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Preliminary Raw Data Analysis

REGIONAL ATTITUDES CONCERNING
COASTAL "LAND USE

During January, 1977, the Bureau of Planning and the Bureau of Labor

Statistics administered a Land Use Opinion Survey to identify certain

Tocal attitudes toward land and water use. A total of 931 residents

were surveyed, 776 (83%) from northern districts and 155 (17%) from
southern districts. The survey's results are discussed under four major
sections: Shoreline Development, Recreational Facilities, Property

Ownership, and Citizen Participation.

Shoreline Development

To determine the desireability of certain types of shoreline development to
island residents, three questions were asked. The questions and responses
are presented in Table 1:
Table 1: Regional Attitudes Concerning
Shoreline Development
(in percentages)

North South Total

Questions Yes No No OpjYes No MNo OpJYes No No Op

1. Residential Development 58 28 14 56 26 20 57 28 15
should be strictly Timited

2. Tourism Development should 46 43 11 46 31 23 46 41 13
be strictly limited

3. Business and Industrial 52 36 12 48 35 17 52 36 12
Development should be
strictly limited

The majority of respondents (57%) feel that residential development should

be strictly limited along the coastline. Since 1970, many homes have
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encroached upon shoreline areas which has severely limited shoreline use

by the public. Although there is a slight difference between the north

and south in their attitudes toward residential development, the south
exhibits a surprisingly high percentage (54%) of respondents who feel that
residential development should be strictly limited. Presently, the south is
characterized by compact coastal settlements with 1ittle room for expansion.
Government subdivisions and other government efforts to provide facilities
and services in the south have been hampered by existing residential land use
patterns. To experience the benefits of government investments in sorely
needed road, water, and power systems would entail a certain degree of change
in these patterns. However, strictly 1limiting residential development along
the southern coast will alter the traditional 1iving patterns and relation-

ships in the south.

Local opinions lean toward restricting tourism development along the coast.
However, the northern region exhibits a stronger tendency to accept coastal
resort development than the south. Contrary to expectations, a higher per-
centage of northerners oppose resort limitations (43 vs. 31). The difference
may be attributed to the 23% of the southern sample who have no opinion.
Although resort development results in certain benefits, it is also accompanied

by numerous costs. Many southerners have not taken a position on this issue.

Generally, residents feel that business and industrial development should
be strictly Timited along the coastline. Apparently, any development
that does not contribute to the environmental qualities of coastal areas
would be opposed. Minor regional differences in attitudes exist with the
southern residents undecided over the costs and benefits accruing from

business and industrial development.
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Judging from the responses tb the* three questions, southern residents
appear to be cautious in pursuing future residential, tourist, business,
and industrial development in the gbuth. The historic, social, and
environmental qualitities have made the south attractive to both island
residents and tourists and the benefits of rapid growth as experienced in
the north will probably be carefully reviewed by southern residents in the
years to come. On the other hand, nbrthern residents are definitely
conscious of the negative impacts that have accompanied development. They

appear to be against many types of development that may occur along the coast.

Thus far, the Shoreline Protection Act has functioned as the major regulatory
mechanism to control coastal development. As shown in Table 2, however, only
7% of the respondents feel that 30 feet is adequate to restrict coastal devel-
opment and ensure coastal protection. Although 25% feel that 300 feet is an
adequate boundary, most respondents feel that more variables should be
analyzed prior to delineating a boundary. Presumably, the more appropriate
shoreline boundary would not be a uniform designation since it would depend
upon the peculiar characteristics of specific geographic areas.

Table 2: Regional Attitudes Concerning the Adequacy

of the Shoreline Protection Act
(in percentages)

Shoreline Protection Act North South Total
1. 30 feet 1is enough 6 11 %

2. The distance shouid depend on things 1ike type 40 43 40
of land, existing buildings, or road locations.

Should be 300 feet 26 18 25
No permit should be required 3 4 4
No Opinion - 25 24 24
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Table 3 compares the response totals of this year to last year's survey.
Basically, previous attitudes toward residential development have remained
consistent--a majority of respondents feel that residential development

should be strictly 1imited along the coastline. However, a_higher percentage

of persons in the recent survey feel that tourist and business and industrial

development should be strictly 1imited (see Table 3). Apparently, more resi-

dents are beginning to realize that these development should be strictly

requlated and that coastal areas should be protected.

Table 3: A Comparison of the 1976 and 1977 Surveys
(in percentages)

1976 Totals 1977 Totals
Questions Yes MNo No Op Yes No No Op
1. Limit Residential Development 59 26 16 57 28 15
2. Limit Tourist Development 38 40 22 46 41 13
3. Limit Business and Industrial 57 27 16 62 36 12

Development

Assuming that certain development located near a respondent's home would
have a more direct impact on residents, the survey inquired about the

desireability of these development. Table 4 presents the responses.

