamE (CREATION vATc a 05/C1/77)____________________________________________

VI*  QUALITY OF Lift IkLNO PERCEIVEu

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CU«

.>ALI>.)..CASl3

Category label CGUt fme;* (PCT) "(pctP’ (PCT)

much worse 1. 14 6.6 6.6 6.Q

♦ URSE 2. 52 24.5 24.5 31.1

Same 3. 64 30.2 30.2 01. J

BETTth M A 75 35.4 35.4 9o./

MUCH BETTck 5. 7 3.3 3.3 100.U

TUIAL 212 luU.G 1U0.0 ~

htun
PUL-: *.v(.G

. bLr.Tvblb . _ «v . /o’j_______ _
Mir.ir.u^ i.cuu

SiU CHn
SIU uEv
SaE*MSS..„.
MA*  p.LM

~0.v<a9

0.999
___-0.454

S.uuO

MEDIAN 
variance 

______ range_______

’* 3.125

0.99s
A.UOv

t\'d._ "ISblNj CASLS 0



110.SUALlTr uh Lift. IN SO SANTA CLARA CO--mOHuan rtlLl PutJLiC OPINION 

FILE NUoU.Mt (CkEATTUN UAIe a 05/01/77)

VIS hbSlUENCt— URbAN OH R.jhAl
--- ...----- -  _ ...------- .... — .. -•-------

CATEGORY LAbEL
ABSULUTt 

FwtQ

RELATIVE 
. fHEU 

(PCT)

ADJUSTED 
____ FHEQ 

(PCT)

CU« 
FREW 
(PCD

RURAL 1. 112 52.8 52.8 52«o

URBAN 5. loo 4 7.2 ’ ” *7.2 100. u

„ TO TA- . 212. __ 100.0. .. 100.0

MEAN e. .687 STD Lhri 0.137 MEDIAN 2.78o
MuuE * 1 • c V w S1U UtV 2. uu2 VARIANCE 4.000
KURTCSIS •1.492 Sftt*NtSS 0.113 kAnuc 4.00U
MINIMUM MAX JMUM S.uUQ

VALIU CmSES 2U missing CAstS 0

quality UF LIFE IN SO SanT**  CLAha CU--r>GKu*N HILL PUBLIC OPINION

FILE nUNA^-E (CrttATlUN UAft a 05/01/77)

V16 HEAD uF mQUSEHULu

RELATIVE adjusted CUN
ABSOLUTE FHEU FREQ Fh£u

^CATESCBI.-LAbEL FwE’l I££TJ _____(PQIl_____ <?C1L

NU 1. 65 30.7 30.7 30.7

YES 5. 147 69.3 69.3 LOQ.u

— total ____2)2 ..... J.JOJ_______ 1Q0..Q_____—

MEAN _________ 311Z* ________ S[P_thR________0U.4L________ M E 01A N____________ 4_. 1 10_
MULE b . 0 u u SIL’ utv 1.049 VARIANCE 3.410
KURTUSIS -1.304 SnEwnESS -G.b37 RAMGE 4.00U
MINIMUM 1 • v t C MAXIMUM 5.000

VALIU CA SES 212 MISSING CASES 0

QUALITY OF LIFE IN SO SANTA CLARA CO--MORGAN WILL PUbLlC OPINION

FILE nGnamE (CREATION UAlc. a Ob/01/77)

VI7__________ E fHNlCITY____________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________ HELA TI v •___ ADJUSTED _ CUM
"AqSOLUTL FkLQ “ FPtQ F«tu 

CATEGORY LAdEL COO£ FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCD

~UlhER ’ ' 1T

_BLACa ___________________________ 2.

GkIEnTai. 3.

""►tAlCAN ” •» .

