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Preliminary Ra~1 Data Analysis 

REGIONAL ATTITUDES CONCERNING 
COASTAL 'LAND USE 

During January, 1977, the Bureau of P1 anning and the Bureau of Labor 

Statistics administered a Land Use Opinion Survey to identify certain 

local attitudes toward land and ~Iater use, A total of 931 residents 

11ere surveyed, 776 (B3%) 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 desireabili ty 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 Op Yes No No Op Yes No No Op 

1. Residential Development 58 28 14 54 26 20 57 28 
shou1 d be strictly 1 imited 

2. Tourism Development should 46 43 11 46 31 23 46 41 
be strict~ limited 

3. Business and Industrial 52 36 12 48 35 17 52 36 
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 sout h ~ 

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 little 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 limiting residential development along 

the southern coast will alter the traditional living 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 certai n benefi ts , 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 limited along the coastline. Apparently, any development 

that does not contribute to the environmental quali ti es of coastal areas 

would be opposed. ~Iinor regional differences in at t itudes exist with the 

southern residents undecided over the costs and benefits accruing from 

business and industrial development. 

r 



Judging from the responses to the'three questions, southern residents 

appear to be cautious in pursuing future residential, tourist, business, 

and industrial development in the south. The historic, social, and 

environmental qualitities have made the south attractive to both island 

residents and tourists and the benefits of rapid gro~lth as experienced in 

the north ~Iill probably be carefully reviewed by southern residents in the 
. 

years to come. On the other hand, northern 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 ~lOuld not be a uniform designation since it ~lOuld 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 

l. 30 feet is enough 6 11 7 

2. The distance should depend on things like type 40 43 40 
of land, existing buildings, or road locations. 

3. Should be 300 feet 26 18 25 

4. No permit should be required 3 4 4 

5. No Opinion 25 24 24 



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 limited along the coastline . However, a hi gher percentage 

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

development should be strictly limited (see Table 3). Apparently, more resi­

dents are beginning to realize that these development should be strictly 

regulated and that coastal areas should be protected. 

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

1976 Total s 1977 Totals 
Questions Yes 10 No Of,! Yes No No Op 

l. Limit Residential Develof,!ment 59 26 16 57 2B 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 110uld 

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 No 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 61 7 35 5B 7 
Facilities near home 

3. Object to a new housing 27 65 8 32 58 10 28 64 8 
development near home 

4. Object to major business 30 63 7 31 63 6 30 63 7 
establishment near home 

I 



It rnust 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 attitudes to\~ard coastal development. 

In questions 2, 3, and 4 above, the majority of respondents do not object 

to these developments locating near their homes. This is particularly true 

in the south. Commer;cal and residential development would tend to 

increase property values in adjacent areas as \~ell 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 fe\~ 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) 

North South Total 
Questions Yes No No OJ! Yes No No OD Yes No No Op 

l. Public Access should be 
guaranteed along the 76 12 12 63 12 25 73 13 15 
coastline 

2. O\~ners 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 



Our survey indicates that 17% of the southern sample own coastal property 

11hereas on ly 5% in the north ovm coastal property. Consequently, vie VlOul d 

· expect that a higher percentage of southern residents vlOuld object to publi c - ~ 

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 large majority of respondents feel that Guam 

lacks sufficient recreational facilities and areas. Also. those that are 

available are dirty and littered. Table 5 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 publi c funds should be utilized to 

construct these facilities. Although 85% of t he sample indicated that more 

vlalking 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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Tabl e 6: Regional Attitudes Concerning the Quantity 
and Quality of Recreational Facilities and Areas 

(in percentages) 

North South 
Questions Yes No No Op Yes No No O~ Yes 
Are there enough coastal 19 72 9 14 73 13 18 
recreati ona 1 facil iti es nO~1 

Have you gone to a beach 62 35 3 72 25 3 64 
or park in the past month 
Shoul d there be more . 80 13 7- 76 8 16 79 
beaches and swimmin9. areas 

Should there be more parks 89 6 5 88 1 11 89 
and picnic areas 

Should we build more walk- 86 8 6 85 5 10 86 
ing trails and scenic overlooks 
Should the government 48 32 20 43 30 27 47 
spend tax money to build 
marinas and boat launching ramps 

Are public beaches and 76 16 8 72 14 14 75 
shore 1 i nes di rty and 1 i ttered 

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

Should the government 75 14 11 59 26 15 72 
spend tax money to clean-
uE Eublic beaches 

Total 
No No Op 
72 10 

34 2 

12 9 

5 6 

7 7 

32 21 

16 9 

22 13 

16 12 

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. 

l. 