Table 4: Regional Attitudes Concerning the
Location of Specific Land Uses
(in percentages)

North South Total

Questions Yes No Mo Op| Yes No No Op|Yes No No Op

1. Object to hotel develop- 49 44 7 39 - 53 8 47 45 8
ment near home

2. Object to other Resort 36 58 6 32 6] 7 3558 7
Facilities near home

3. Object to a new housing 2% 165 8 3258 10 28 64 8
development near home

4. Object to major business J0I- 63 7 31, 163 6 30 63 7
establishment near home
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It must be emphasized that Table 4 reflects attitudes toward particular
projects that may locate near (1/2 mile qualification) a respondent's home
and does not necessarily reflect at%itudes toward coastal development.

In questions 2, 3, and 4 above, the majority of respondents do not object
to these developments Tocating near their homes. This is particularly true
in the south. Commerical and residential development would tend to
increase property values in adjacent areas as well as increase convenience

to nearby shopping facilities.

Whereas supporting tourist facilities can be used by local residents, hotels
per se would primarily cater to a transient population. Forty-seven percent
of the sample object to hotels locating near homes. The neighborhood cha-
racter of communities would be destroyed if hotels located there. Northern
residents tend to object to hotels locating in proximity to residents more
than southern respondents since hotel development has primarily occurred

in the north. The prospect of bringing some of the amenities to the south

where few facilities exist is enticing to southern residents.

Recreational Facilities

Table 5 aggregates the questions and responses regarding beach access.

Table 5: Regional Attitudes Concerning Beach Access
(in percentages)

WA gy 14 ™
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North South Total
Questions Yes No No Op[Yes No No Op[Yes No No Op
1. Public Access should be
guaranteed along the 76 12 12 63 12 25 3 13 15
coastline

2. Owners of coastal property
should be allowed to refuse 30 54 16 23 61 16 29 55 16

access to adjacent beaches

3. Have you ever been turned 27 69 3 30 65 5 28 68 4
away from private beaches
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Our survey indicates that 17% of the southern sample own coastal property
whereas only 5% in the north own coastal property. Consequently, we would
expect that a higher percentage of éouthern residents would object to public
access. The reverse is true probably because many of the desirable beach
areas are located in the south and that more southern residents have been
refused access by adjacent property owners. Many northern beaches are
inaccessible because of the topographic features of the northern plateau
and are less desirable because of the comparatively rougher waters. The
probability for owners to refuse access is less in the north. Generally,
however, the majority of respondents feel that public access along the
coastline should be guaranteed, although beach access through private

property to get to the coastline is less desired.

As indicated by the survey, a Targe majority of respondents feel that Guam
lacks sufficient recreational facilities and areas. Also, those that are
available are dirty and 1ittered. Table & presents the specific responses

to recreation-related questions.

The consensus is that Guam lacks recreational facilities and that public
funds should be used to upgrade existing facilities. However, when

certain facilities cater to particular user groups such as boat owners,
respondents are less apt to agree that public funds should be utilized to
construct these facilities. Although 86% of the sample indicated that more
walking trails and scenic overlooks are necessary, these facilities would
probably not be utilized by the local population. This statistic probably
reflects the importance of tourism as perceived by the sample population.
The frequent media coverage of tourism and proposals to further attract

tourists has definitely contributed to this perception.
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Table 6: Regional Attitudes Concerning the Quantity
and Quality of Recreational Facilities and Areas
(in percentages)

‘North South Total
Questions Yes No Mo OpijYes No No Opi{Yes No MNo Op

1. Are there enough coastal 19 72 9 14 73 13 18 72 10
recreational facilities now

2. Have you gone to a beach 62 35 3 72 25 3 64 34 2
or park in the past month

3. Should there be more 80 13 7 76 B 16 79 12 9
beaches and swimming areas

4. Should there be more parks 89 6 5 88 T N 89 5 6
and picnic areas

5. Should we build more walk- 86 8 6 85 5 10 86 7 7
ing trails and scenic overlooks

6. Should the government 48 32 20 43 30 27 47 32 21
spend tax money to build
marinas and boat launching ramps

7. Are public beaches and 76 16 8 72 14 14 75 16 9
shorelines dirty and littered

8. Should military beaches 63 24 13 75 12 13 65 22 13
be opened to the public

9. Should the government 75 14 11 59 26 15 72 16 12
spend tax money to clean-
up public beaches

Table 7 presents the responses to the questions regarding fishing and coral
collection. Although more southerners still practice the traditions of

fishing, the majority of islanders surveyed do not fish regularly.

Table 7: Regional Attitudes Concerning
Fishing and Fish Control
(in percentages)

North South Total_
Questions Yes Mo Mo OpiYes Mo MNo OplYes No No Op

1. Does any member of your 29 68 3 51 45 4 32 65 3
household go fishing regularly

2. Should there be laws that 45 42 13 32 58 10 43 45 12
restrict fishing and coral
collecting
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There is Tittle agreement on restricting fishing and coral collecting.
Apparently, the fish and coral population are not perceived to be
declining and therefore, restrictiéns are unnecessary at this time.
However, this perception can be expected td change iT proposals for
encouraging the commercial fishing industry were implemented or if Guam

succombs to pressures for shoreline development.