CAUCASIAN _ _ 5»

TUl*u

1.9 1.9 1.9

__J__________ 0.5___________0.5 „ 2.*

6 2.8 2.8 5.2

"3a 17.9 17.9 23.1

IbJ_________70.9__  76.9 10C.U

212 100.0 100.0

MEAN w . t> 7 5 SIL i">*
Put a ; _ 8. SIL vU
F U‘* ( .1*3  ( S lv.4**.-.
Hir. I ML W i.vvO r-r4

0.050 PtL'IAN m.a50
0.7JU VAR’Af.CE 0.53J

-).V04 HANUt 4.uov
8.0U0

V<>._ [• r.-.M s 0
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“QUALITY Of’ul^’ In Sfi~SAl«T*»  CuARA CO—MCnuAN HILL FUbLlC OPINION

file nonamc (Creation mate 3 03/01/77)

>18 wuPK LOCATION

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 
________ ________ _____________________________  A&SOLVTE ___ FHcU  FREQ_ FREu 

CATEuVKT LpcEL LOOE______FkLO (PCT) IPCT) (PCI)

OUT Or SO COUNTY______________________ !_•_____ 15.1____________7.1• 2_________ TJU2_______ ? 1 . *•

SOUTrt COUNTY 3. 12 5.7 5.7 76.9

“sake town 5^ 49 TaTi 237! iuo7v

__ __________________________________________io ui________21 a________ in al. a_______ i o Q .Q______________

_ME/N_________________t<U.3.b________ S_LU_tPR____________0. 1.1.6________ MEDIAN_____________ 1. <0*
MODE l.CC'J STU uEv 1.691 VARIANCE 2.861
KURTOSIS -U.7US SAEwNESS 1.093 RANGE 4.0QU
MN I HUH__________ La_£1VU___________MAXIMUM___________ S.ckVU._______________________________________

VALID CASES 212 MISSING CAStS 0

QUALITY OF LIFE IN SO S^NTa CLARA CO—MOHuAN HILL PUBLIC OPINION 

fTlE NONANE (CREATION MATE = 05/01/77)

V19 LENGTH OF RESIDENCE In SOUTH COUNTY

RELATIVE adjusted CUM
AbSOLUTt FREQ FRtQ FREW

-CATEGORY, LAaEL________ _____ EHEQ__________ LPCTL. ______ LP.GU____ -1P.C1L

LESS 6 MO 1. 21 9.9 9.9 9.9

6 MO TO 2 YHS 2. 40 18.9 18.9 28.8

~2 YRS Tu 6 YRS 3. 55 ..... 25.9' 25.9" 54.7"

6 YRS TU 2C YRS_______ 4. ________ 54 _ ______25.5___ _____25.5______ bO.2

MORE 20 YhS 5. 42 19.8 19.8 100.0

T jl AL 212~ luO.o’ 160.0
—

MEAN 3.264
NODE j.t/VO
KURTuSIS ___ -J.97H
minimum l.ouo

STO Ehh ” *u ’io»t>"
SIU ULV 1.253
5*Ei»NL5S  ______-0.203
MAAl.*.U'l 5.VU0

MEDIAN" 3.316 

variance 1.57u 
MANGE ....................4*000

-Valid cases . .212 ____ missing,cases ... 0



112QUALITY UF Ll*l  In JO 5«NTA CuAHA CO—MOuATi MILL.PUBLIC OPINION

FILE NUNAmE (CHEATIUn vATL • 05/01/77)

V2O TYPE UF HOME

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUN
_AuS0LUT£___

FRtU
_ freq 

(PCT)
... FREQ ___

(PCT)
FREu 
(PCI )CATEGORY LABEL CODE

MObI LE._hOm£____________ ____________ _________ 1 ____ 0.5____ ______ 0.5_____  O.b

APARTMENT 2. 23 io.a 10.8 11.3
__ ____________ ___-__ ___  _ _

CONCOMInlUM-TNnSE 4 e 9 4.2 4.2 15.0

__ HOUSE.__________________________ ____________b._ ______179______ _84.4___ . ... 84.4___ .100.0

total 212 100.0 100.0

MEAN ___ 4.613 ____ S 1U cRH_____ 0.007 __ _ . MEDIAN ______ 4.900
MOLE 5.000 SIU wEV C.974 VARIANCE 0.949
NURTOSIS J.S66 SNE.sESS -2.JU3 RANGE 4.00U