2. 

Table 7: Regional Attitudes Concerning 
Fishing and Fish Control 

(in percentages) 

North South 
Questions Yes No No 00 Yes No 

Does any member of your 29 68 3 51 45 
household gO fishing regularly 

Should there be laws that 45 42 13 32 58 
restrict fishing and coral 
collecting 

Total 
No 00 Yes No No 00 

4 32 65 3 

10 43 45 12 
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There is little agreement on restricting fishing and coral collecting. 

Apparently, the fish and coral population are not perceived to be 

declining and therefore, restrictions are unnecessary at this time. 

However, this perception can be expected to change if proposals for 

encouraging the commercial fishing industry vlere 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 OI'mers 

should be compensated 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 light 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 losses incurred by implementing development controls, a 

clear majority feel that they should be compensated either with money or 

with land 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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Table 8: Regional Attitudes Toward Compensation 
For Losses Incurred Through 

Development Controls 
(i rr percentages) 

North South Total 
Questions NA* Yes No No Op NA* Yes No No Op NA* Yes No No Op_ 

l. Should govern-
ment pay for 28 58 7 7 27 56 7 10 27 58 
losses 

2. Should govern-
ment exchange 28 59 6 7 27 59 4 10 28 59 
1 and for losses 

* Those answering "no" on the question relating to compensating 
property owners are affected by government controls. 
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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 

o~mers. It is al so questi onabl e whether the government has enough 1 and 
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to compensate these owners. Again, although development controls have been 

implemented to promote the public welfare, these con t rols 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 probl em of cantrall i ng 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 last year. In the south, hm·lever, 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. 



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 
Public Hearings 

(in percentages) 

Wh~ Didn't You Attend? North South Total 

l. Not AQQlicable 19 32 21 

2. Waste of Time 6 10 7 

3. Mv OQinion Hould Not be Used 4 3 3 

4. Inconvenient Time 25 25 25 

5. Did Not Affect Me Persona" ~ 13 13 13 

6. Too Technical 2 2 2 

7. Other 31 15 29 

Although all of the reaso~s apply to a certain degree, one-fourth of those 

surveyed felt that public hearings ~Iere held at inconvenient times. Table 

10 presents responses to the most appropriate time for public hearings. 

Table 10: Appropriate Time for Public Hearings 
(i n percentages) 

North South Total 
Ouesti ons Yes No No 00 Yes No No Op Yes No No OJ) 

l. Heekdav Eveninqs 

2. Heekends 

48 32 20 40 

51 31 18 52 

BUREAU OF PLANNING 
G .... VERNMENT OF GUAM 

.t... BOX 2950 
~GA"A. GUI\M 96910 

41 19 46 34 20 
28 21 51 30 19 
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Apparently, the respondents are ambivalent toward holding public hearings 

on I-/eekday evenings . They generally feel that weekends would be an 

appropriate time. I-lith all the weekend activities that occur, it is still 

questi onabl e whether many res i dents 1~i1l attend I~eekend pub 1 i c heari ngs. 

Before any proposals for I-/eekend meeti ngs 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, I-lith 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 TO~Jard 
Participation Mechanisms 

(in percentages) 

North South Total 
Questions Yes No No Op Yes No No Op Yes No No Qp 

1. Do public hearings provide 38 24 38 35 35 30 37 26 37 
o~~ortunities to voice opinions 

2. Does your village commis- 23 65 12 32 59 9 25 64 11 
sioner know your opinion 
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Apparently, most respondents feel that numerous forms of participation 

should be established and utili zed. Table 12 provides these responses. 