Since the survey was administered during the off-season of fishes that are
in high demand, ‘the results may not accurately reflect public opinion. A
majority of southerners do fish regularly and do not want any type of

restrictions place on this practice.

Property Ownership

As indicated in the survey, 65% of the sample feel that property owners
should be com?ensated if affected by government controls. Little regional
difference in attitudes is seen between north and south. Apparently,
government controls are perceived to have an adverse effect on property
owners and are not perceived in the Tight of an overall public good.
Government controls are established to ensure rational development and
public health and safety. The consensus on Guam is that these controls

take away development rights.

As shown in Table 8, of the 65% of the sample that possess the attitude of
compensation for Tosses incurred by implementing development controls, a
clear majority feel that they should be compensated either with money or
with 1and exchange. A slightly higher percentage feel that compensation
should be in the form of land exchange indicating the relatively strong

values toward land ownership.
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Tahle 8: Regional Attitudes Toward Compensation
For Losses Incurred Through
Development Controls
(im percentages)

North South Total

Questions NA* Yes No No Op|{MNA* Yes MNo No Opj NA* Yes No No Op

1. Should govern-
ment pay for 28 58 7 7 (27 56 7 10 |27 58 7 8
losses

2. Should govern-
ment exchange 28 59 6 7 (27 59 4 10 (28 53 6 7
Tand for losses

* Those answering "no" on the question relating to compensating

property owners are affected by government controls.
Implicit in these questions is the government's ability to compensate
property owners with either money or land. In these austere times, the
government does not have the financial resources to compensate property
owners. It is also questionable whether the government has enough land
to compensate these owners. Again, although development controls have been
implemented to promote the public welfare, these controls have an impact
on individuals. Since the general public is composed of individual
citizens, the dilemma of identifying the general public; i.e., who benefits,

who does not, and how should these group interests be accommodated increases

when the government is confronted with the problem of controlling development.

Citizen Participation Through Public Hearing

The survey posted many questions regarding participation at public hearings.
As expected, a large majority (79%) of respondents have not attended a
public hearing in the Tast year. In the south, however, more people have
attended public hearings. The smallness of the area, the close personal
relationships, and other southern characteristics may contribute to this

regional difference.
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In general, those that do attend public hearings have found out about them
a variety of sources. Of these sources, the newspaper, the commissioner,
and friends and relatives are the most common sources of finding out about

public hearings.

Public hearings are the most common form of soliciting public responses to
development projects. Table 9 presents the responses to some of the
reasons for not attending public hearings.

Table 9: Some Reasons for Not Attending

PubTlic Hearings
(in percentages)

Why Didn't You Attend? North South Total
1. Not Applicable 19 32 21
2. Waste of Time 6 10 7
3. My Opinion Would Not be Used 4 3 3
4. Inconvenient Time 25 25 25
5. Did Mot Affect Me Personally 13 13 13
6. Too Technical 2 2 2
7. Other 31 15 29

Although all of the reasons apply to a certain degree, one-fourth of those
surveyed felt that public hearings were held at inconvenient times. Table
10 presents responses to the most appropriate time for public hearings.

Table 10: Appropriate Time for Public Hearings
(in percentages)

North South Total
Questions Yes MNo No Op{Yes No No OplYes No No Op
1. VWeekday Evenings 48 32 20 40 41 19 46 34 20
2. Weekends A18e=31. 18 heis 28 N21 D1E 3et]9
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Apparently, the respondents are ambivalent toward holding public hearings
on weekday evenings. They generally feel that weekends would be an
appropriate time. With all the weekend activities that occur, it is stilil
questionable whether many residents will attend weekend public hearings.
Bafore any proposals for weekend meetings are entertained, the other

reasons stated in Table 9 must be studied.

As shown in Table 11, respondents are generally split on the question of
whether public hearings provide an appropriate forum to voice opinions.
Surprisingly, respondents rule out contact with the commissioner as a
viable mechanism to obtain public opinion. In many cases, commissioners
are not thought of as knowing exactly what village residents desire. It is
generally felt that the size of the village has contributed to the decline
in contacts with the commissioners with his constituents, with the northern
commissioners suffering most. However, the southern respondents have
similar opinions of their commissioner. The rapidly changing, complex of
society of today may mean frequent contacts with residents themselves over
and above contact with commissioners.
Table 11: Regional Attitudes Toward
Participation Mechanisms
(in percentages)

North South Total

Questions Yes No No OpiYes MNo No OpiYes No No Op

1. Do public hearings provide 38 24 38 35 35 30 37 26 37
opportunities to voice opinions

2. Does your village commis- 23 &5 12 32 59 g 25 64 M
sioner know your opinion
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Apparently, most respondents feel that numerous forms of participation

should be established and utilized. Table 12 provides these responses.