.MINIMUM______ ____ J.C.OQ____ ___  M-XIMUJ__________ S»OOQ ——

VALID CASES 212 MISSING CASES 0

QUALITY OF life IN so Santa CLARA CO—MORGAN MILL PUBLIC OPINION 

FILE NONAME (CREATIUN~uATt a 03/01/775

V21 NOME OWNERSHIP

CA T£fiQRY_kAbEL__________ ________CUBE
ABSOLUTE 

____ EEL<1 _

RELATIVE
FREQ 

_____ IPilL

adjusted 
FREQ 
(pen

CUM 
FREW 

--IPCIl

NO 1. 51 24.1 24.1 24.1

YES 5. lol 75.9 75.9 100.U

__________ LQTAk- ______ 212______ LO.Q.O___ __ 100»0____

.MEAN___________ ____4.4038____ STD ERR ______ O_> 118_______ median_____ 4.360
MODE 5.000 STU UEV 1.714 variance 2.93/
KURTOSIS -0.538 SnErNESS -1.211 RANGE 4.000
minimum . J. 002____ MaxImUM 5..0UQ_____

valid cases 212 MISSING CASES 0

quality of life IN so Santa CLARA CO—MORGAN HILL public opinion

_F_1LE____ noname_____ ICPEAT.IUN uAT<c_ 05/01/77).__________________

_V22_________ SO CO PROPERTY OwNtU OTHER ThAN HOME

VALIu CAStS 212 MiSsiNU CASES 0

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CL'M
- ■ - —’— --------- absolute FREQ FREQ FREu

CATEGORY LAdEL CuOE FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCI)

NO 1. IbO 84.9 84,9 84.9
YES 5. 32 15.1 15-X 10U.U

TOTAL 212 100.0 100.0

MEAN 1.604 STU tPR 0.099 MEDIAN 1.35c
MODE 1.000 Siu ucV 1.4J5 VARIANCE 2.069
K'JHTOS IS 1.7CO Sa':.>!'•«. j5 1.9«b hanuE 4.00V
MINIMUM 1.000 MAXIMUM S.OvO
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QUAlTtyOF LIFE IN SO SANTA "CLARA CO—MORGAN HILL PUBLIC OPINION

_Hu£____ noname___(cheatiun_uar&.« os/.oi/.u>___________________________________

123__________ amount OF__SOUTrt CCUNTY PHOPERTY OWNED___________________________________

YAkIQ CAS£S

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ fhe-

CATEGORY LAoE 1 CODE FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)

NOTHING 1. 44 20.8 20.8 20.6

HOME OR BLU3 2. 136 64,2 64.2 84.9

-1 ACRE 3. ♦ 1.9 1.9 86.0

-10 ACRES « BLOG_________ 4. 15 7.1 ..... 7.1 93.*

♦10 ACRES OR SLOGS 5. 13 6.1 6.1 100.0

• TOTAL 212 100,0 100.0

MEAN 2.137 STO ERR 0.070 median 1.956
► ODE 2.000 STD LEV 1.023 VARIANCE 1.043

-KURTOSIS_______ 1.8dl ____ SA E » N E S S ._________1*.5U2 ________ RANGE_____________At C00_
MINIMUM 1.000 MAXIMUM 5.000

MISSING-CASLS. JL

_flUALIII_OE_klE£_IM. SO. SaNTA. £LA^A_Cfl^j-QR.G.Afi.j1iLL_P.U8rLC_9PIHlQ.N_________

FILE NONAME (CREATION uaTE s 05/01/77)

V24 GROSS yearly FAMILY income

valid cases

RELATIVE
ABSOLUTE_____ FREQ

adjusted 
FREQ

CUM 
FREW

CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)

_$0-$60 00_________________________ 1. 24 11.3 11.3_______ 11.3

$6050-512000 2. 43 20.3 20.3 31.6

69^3*312050-420000 3. 80 37.7 37.7

320050-536000 4. 56 26.4 26.4 95.6

$36050*♦ 5. 9 4.2 4.2 100.0

TOTAL 212 100,0 100.0 ...