Table 12: Regional Attitudes Toward Various 
Participatory Mechanisms 

(in percentages) 

North South 
How Should Pl anners Identify 
Future Village Needs Yes No No Op Yes No No OD 
l. Ask commissioner 74 18 8 74 12 14 

2. Ask chu rch 36 49 15 20 57 23 

3. VillaQe meetinQs 87 4 9 79 6 ' 15 

4. Appoint a village 67 20 13 56 22 22 
representative 

5. Ask civic groups 65 19 16 40 37 23 

6. Form speci a 1 advi sory 73 13 14 50 27 23 
committees 

Total 

Yes No 

74 17 

33 50 

85 5 

65 20 

61 22 

70 15 

No Op 

9 

17 

10 

15 

17 

15 

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 

opin ions. However, the role of the church in providing guidance and shaping 

public opinion on contemporary issues is rapidly diminishing. 

Conclusions 

r~any of the results of the survey were expected. Of inte rest , however, i s 

the frequent "no opinion" response of the southern sample. 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 follo~ling important points: 

1. In general, all coastal development should be strictly limited. 

2. Along the coastline, public access should be guaranteed althoug h 

access through private property i s l ess desired. 

3. The boundary establi shed by the Shorel ine Protection Act in many cases 

is inadequate to protect Guam's coas tline and needs to be re-defined . 

4. Recreational areas and facilities are tremendously inadequat e . 

5. 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. 

6. Subsi stence fi shing is not wi dely practi ced and consequently shoul d 

not be strictly regulated. 

7. Property owners shoul d be compensated for implementjng control s 

that affect the ability of owners to develop their property. 

8. Citizen opinions should be obtained through a number of participatory 

mechani sms. 



AN ANALYSIS OF THE INTER-RELATIONSHIPS 
IN THE COASTAL 14MAGENENT LAND-USE OPINION SURVEY RESULTS 

After the straight tabulations of the Coastal Management Land-Use Opinion 

survey were analyzed, a set of cross-tabulations was done to establish 

\~hether there were i nter-rel ati onshi ps between age, ethni c 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 Wi th Ed Level Who Owned 
6th Grade or LO\~er 9th Grade or Lower Property 

16-29 
30-44 

Older than 44 

Or, 
4% 

38% 

~Jho Responded 

10% 
17% 
51% 

"No Opinion" (Average) 

12% 
15% 
18% 

44% 
63% 
74% 

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 adul t population. The property oVlnership column shows a signifi­

cant difference in the percent of age group who o~m property. All other 

fac t ors hel d const ant, we woul d expect the age group, vtith some property 

OI~ners, to have f ewer "no opinion" responses. As the last column of the 

table shows, the situati on is the reverse . I-lore older people have "no 

opinion," about those issues, than younger people. 

It is the opinion of thi s 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 ansvlered either 

yes or no. This provides the si mplest solution to the problem or people 

Vlho may well have an opinion but vlere t oo polite to tell the interviewer 

that they did not know the meaning of some of the \~ords in the questj ons. 

Significant Differences 

Whenever a question is asked of tl~O di fferent samples of people , some 

difference between the tl10 answers i s expected . If t he answers are 

presented as the percentage of yes responses to yes and no responses, the 

expected difference depends on the sample size and t he percentage itself. 

If the same questions were repeatedly presented to different samples of a 

population, 95% of the ti me t he percentage v/Ould be written :t·N percent. 

in 

where 

N = 2/P(1 -P) 
5 

P = the percent and 5 = the sample size . 



Roughly speaking, a difference of-ll percentage points or more is 

significantly different. Any smaller difference may be due to random 
• 

variation and sampling error. This memo only reports significant 

differences. Attached to this report are copies of the questionnaire 

with the percentage of yes responses to each opinion questions for each 

of the ethni c groups, and for different age groups. The reader may wi sh 

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

Ethnic Differences 

In response to the statement "All Development Should Be Allowed," 45% 

of Filipinos agreed, as did 30% of Guamanians, and 14% of Caucasians. 