Table 12: Regional Attitudes Toward Various
Participatory Mechanisms
(in percentages)

North South Total
How Should Planners Identify
Future Village Needs Yes MNo MNo OplYes No No OplYes No No Op
1. Ask commissioner 74 18 8 74 12 14 74 17 9
2. Ask church 36 49 15 20 57 23 33 50 17
3. Village meetings 87 4 9 79 6 15 85 5 10
4. Appoint a village 67 20 13 56 22 22 65 20 15
representative
5. Ask civic groups 65 19 16 40 37 23 61 22 17
Form special advisory 73 13 14 50 27 23 70 15 15
committees

As a whole, the respondents to the survey feel that other mechanisms over and
above public hearings should be established and utilized. Respondents are
ambivalent that public hearings along provide enough opportunities to voice
opinions. However, the role of the church in providing guidance and shaping

public opinion on contemporary issues is rapidly diminishing.

Conclusions

Many of the results of the survey were expected. Of interest, however, is
the frequent "no opinion" response of the southern sampie. In nearly every
question, southern residents have a greater no opinion response percentage
than northern residents. This may indicate the increasing pressure for
development that the south is and will be experiencing. The tradeoffs
between development and preservation have not been explicit and most southern

residents have yet to take a position on this developing situation.
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In summary, the survey brought out the following important points:

1.
2,

In general, all coastal development should be strictly limited.

Along the coastline, public access should be guaranteed although
access through private property is less desired.

The boundary established by the Shoreline Protection Act in many cases
is inadequate to protect Guam's coastline and needs to be re-defined.
Recreational areas and facilities are tremendously inadequate.

Public taxes should be utilized to maintain and construct only those
recreational facilities that cater to a large number of users and

not specific user groups.

Subsistence fishing is not widely practiced and conseguently should
not be strictly regulated.

Property owners should be compensated for implementing controls

that affect the ability of owners to develop their property.

Citizen opinions should be obtained through a number of participatory

mechanisms.
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE INTER-RELATIONSHIPS
IN THE COASTAL MANAGEMENT LAND-USE OPINION SURVEY RESULTS

4

After the straight tabulations of the Coastal Management Land-Use Opinion
survey were analyzed, a set of cross-tabulations was done to establish
whether there were inter-relationships between age, ethnic group, and
other variables and the opinions expressed concerning the government's
role in land use. This report contains an analysis of the cross-

tabulations.

In all of the opinion questions, there was a fairly high rate of "no
opinion" responses (ranging from 6% to 34%, but averaging about 15%). It
may be that many of these people did not understand the questions, and
would have expressed an opinion if the questions could have been presented
in a more meaningful framework.

Table I

Various Characteristics of Different Age Groups
Percent of Age Group:

Age Group With Ed Level With Ed Level Who Owned
6th Grade or Lower 9th Grade or Lower Property
16-29 0% 10% 447
30-44 4%, 17% 63%
Older than 44 38% 51% 74%

Who Responded
“No Opinion" (Average)

12%
15%
18%
Table I gives a comparison of educational level, property ownership,
and "no opinion" response for the different age groups. Within the last

generation there has been a great change in the average educational level
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of the adult population. The property ownership column shows a signifi-
cant difference in the percent of age group who own property. A1l other
factors held constant, we would exﬁect the age group, with some property
owners, to have fewer “no opinion" responses. As the last column of the
table shows, the situation is the reverse. More older people have "no

opinion," about those issues, than younger people.

It is the opinion of this analysis that the situation is a result of

differences in educational level. If older residents of the community are

to have a voice in planning for the island, special attempts will need to

gain their input.

In this report, all response to opinion questions are presented as the
percentage of respondents who answered yes from those who answered either
yes or no. This provides the simpiest solution to the problem or people
who may well have an opinion but were too polite to tell the interviewer

that they did not know the meaning of some of the words in the questions.

Significant Differences

Whenever a question is asked of two different samples of people, some
difference between the two answers is expected. If the answers are
presented as the percentage of yes responses to yes and no responses, the
expected difference depends on the sample size and the percentage itself.
If the same questions were repeatedly presented to different samples of a

population, 95% of the time the percentage would be written XN percent.

in N = 2/PT1-P}
i

where P = the percent and S = the sample size.
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Roughly speaking, a difference of*11 percentage points or more 1is
significantly different. Any smaller difference may be due to random
variation and sampling error. Th1§ memo only reports significant
differences. Attached to this report are copies of the gquestionnaire
with the percentage of yes responses to each opinion gquestions for each
of the ethnic groups, and for different age groups. The reader may wish

to examine the pattern of differences in answers to all questions.

Ethnic Differences

In response to the statement "Al1 Development Should Be Aliowed," 45%
of Filipinos agreed, as did 30% of Guamanians, and 14% of Caucasians.
This difference of opinion between ethnic group was one of the greatest
in the survey. Generally, Caucasians were the most strongly in favor
of strict actions on development. (Residential 80%, tourist 71%,
business and industrial 81%.) The majority of Guamanians desired to
limit development (residential 59%, tourist 52%, business and
industrial 55%), but slightly less than half of the Filipinos sampled
wanted limitation on tourist development (45%) and business and
industrial development (46%). Interestingly, a healthy majority of

Fitipino people wanted to limit residential development (70%).