.MEAN _ 2,920—
MODE 3.000
KURTOSIS -J.593
MINIMUM 1.000

STD LRR 
STD Ut>V 
SftE-NESS 
MAXIMUM

_ 0.072
1.043

-0.216
5,000

median 
variance 
range

2.986
1.06a
4.000

212 MISSING CASES 0
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H'-E nCna*£ ICREATI-JN uATt a u5/Jl/?7i

• ••••••••••«•••••  ; k •- b S 7 a 3 j L a T I 0 s ar*
V6 CONSTRUCT ION FHST IN Ulv-Lv-tC AkcAS BY Vl5 4CBlUEr»CE — URBAN B^hAL

• PA^t J QJ. I

V15
___________  „ COUNT I ______________________________________ ____ _____________ _ _____________ . . _

HC« PCT IRURAL LhbAN RC»
COL PCT I TOTAL

 TOT PCT I 1.1------------------5.1 _____________ ____________________________ _________________ ________ _______ _________  
V6_____________ ---------------- .1-------------------1 1

1. I 71 c I 9
STRONGLY UISAGCE I 77.8 i £2.2 I _*«2  . ______________ __ __________________________________________________________________________

I o<3 1 2.0 I
I 4.3 I v.9 I

_________________________ -I-------------------- 1------------------- L. - - .......... - ------------ --------------------------------------------------- - --------------------------- ----------------
2. I 7 I 15 I 22

DISAGREE I 31.8 1 65.2 I 10.4
___________________________ I „ 9.3. I 15.0 I .. . ______ _________ ____________ J_________________________________ ________________________  

I 3.3 1 7.1 I
-I —--------------- I------------------1

______________________ 3^_I_2C . L__. 13 .1______33 „________________________________________________________________________________________
NO OPINION I 6U.6 I 39.<» I ls.9

I 17.9 I 13.0 I
____________________________L_.1---- . ft.k--- 1... __________________ ________________________________________________________________________________  

-I-I J
A. I 50 I 39 I 89

_AG8EE_____________1_.I_... St.2_-.-l ‘3.8 I.. *2.0 ________________________________________________________________________________________________
I 4*.6 I 39.0 I
I 23.6 I 14.* I

__________________________ =1-—-----------i—------------ -1.__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
5. I 28 I 31 I 59

STRONGLY AGREE I 47.5 I 52.5 I 27.8
____________________________I 25.Q__„I_. J1.0_l__________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

I_14.2 1 l‘.b I
-1——------ 1------------------ j

________________ COLUMN_______ U12________ 100_______ £12__________________________________________________________________________________________________
TOTAL 52.8 47.2 10u.0

CUALITY OF LIFE IN SO SANTA CLARA~Cb--HOR'4AN‘HlLL~PL,BLl^ OPINION 05/01/77 PAGE-......2>

FILE____ NONANE.____ (CREATION LATE. a_O5/,01 /77)______________________________________________________________________________________________________

• «••••••••••••••«• CROSSTABULATION of ••»••••••••••«»•••
V6___________ CONSTRUCTION FIRST.IN.DEVELOPED AREAS_________ 3Y V18________ •€•«* LOCATION___________________ _ _

’4 • • « 4 • PAGE 1 OF 1

____________________ '716_____________________ :________
COUNT I

RCA PCT IOUT OF S SOUTH CO SAf*E  Tew RO«
_______________ COL PCT.IO-CUUMY JY N _ TOTAL

TOT PCT I l.i 3.1 "S'U “ 
V6 -------------------I------------------------------------------------------------------
___________________  l._ .1 .........8.. .1 ... 1 1. ______9____________________________

STRONGLY OISAC.os I 86.9 1 0.3 I 11.1 1 4.2
I 5.3 I C.O I I

- - - - ■ - - .I.___ 3.8.. .1 ...V.5 1
-I- •1- -1-

2. I 12 L 2 I 6 1 22
...DISAGREE ...... ..........._ L 5*.  5 1 . 9.1 I 3c»‘ 1 I J.* .

I 7.9 i 16.7 I io. 4 I
I 3.7 1 u«* I 1

3. I 21 1 I i 33 ............... ~
NO OPINION I 6 J. 6 I 3,0 I 33.2 T IS.b

_____ _____ . __ . .. _ . I .. 14.9 I 3.3 I £«.• .4 i
1 9.9 1 U.5 I - • f

...... *. I C7 1 <♦ I 1 89
AGREE I 75.3 1 ‘.5 1 ' 1' . / ♦ *2.0

I 44.4 I J J « J I J *3  4 7 6
I 31.6 T 1.7 I * 4 ••

5 • I ‘3 4. ! 59
STHO'.GLY AC-£E 1 7u,9 I if • 1 t 1 ; , ‘ 27.8
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GualHy Li't I*  50 S* nTA MILL Pjt’LlC OPIM.'N 05/01/77 PAGE 30

Hll NvNAME iCnEITIvN VAlt • 95/01/77!