This difference of opinion bet~leen 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%, touri st 71 %, 

business and industrial 8l %.) 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 (451,) and business and 

industrial development (46%). Interestingly, a healthy majority of 

Fil ipino people ~Ianted to 1 imit residential development (70%). 

Respondents were asked if they objected to each of the following being 

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 items 

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 I'las the least popular of the items for 

all ethnic groups (Caucasians 49% opj ect, Filipinos 41 %). Generally, 

fewer Filipinos objected to any of the items 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 Guamani an versus 78% of Fi 1 i pi nos I'lanted more beaches and swinmi ng 

areas. People 11ere 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. 

Guamanians 
Filipinos 
Caucasian 
All Other 

Table II • 
Tax Money Should be Used to: 

Clean Up Beaches Build Marinas 

77% 
88% 
82% 
87% 

56% 
61 % 
62% 
72% 

Clearly, cleaning up beaches is a more popular activity than building 

marinas. Guamanians are less enthusiastic than the other ethnic groups 

about spending tax money for either activity. The grouping, all other, 

I'lhich was 15% of the sample. may include more boat owners and thus 

want tax money to be spent on marinas. 

I 
I -



Concerning fishing and shelling, and laws restricting these activities, 

Guamanians are the most active (40% fish regularly) and Caucasians the 

least (20% fish regularly). Seventy-six percent of Caucasians are in 

favor of laws restricting fish and coral collecting, as opposed to 43% 

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 t o the question on shoreline 

development, 49% of young adults believe the distance should depend on 

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

31% of older adults. 

Concerning public input to the planning process, 52% of young adults 

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 

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 an swered one 

question by the way they responded to another . For example, a count was 

made of people ~Iho fish regularly or not by \~hether there should be 1a\'/s 

that restrict fishing. The results showed that 53% of people who do not 

fish regularly want restrictions on fishing while only 39% of fishermen 

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 opini on ~Ia s foun d. As ~Ie might expect, slightl y 

fewer people who own ocean property thought public access should be 

guaranteed (78% as opposed to 86%) . HO~lever, the difference does not 

matter because such a large maj ori ty 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 relat ionship. This is evidence 

for the overall consi stency of responses t o the survey, and sho~ls that 

even people who might have a bi as because of a speci al i nte rest support 

the common good instead. 
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• ,' ,-t·'·J~ ·Jl'·- t co " :I.~_, "" ;""0 " " ",1 •• ,:-. "' , _ . ;. , .r!; . , ,J:.Jj ." ., 

I.~ ~l':" i j ':-. ",:o':'!:..tl in.:, pH' ~ l -': il ! ',rly it..:. ~:: -, ·.: h~t), .;!rl...: tl ii::t2d 
i.:t ;::~i .=:!1 :'(;su.:rcc. V_I ./ -.:: I £I] ,[;e thd :, c.:iOil9 ~~::! c.!"'J ~!,=:1 i~:·.: : 

bY tourist devei·j p!:l -=n c. should be str:ctly I i .-lit.2!d~~ •.... _ •• . 

c) b~5in~ss and tndu~trial deva!op~a~t 5~lo~1~ b~ ~~riG t iy 
I ir.iited ...••. . .• • ..•••........•....•...•••..... . .•.. . •• _. 

el) ~tll dcv=lopmant should be al~o,.·.ed ............. . . . .... . . . _ . 

e) no dcv~loprr:ent 5hould be allo\,i~d .............. ___ ._~ ... .. . 

.0\ 
I, pub 1 i c aCC~5S sh!)u 1 d b.! gu,J rail t~i!.:! ....... . . . ....... .. .. . .. 

J lrJ.q 

l ?'J 
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:; J.. 