Respondents were asked if they objected to each of the following heing
built near their home: tourist hotel, other tourist-related business,
a new housing development, or a major business or shopping center. The
only time the majority of an ethnic group objected to any of the jtems
was the Guamanian population and a tourist hotel. Fifty-seven percent

of the Guamanians interviewed would object to a tourist hotel being built
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near their home. A tourist hotel was the least popular of the items for
all ethnic groups (Caucasians 49% object, Filipinos 41%). Generally,
fewer Filipinos objected to any of the jtems than did the other ethnic
groups. Guamanians and Filipinos object about equally to residential
development as to business and industrial development; but more Caucasians
object to business and industrial development (36%) than to a housing

development (20%).

There were no significant differences of opinion among ethnic groups
concerning shoreline development. A large majority of all ethnic groups
believed there should be more coastal recreational facilities, but 91%
of Guamanian versus 78% of Filipinos wanted more beaches and swimming
areas. People were asked if tax money should be spent to clean up public
beaches, and to build marinas and boat launching ramps. Responses are

given in Table II.

Table I1
Tax Money Should be Used to:
Clean Up Beaches Build Marinas
Guamanians 77% 56%
Filipinos 88% 61%
Caucasian 82% 62%
A1l Other 87% 72%

Clearly, cleaning up beaches is a more popular activity than building
marinas. Guamanians are Tess enthusiastic than the other ethnic groups
about spending tax money for either activity. The grouping, all other,
which was 15% of the sample, may include more boat owners and thus

want tax money to be spent on marinas.
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Concerning fishing and shelling, and laws restricting these activities, ;
Guamanians are the most active (40% fish regularly} and Caucasians the “
least (20% fish regularly). Sevenfy-six percent of Caucasians are in
favor of laws restricting fish and coral collecting, as opposed to 437
Guamanians and Filipinos and 47% of all other ethnic groups. This question

produced the greatest divergence of opinion among ethnic groups.

There was a significant difference of opinion among ethnic groups about
the best time to hold public hearings. Seventy-five percent of Caucasians
favor week-day evenings, while a greater proportion of Filipinos and
Guamanians favor weekends. Perhaps two public hearings, one during the
week, and the other over the weekend, would allow everyone a chance to
participate. Property is owned by significantly more Guamanians than

the other ethnic groups (74% as opposed to 56% Filipinos, 37% Caucasians,

and 42% other ethnic groups).

Difference of Opinion Among Age Groups {

Difference of opinion among age groups are important because they may
reflect trends for the future. In response to the question on shoreline
development, 49% of young adults believe the distance shouid depend on

characteristics of the area, as opposed to 39% of middie-aged people and

X7

31% of older adults.

Concerning public input to the planning process, 52% of young adults f
believe public hearings to be adequate, as opposed to 64% of middle-

aged people and 59% of the older group. The only other strong difference

i e T i

was in response to the question "should planners ask the church to find

out your opinion." Forty-two percent of the older group said yes, but




only 25% of young adults wanted the church to represent them. This may
reflect a growing independence away from the Spanish tradition of a church

dominated society.

Other Inter-Relationships

Other cross-tabulations were done that depict how people answered one
question by the way they responded to another. For example, a count was
made of people who fish regularly or not by whether there should be laws
that restrict fishing. The results showed that 53% of peoplie who do not
fish regularly want restrictions on fishing while only 39% of fishermeﬁ
want such restrictions. Thus there is a reversal of majority opinion
between the general population and fishermen. This is the only question
for which a reversal of opinion was found. As we might expect, slightly
fewer people who own ocean property thought public access should be
guaranteed (78% as opposed to 86%). However, the difference does not
matter because such a large majority of both groups support public access.
Of the 18 possible inter-relationships examined in this way, more than
half of them did not show a significant relationship. This is evidence
for the overall consistency of responses to the survey, and shows that
even people who might have a bias because of a special interest support

the common good instead.
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PERCENTAGE RESULTS OF “YES"
ANSHERS BY AGE DISTRIBUTION

5
LANO-USE OPINFCN SURVEY
spevrz s T e Moarmay #3541 5 ' sarrse e corl ik von of 2N Fayres,
T ;‘ I |
§54  fo. CHITIZENRHID (2. PARITAL pE. TLUCATION | Er o S EHL l“- CHNTAT. 43,
i SR : S . L .
3 ! % | AR ! 6 ! ! ks £ 1% 1 T3 o1z ab
— ! [--* =7 & Li i I E’I 3 el Pl e
'.._.' : { Lt & , 1 [__..] L < | A ! IR E
SAY @ Wa would like to ass sous af yvouwr ohinioas abuul sand and usier oss.
Ve just want Lo Xpdaw your opinioa. 1P you have 5o opinion on o
gusation, just sey Yoo opinion.t
: Guam's coastling, particularly its bzuches, are a livitad
" - P e =& i1~ .= = - S |
nateral resoarce.  Bo yvou agres thas, elong the coastiinz: ¢ HGE DISTRIDLTIC A
/629 3o-4y D> 44
a) residential developmant should bz strictly limiced. ... ;. fod =5 F
b} rtourist devalopment should be strictly bMiaitedeees, vivvse A Fut T
- [} L4

all devzlopmant should be allowed......