• «••••••••• CROSSTAB ULATICN JF ••••••••«••«•«••••
CL'NjT^.'CTlJN FiniT Im DEVEL-’-'Ev A«tAS BY VI9 LlNjTm «.'F RESIDENCE IN b-JuT*  C0u*.7 y
• CA-1 j c„ j

Yb ..

COUNT 
HCO PCT 
col pct 
TOT PCT

1. I 
STRONGLY UISAGPE I

V19
I
ILESS 6 M 0 HQ TQ 2 Y^S TQ 6 YRS Tv ‘•Jri 20 
10 c t^S 6 ymS 20 YRS
I l.l 2.1 3.1 *.t
I-----------------1

I
I

... I- -.8 .. 1
I O.S I

3
33.3

3
33.3
5.5

0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0

5.1

2
22.2
*.5
0.*1.

. _____________2.
-I----------------

I___ I _ I .... 3 . I 5 I 5 I B
disagree I • •5 1 13.6 I 22.7 1 22.7 I -•6.*

I *.8 I 7.5 I 9.1 I 9.3 I 19.0
. ____________ , ----------- . I... .. 0.5 I l«* I. 2.* ’ 2.* I 3.5

-I —
3. I 7 1 6 I 9 I 4 I 7

___ ML.QP1M0N________ .21.2 . I . 16.2 27.3 I . 12.1. .1 21,2
I 3j«3 1 15«C I 10.* I 7.* I lb.7
I 3.3 1 2.8 * °w,2 I 1.9 I 3.3

-l-——— i- « T «—---------I- e> * * « * m -1-* * « M A *
4 A X 8 I 19 r 21 I 30 I 11

AGREE I 9.0 I 21.3 ! 23.0 I 33.7 I 12.*
 -. -- I ,3e«l_ _*7,S  . . I .. ,3o.2 f = 5.6_ -L . £b,2 _ ;

1 3.8 I 9.0 I y.9 I 1..2 I 5.2 '
-I—

.5« -I 4 1. 9 1 17 I 15 L 1»
STRONGLY AGREE I 0.8 1 15.3 I 28.8 I 25.* I 23.7 :

1 1Y.0 I 22,5 I 3u,9 I 27.8 I 33.3 :

I 1.9 1 A.2 I 8.0 I 7.1 I 6.0

I

i__ifi.fi. 
I
I
I   ...
I 39

__________ ?!■
COLUMN

total
21

9.9

--------------I 
*0

18.9 25*9 25.5

I .
I
I 
I 

-I—- -------—L.
*2

19.8

59 
2Z.8

£12 
100.fi

2

QUALITY OF LIFE IN SO SANTA CLARA CO—MORGAN HILL PUBLIC OPINION____________________________ 95/01/77___________ PA^g____31_ .

FILE NONAME (C9EATIUN uATE ■ 05/01/771

V6

♦ • • i - r’R o s ST A b U LA*H  O*N  O F •*
CONSTRUCTION Fi«ST In DEVELOPED AREAS BY V21 NOME 0-nERShIP

PAGfc_JL QF__.l

*6

RO* 
TOTAL

V21
________ COUNT___I ___

ROA FCT INO 
COL PCT I

YES

______________TOT. PCT I _______ 1 • 1__ c_______ «/
-I-

1. I 1 1 8 I 9
.STRONGLY_OISAGLc I 11,1. 1. 98.9 I _.—*•2

I 4.0 1 s.a 1
1 9.5 I -3.8 I

* —--------- --- -------- -- -I- -1- -1 ..____ -
2. 1 9 I x w I £2

DISAGREE . I Av.9 1 59.1 X 1 v • *
-— ... .. _ ________ ..I. 1/.6 1 8.1 1

I m.2 I t • 1 1
•I- -I— -I

... .3. I. 11 I 22 1 33
NO OPINION I 3u. 3 i i.tr.7 1 J3.5

I 2» .6 i 13.7 I
- ........ ........ ..... . . _ . I 5.2 i i'). * I..