Nowld be gl Fowad s s ¢ v s eeswnesE & ¢ 5 s

no development

f}  public access snould bz guarantead.....

ould vou object:

a)

to a

b) to scuz other tourist-related businass like a reszaurant
or gift shon baing bBuilt nzar your homa......... - ciatayi e

c) to a n2w housing devzlopmeat bziag built rear yo.r home..

d) to a major business or shopping center bzing bullt nzar

- - s -

VOLT TOMS 0in noniein = Divim » 4

T L T L R

WUt

l 3 j ? i Cf'
) —
g 9o b )
55 A9 %9

ol

~

W

:. I\

35




),

There is a law callaed toz Szashors Protection Act which
required spacial permits for Building within 300 fas: of ths
shoral inz. Racently tihz law was chancad to reguirs z2-a3its
for building within 30 Faat of tha shoveline. VYhat 2o vou
thin% about these distz2nces? Choosz sas of the follswing: s i ).
a) Thirty feel is eaough to protect Tuzm's coast 3 g ;
IR R4 £ - G Vs
b} The distance should dep=ad on things like typz of land,
puildings alrzady there, or road location. “H 37 3/
c) Tnz distance should be 303 feat. 22 24 27
d) Thera should bs no parmit raquired. ' - . ¥l b
e B 7 I .
e) Mo opinion. RPI £ 2.44 | -

T -woustd (rke Fo aslk o Few HuEsTioN abost coasbal
g,ic,.‘.gf-ldﬂ Fucy tibies )

- - . ' (
&  Ave Ghere esaugh lfoastasl vecreational facill Fes | newni? 29 L4 20

b) Have you goae t0 o beach or pe«.r-k newny te b.euch 1 the s 72 Ly 52
pd_«;,t g T ?
¢} Shostd people whe owa coastal proaeity be allowed to =y 5. =,
. . b pd e ; Byaid PR 7 T % Lo "
retuse gccgss to the heanh tnoal to thzir prop:ite?
1 G you ever been turnzd away Fruwm o baach Luzcause it Z 33 30 21
viid privata? ; ¥
. . s ) B - :-_f, - A .-
=) Should thara be mare bzachas and suinaing areas o Toas? 27 1) 48
.y ¥ - 4 s &
i) Should there be rore parks and picnic areas? 7 ) y2
g) Srould we build rora walking trails and scenic ci/z2ricoks? 72 g2 93
h) Should thz governmant spend tax money to build rarinas -~ Z ,
arnd toat launching ramps? b 2 &3
i) Do you find that Guam's public beachas and shorzlinas g -
arz dirty and littered? 30 53" S
j) Skould military ba2achss b2 opzn to the public? 76 Fava #/
k) Should tha govermmznt spand tax mon2y to cleaauz tha
. . : S)S e d
public besaches? ST 83
a - i %

I eI



IJ &Y

How, ! wzuld like to ask somz2 quastions about fishi~g Je-a4 50—y 7+

and shaliing. ¢ ~ ,
a) Doszs any parson or mambaer of your housshold {raztiva) go 3¢ ) _

Fish larly? 36 J2 3/

shing regularly?
4 - - . -

b) Srouid there b2 iaws that restrizt fishing and =cral

C’II'EC‘C?HQ? lq‘-'-'b o3 Ay
If thz governamant controls dzvelopmani, p2ople who zwn aropardy
will not be eble to do some things with it.
a) Should soimething be done ‘ta comnensata these propsriy .

ownars? o 25 82
I1¥ Yzs
b) Snould the goversmant pay thoss landawners far tha loss

of their davalogmeat rights? 33 35" B 1

- ]
c) Should the government offer to trada land for a2 ioss
- - o o

of a propariy ownzrs cevalopmant rights? 33 3¢ Bl
Have yau ever heard of tha2 Bureau of Plaaniag? >0 55 i
Let's taik about public hsarings.
-" :.i ve y = G " i -l -. h.e AL Y 7~ i o »
a) a vou attendad a pudlic hearing in ths last yzar? 1Es v ¥ D2

b) FHow many meetings have you attended?

c) Fow did you find out about thase mes=tings?
(Enumerator - do ant list the choices, check caz).

. Commissicrars

s
v
r

o) Whay did You neat Qttend?
(Envmsrater =~ do not list the choices, chuck cne).

Waste af nmy Cine 1.

My apinion would r3 Lz used

Inconveniant time

* . Did not affect m= sarsonnaly
. Too technical

. Gthar

(=200 5 & R ~ N WX R | S




p. W2 owiaal to Koow thz Dzst time to hold public hearings.
{(Plaasa check both cecstions) . '
—-Fa
627 Zod 4y
L ) . v - )
a) Should thay be hzld on weszk day evanings? 9.3 Gi Lo
o e oo/
b) Should thay be hz2ld on waakznds? " L85 = Lo

10.  Thz p=ople of Guam should taks part in planning for tha futur:

&
—

Do public hearings giva you =nough chance to s2y what
you think? P - i

b) Does tha villags ccamissionar know your opinica on
comunity mattars? ;o2 32 3y

’g,

c) Are thara 2nough ways now for the pzople of CGuan to take
1 T 3 T 1 7 ’-!‘- .y
parts in planning decisions? Ay 43

11. Planrars want to Tind out what your villaga wants in the
Futura. Should thay (snswer all choices):

d) ask the comml ss (OMST: Faves ¢ sams & § s § snmeee § Pasemes § L & 6{'

50
b)Y ask che €hurehe. : cume s swes s sumns s wwmy s sewsas s s 6 TIIT  i do

o hold village a2 tingS e v e ceernroancensanns T T p—— o Gui .
) villag ing 5 1 Gk
2

d) apsoint a village representabiva. . ineceenenenoncnannn,

12. Do you own any proa2rty on Guam? ik ,;,3 =
13. Do you own any propariy next to the2 ocean? A 1 g
; f"-:‘--_ - P
i j 103k L
T —r——
SR N =



PERCENTAGE RESULTS UF "YES"
ANSWERS BY ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION

- - I R I
P s L . '
- -
LAND-USE OPINION SERVEY
= s O R st osrier 9 Lsurvey astnyg inforeaiion of ILL Foso.
I - } |
: Zreieape s e v = e KN LIS o . S -
o A '; :l I..{L_' _:.-'IEIT’ :_, ol "'I..-‘.L i.‘: S atarnd I'-.'].. E‘. L'.In".l['. e l:c.',h"_”_ 85
STATUS 62412 s :

j‘ ] f} ‘z ke L) l *-"J' ) ’I r-_-—'-JJ 2y .I.; }2 ]J "!.. ::_
i ¥ i T 1 J ,'_-‘ i E Y |'__} T e - P
O o ] OG5 O O U | DgOdgDdi

5 Wa owgould like to 3% some oF vour opinipas aboul land and watzr use,
U just want Lo Rose your opinisn. (1T you have v opinlan on &
question, Just say “no opinian.'
. B TAHNIGC DeSTE AuTic
fusa's cozstlin partizaiarly o5 brachzs, arce o lizited
anuran r;;u;rc;. Co voo zyree that, along tre coastlina:d
i Gusm  FiLP  CAoC  ciwei
- - $. " A = g . r E I3 ~ o -r
a) residzntial davelozwant should bz strictly limited.. ... .. ¥ 7o &0 o
52

b} tourist davalopmenc should bz sitrictly limited........ ciaa LB 7o F A

c) businass and induszrial devalopmani should be strictly _ ‘
1 500 B8 . o v » ik = cmims w memsminein # 2 i ot msmemam & Bk 3 Fmemin 2o - M <" SN 1 | &
v > - 3 .
-d) all davzlopmant should be allowad. . ooeeieinaonnaa. PSR - - S iy 39
-,
e) no davalopment should b2 allowad...ooicvencciicocaniaiisn. I9_ 20 15 22
. = S ) o
f) pubiic sccass shouid 52 guaraniead..... SR § § R cenee.. 88 F5  8F 57
Z. ‘YWould you object

a)

b)

c)

d)

your

baiag built nearyourhome....c..veviu..

to a tourist hotal

to scme othar tourisi-ralated busin2ss like a restaurant
or gitt shop baing built n2ar your homa. ..o icicacans i dia
to 2 n2w housing cavalasment b2ing built nszar your homa. .

to a najor businass or shopping canter bzing built near_

Fuem o :
N . s cserssecsctssennssioscssacnnmosssscsnnnensnaseimas

2
el

3/




1)

5 2 law called chz Szas
regquired spacial permics for b
Gigrelins. Receatly fha lag was changad (i '
jor building witinin 33 722t of tha skarelins. dhat <o you
think about thesa2 distanc23? Chooss cnz2 of the falliswing:

o.

[
o

y

SSugn o proteck

Th2 distance should <d=232nd on things like Lynz= oF ltand
buildings already z-2r2, or razd jocation. ‘
Thi distance shouid 22 300 feat. i
Thare should ba no parmit requirad.

Mo cpinion.

I Wwoded iakﬁ !‘.!1 (X3 - I:duul JEarlsidy - u.ka): 1.'.0».;.*51-
Rd.ur-:.a-l'l e - oy {ities

<)

k)

¢)

Are bthewe eau-.‘:l"" s Tl ‘I—:_‘.G*c!;:—hif-l.d {-n-c'h'.‘-"‘”: .22
Have Yo yoas to o- bBeach o P wwnngarith ahlowschin the
Fa.-:,i: wigrifir?

st b o allued to
propsryel

wha owa coustal i
to the beach™in -« to thei

;ir()'}l.?'