• i • -I
4. I 2? 1 67 i C "9

AG^tE 1 24 « 7 1 • ‘v • J i .3.0
I 4 J » } 1 «t , • •» I
I 1U.4 i Jl .5 1

- 4 •'
5. 1 b I i 1 *• i

SThGhKLY A6-rt’ 1 1 J.'i 1 • • _ 4 LI
I IL.7 » Jl. 1 i
J J • d 4 r''- tl i

Cni •; <■. i?

i__ifi.fi
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8*«9

UUAUiTY U 1 V S'*

7 111 nonane (CWi»

Santa (..AnU co

91/771

tUL *

5 T A
AWtAS

T 1 u N .

C'ICN

AU » 05/

*InST InVO LCSSH-j CL»
Acs 

lL.-'lJ

. . V22 . .
COUNT I

nO. PCT IN£ tES
____________ COL PCT I .__ t<tal

TOT PCT I i .1 5 . I
V6
_. .. .. . ... 1. I 4 1 . 3 I 9

STRONGLY OISAGPE 1 4*»  • < 1 55.0 I 4.2
I 2.2 I 15.0 I

___ ___________ ___  _____ I 1.9 I 2.* i
-1- -1—....-1

2. I 1* 1 S 1 22
. ..DISAGREE.____________ 1... .63.6 I. 36.• 1 1 4.4

I /.a i 25. C 1
I o.6 I 3.? i

« T«<
3. 1 2« 1 5 I 33

-------—

NO OPINION I 6*.8 I 15.2 I 15.6
_____ L_ IS. 6 I.. 15.0

I 13.2 1 i
-I- -I———-I

4. 1 72 I 11 1 39
..AG"AE___ I 8.'.6 *2.0 _ _

I 4 j I j*.* 1
I 3o.a 1 5.2

__________ ?I- «b 1 • t! .
5. I 56

i 3 I 59
STRONGLY AGREE I <?» ,9 1 8.1 T 27.6

l„ 31.1 1 r i
I 2o.* 1 !.♦ i

-I- -I-——-i
COLUMN 

total
._3.$........... 212_
15.1 109.0

dT V22

03/01/77 32

1

CUALITY OF life IN SO SANTA CuAnA co—k-0* ’jAN nlLL PUBLIC O°INlCN 05/01/77 page 33

FILE NONAmE (CHEAT ION DATE S 05/01/77)

• • ♦ • • ♦ • r ROS $ TAB u L a T I n * — . — - , - • • -
Vb CONSTRUCTION FIPS T IN DEV ELGPEC AREAS BY V23 A*CvNT OF SOUTH COUNT* PROPERTY OuNcO

< • • ♦ •' ♦ • ♦ ♦ 4 ♦ ♦ • ♦ < • ♦ • ««•••««« • page I Cr 1

V2I-!
COUNT I

PCT INOTnlNU nO-£.-£p- * 1 AC«£. * 10 ‘CP E *10  ACRE
CO*.  PCT I OL s ♦ 5LC 3 S CH OLD TOTAL
iCT PCT 1 X .1 2. 1 3. I A .1 5. I

V6---------------- ---------------_rJ — • If*««»**̂ J- * «**̂«»*M . r- I
1. I I 1 J 0 I 3 I 2 1 9

STRONGLY gisac-^e 1 11.1 1 33.3 1 0.9 I 33.3 1 22.2 I ».2
I c.3 i 2.2 1 v.O .2v.3 . A_ 15.*. I
I U.S i 1.4 1 4.0 I 1.4 ! 0.9 I

-I — -i— •I- ■ I- i
__  _.Z». .1 . 6 . i . 2 1 2 1 . 3 1 3.. I 22 . _______ ....... — _____ _  - ... ........ •.

vISAGrEL I 27.3 i • S« 1 ▼ 14.6 • 13.6 i iv
I 1J.6 i 3»» I EC.0 2 24.4 1 23.1 i

.... ...........................I c.4 ! 3.6 1 0.9 I 1 »“ 1 1.* i _____ . ----- -- . - —......... -
-I — -1 — I- i