Should peoplu
refuse access

Have you over boen turned awty frow @ beach bacsuse i
Wi privaetbe? .

Shauld chere bz aors beachan and sulicwing arva® o0 Guim?
Shmuld there bz rore parits and nicnic avens?

Should we build
houtd thz governmant spaind tax coney to build rarinas
and boat launching remps? : -

Do you find that Cuam's public beaches and shorelinss

are dirty and litterad?

Should military b=2achas bz opzn to the nublic?

Should the governmant spand tax mon2y to clzanup the
public bzachsas? -t

Gaa

Fiei?

ALl
LA e
= —

more walling trails and scenic ovarlonks

g 28

o5 Bl 33 43
33 i3 20 T
~22__ ig_ 57 B
I I A o
i Gt Tt Ty
%6 _or _ba F2
S3 70 St 52
FF E3 63 %2
77 8% %2 g%




o~

How, 1 would like
and shz2lling.

Y

a) Does any parson or memyer of your hauszhold (relative) go

fishing regularly?

b) Should there bz laws that restrict

collecting?

—_— T

a) Should somncching be

winers?

IF Yes

b) Should the govaramant pay those landownars for tha loss

ha governmant controls developmant, paople wiho
not b2 able to do some things with it.

to ask somz questions 2bout fishing

Fishing and coral

‘to conpensate these propsrty

of their davaloament rights?

)

Should the govarnment offer to trade

jand for the loss
-

A
awin propert;

i

Cfusx« falr Daw ';?:r
7 ; o
‘.5’0 ¢2‘:§ . a0
ot
B s F 4
=4 g et . "
2 FF OB K
a4 7 OF 56
A e
Pl S LRGP (USRSl
i 1
IR 322 u% 373
i ..l S i ) 57—1‘ 3 '-?‘

) e, - s r
of a propsrty ownars davalopmant rights? YO L., 592 954 5172
Have vou ever hzard of the Bureau of Planning? 59 . sp P #b
Let's talk about public hearings.
a) Have you attended 2 public hearing in the last year? Ao ' j# 2 i
4 . i
b) How many mestings have you attended? ' i
I i
. !
c) How did you find out about thess maetinga?
(Enumerator — do not list the choicas, chack ane) - - i
paL, s ‘
. B oo bl A
. Commisstonars [ ' Py e
- tlewspapa=r 7 & -
. Friends/Raiativas - B
. Radio/T.V. i : :
> - Motice/Flyar
s, 4 g = Qcher .
d) W tllc] ouw el atténd?
' the choices, chesk o) -

(Enumerator —

do not lisc

%] <

Waste of my Clme

usad

Ny oatnion would ro b=
lnconveniant Limz
Did not affsct me zzrsaanaly
Too technical

. Oth=ar

1.
2
2
- 3
5. B £
5.
6.




S. Weowani to know Lhe bast time to kold publis heariogs.
(Mlecse chack both quastiuns). " e RAss
{ ' i il ) Comant f':!:’ Cawe,  OTiisg
T—— —— ——
Ll
a) Should they bz h=ld on wzek day evenings? Sh 50 F5 N9
b} Should they bz hald on wazkends? 20 FE B Lo
10. Tha p=ople of Cuam should taks part in planning for thz future.
a) Do public hesarings givs you encugh chancz to szy what
you think? 5F  Fi HY Lo
b) Do2s the villaga commissionar know your opinicn on
cormunity mattars? 2 Sy 2% 9 s
c¢) Arz thara enough ways now for the people of Guam to take
parts in planning decisicns? . IS 4% 34 sy
11. Plannars want to find out what your villags wants in the
Future. Should they (answar all choices):
a) ask the commissioner...ce..oeuen. 5§ & B § ¥ BEEEER 5 5 0 ahohs 5¢ 59 F3 $»
=, - oy | L . op
b omk the ehurshi s : s ss 5.4 & EwEE § R § § § SEEAEE § A% Ho g 5f 3y
) hold villoge meetingS.eweses s sepcnvavnes T . 76 95~ 95~ S35
d)} appoint a villaga representativa........ o o wimiviTeis 5 b w G v s Tk PR Fo 54
e) 35K CivViC grouds..ieeeceeeenrennnn- o Bl o = mmcmmcn: moe, i b F8 § F3
f) form special advisory committe=s...... SR § Ee b "N o 8% ¥9 8o
G S e B ST L € 8§ FEE b 4 R g ceesrenes . ED ohe Sme a3
I2. Do you own any proparty on Guam? ' & 56 .3F 43
13. Do you own any proparty n2xt to the oczan? .- ~ 3 F

BUREAU OF PLANNING
GOVERNMENT OF GUAM
P.0. BOX 2950

AGAINA, GUAM 96910