3. 1 9 i i 0 1 3 I 2 i 33

NO OPINION I 27.3 1 57.6 1 ~.c 1 ? • 1 : 6.1 r 13,6
I ?,.5 I 14.-4 4 ..0 f cu.o I 15.4 i
I 1 1 «u * . .c I 1 .* I 0.9

* I • ■ -1"- •1- >1- -j---------------- i
4, ! £ 'j 6 * I ’ ’3 I *'

AGktE 1 i
<-5.4 -.2 6 * • i : 3.* •> u • w

I » 5.5 i ■•2.5 r ’ • • V * * *'i ’ w ; • 1 i

i / « 4 I 1 . 1 .<♦ f
. r

5 • I ii i 1 1 • 3 i 3'4
GT-'.’.L? •■'••it 1 ! 4,«. ' 1 * < •. * 'i 4 - • . ! ‘-.1 i <• * » *5

i ■ - . • ♦ 2 6 : --.I r
i

- T ••
1 ■ t • • 7 M 4 U • j •* I
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•-■.4UTy' U u7t IN SO’SanT- Cui-HA’ "MlOucUC cjinion " “ “ 05/61/77 PAG’ 35

' U£ ..._Ni>’-o~£ ___<.Ch£«tjun...uAJc. = C5/C1/77)

».*.o*»o.».oo« (io uHOSSTAbuLATlON OF •«•••••••♦♦•••♦<♦•
»7__________ . I Ax Lt’Lu . ________ _ o*  VIS _ «E5ii/t'-v£—LPoAN CP W.PAL
««•••. •«««•«••• PA3£ 1 Qf ]

____________vlS_________ ____________
CvV.H I

Kb» ^CT I-UPAL CrSAN Pu«
___ CC» P£T »_ _____ T£1*L

Tut -CT 1 x.l 5.1
----- [.
J... I £6

-1- 
. i 1-

-1
I j9._

“ LESS I 54.3 1 ♦ h.7 I le.A
I 1 f .9 1 )■•>.(/

I V. A 1 s • V I
... -I' -1“ ’1

ofc, I 1 w i
l:SS 1 1 44 «H 1 jc.2

. 1 * / I * • •' !

?».? 1 I f I
-i- - i -

*• I 1 : / hl
• ” ** be .» «• i « • } Ju • b]’ i - • • T

1 • 1 » J 1 i < / l

6 1 / i J
I **■-•<* z > »*: 1 • i
1 1 » * 'j !
1 i J ♦ *. j

-i-
c 1 !i I .c I • »*; 1 «• «*

j > • k »*  / kJ > • -. i
I u. I
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•u«'. 1 Ly.Uf.ji;--. sn_sa-;n>_S«u®?.A_C3r-‘>ur^AN hJLU.►•JaL SC. CPI%*C4_.  . ..  _____ .____________05/01/77
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X X
RUN NAME_________ QUALITY OF LIFE IN SO SANTA CLARA CO—MORGAN HILL PUBLIC OPINION

X X
VARIABLE LIST VI TO V27
___________________ x____  _ ____ X 
VAR LABELS VI LOW ANO MODERATE INCOME HCUSING/V2 HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL CO

NSTRUCTI0N/V3 LOW ANO MODERATE DENSITY H0USING/V4 INDUSTRIAL CONS 
____________________TRUCTION/Vb COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTI0N/V6 CONSTRUCTION FIRST IN OEVE

LOPEO APEAS/V7 PROPERTY TAX LEVEL/V8 PROXIMITY OF INDUSTRIES TO R 
ESIDENCES/V9 IMPACTATION FEES FRUM BUILDERS/V10 COUNTY GROWTH RAT 

------------------------------------------------ E aS LOCAL LImIT/VH PREEERRED LIVING ENVIRONMENT/V12_PROPORTJON___  
OF LOCAL JOBS TO POPULATIOn/V13 PREFERRED ETHNICITY OF NEIGHBORS/ 
V14 QUALITY OF LIFE TREND PERCEIVED/V15 RESIDENCE—URBAN OR RURAL 

----------------------------------ZV16-H_EAU_O^HOUSEMOLDZV±7_ETHNICITY/V18 WORK LOCATION/V19 LENGTH 
OF RESIDENCE IN SOUTH COUNTY/V20 TYPE OF HOME/V21 HOME OWNERSHIP 

/V22 SO CO PROPERTY OWNED OTHER THAN HOME/V23 AMOUNT OF SOUTH COU 
--------------------------------- N.T-Y- PAO£ERJ1_J1W N ED7J/-Z4_G&QSS-JtEARLY_EAMl LX_INC£LME2Y25—I NEO RMAX1D.N— 

PR0VI0E0/V26 LOCATION OF SAMPLED POPULATION/V27 FAMILY SIZE 
VALUE LABELS VI (1)MUCH LESS(2)LESS(3)SAME(4)MORE(5)MUCH M0RE/V2 (l)MUCH LESSl 
--------------------- ;---------- 2LLESSJL3LSfeLOKELSI M..LLCH..P.QREZV.3 (l)MUCt! LESS(2) LESWISAMUAL— 

MORE(b)MUCH MORE/V4 (l)MUCH LESS(2)LESS(3)SAME(4)MURE(5)MUCH MORE 
ZV5 (l)MUCH LESS (2) LESS (3) SAME (4) M0RE(5) MUCH M0RE/V6 (DSTRONGLY 

---------------------------------DISAGREE(2)DISAGREE(3)110.OPIN ION(4)AGREE(S)STRONGLY AGREE/V7 U)M
UCH LESS(2)LESS(3)SAME(4)MORE(5)MUCH MORE/V8 (l)VERY NEAR-WALKC2) 
NEAR(3)MODERATE DISTANCE(4)FAR(5)VERY FAR-30 MI*/V9  (DSTRONGLY 0

--------------------------------- ISaGREE(2)DISAGREE(3)NO OPINION(4)AC^EE(5)STRONGLY AGREE/VIO (I)S 
TRONGLY DISAGREE 12) DISAGREE (3) NO OPINIONS) AGREE15) STRONGLY AGREE 
/Vll (1)WILDERNESS(2)RURAL(3)SMALL TOWN(4)SMALL CITY(5)LARGE CITY 

------------------------- '------/V12__(.DLLLLCH_L£SS (2) LESS.L3J S AME (.4) MORE (5) MUCH MOPE/V13 (DTOTALLY 
MIXED(2)SOME MIXTURE(3)NO OP INION (4)M0STlY ONE KINO(5)ALL ONE Ki 

NO/V14 (l)MUCH WORSE(2)WORSE(3)SAME(4)bETTER(5)MUCH BETTER/V15 (1 
----------------------------------LR1JRALI2J —-(3)~---------- (4) - (5)UR8AN/V16 (1)NO(2)------------ (3)-—« ( 

4).---------- (5)YES/V17 (1)OTHER(2)BLACK 13)ORIENTAL(4)MEXICAN(5)CAUCAS
IAN/V18 (l)CUT OF SO COUNTY(?)------------ (3JS0UTH COUNTY(4)———(b)SA

--------------------------------- ME. TOWNZV19 (PLESS 6 M0(2)6 MO TO 2 YRS(3)2 YRS TO 6 YRS(4)6 YRS 
TO 2D YkS(5)M0RE 20 YHS/V20 (l)MOBILE HUME(2)APARIMENT(3)——( 

4) CONDOMlNIUM-TNhSE (5)HOUSE/V21 (1) NO(2) ——- (3) — — (4) ——— (
____________________5) YES/V22 (I) NO (2)------------ (3)--------------- ----------------- <5) YES/VZ3 (1) NOTHING <2 

)HOME OR BLDG(3)-1 ACRE(4)-1U ACRES ♦ HLUG(5)*10  ACHES OR BLDGS/ 
V24 (l)SU-$t>000(2)SB050-S12000(3)Si2C50-S20000(*)$^0050-536000(5)  

--------------------------------- S26H5K*♦ZV^.fe_IIL.  INFORMED (0) UNINFqRmED/V26 (U> UKbAN (R) RURAL/ 
V27 (I)SINGLE(2)PLUS SPOUSE(3)3 OR LESS(4)6 OR LESb(5)7 OR MO*E  
X--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- X
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