I-c 

.fo 

1·'5 
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-'. -. . ~ ,- . 
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~3 j 

£9 
.;./?-,-- -

> 'f'I 
(~" r 

,n 

...... , 
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-. S :;J 

,0 , r 

7J':'-

2.. ',;:.Jl! 1 d ;!OU ob j ec t: 

a) to cl to:..!rist n:Jtel b.:::ing built n;>,:<, yuu :·ho;,!~ ... . __ .. _ .•.. _ ~ ~7 1'1 

D) to $O:,:-=: other tou;,i5t-r~lat!.!d busiil ~ S'S I i~ta ~l r~:;:a~railt 
or £Iift $!lofl being built n2ai yO"::'l" hom.::! ... .. ...... ... ...... . 31 39 73 

c) 

cl) to ~ major busi~es~ or shoPpin3 c~rl er b~ ing bui!t naar 
YO'.lr :,.::)fi'-:e ....... _ .... . ................................. ~ . ~ •• ' .. . . 



3. Th~j::! is a lC!,.l c:t11f.:J t; ;:.: Se3s ho r'-2 PI~otecti on Act ·.·,~ i ch 
.. e gu! r ~rJ sp~c i;iI pe:rn it. s for H~ i 1 c! i i!:j ', ,-j t h i n JeD f::!=~ 0 ~ til:: 
S~~0je l ine. P.~cently the L:!1,'/ \,:.:5 C h~,l~;e cl to r equire _2~.'1 j tS 
fo;· bui [cling '.·lithiil 30 f~~t o ~ t h~'! 5~.'::j-e l ine . \,JilJt .• ::0 :'OU 
th in '..: ilba:.tt these dis :::! : :(:e5 ? r.ho(Js~ ,l: le of thi: rol ::J',li ng: 

a ) r:,irty feel is e~oug ~l t o protect ~ tl ~mI5 coast . 

b) Th.:! di stance s~.') uld d::: p:md on t h: t1Sl s 1 ike ty~~ of f ;: ~cl, 
btlilding s already t here , o r rOJd locat io~ _ 

c) Tn~ di s tanc~ should be 300 fe~ t . 

d) There should be no pa r mit req ui red. 

e) No opinion. 

! . w . ,:).,1 td {tl,~ i-tl .... \.41."" 'u.. ':'6"'" '1"'~; ,i,;"'''., cd,,,,,,';' c.-oU.c.,J.-4.t 
R~,c: .... 1It..a.h",,'1 ' "fu.;c.:, 1,' '''<,, ' 

q A." ek" .... e""'",'f'" I.! ..... t . .t .. ~(. .. ~ .. bo"' .. 1 f<K:.ill 1-,,.;,, . I1c-J,? 

bj H.,.v", 1"0 ... "o"1! co .. bt!'<$~ h D-r pN-k ".6U¥ .... ~t! b,~.,.;'" j;\ the ,/ 

c) 

p ... ,' .~N? 

Sh",,,l d peopl e 
r~ tUSte clCC9S~ 

""'I\c 0.;' cca~C'~' f> t' O~I ~ !lti' b~ illl:::-..It:d: to 
to the h ';: ~J".h ·f!..! ;'.t to t h:: i r oro,') '!rt",? . , 

\:!,I ii _ .;~ "/U ;J t! ... ~i' b,,:c:l tur:l~d ; l ' .. ;clY rru '.) c1 b~ tlch !;~sa",se it 
L';,; ; :, ri'''cl~~? 

r) Sb ..:: u! J there be ~or-;,! fhlrk-:, unu pi ni e 2reas? 

/ 

g) S:--0uld \ 'i-= buil d r.o'= '.-/a lki n9 trails c1nd s c enic ~ /~r:r;oks? 

hJ Shaal:.l the SO\/an~ j';jc:nt spc;-,d tax ~o ile y to bui Id :<::iinr:s 
a~j boat Jaunching .a~ps? 

i) Do you find that Guam's publ ic bea ches and shor~!ine5 
ar~ dirty and 1 it tered? 

j) S~ould mil itary bea~hes be open to t he public? 

k) Should the gover~ment spend tax ",o~ey to cleanu? the 
pw" lie beaches? 

~ dC'-"'H 

-. .~ 

~ 9 

.2:2. 

J.. Ii _ _ i-, 

i ' 
I· , 

- --- -; 

£L 

r:L 

'/-. 
'-' ,-

3,3 

.... :4 
~ 

:7/ 
~ 

11. 

-.. 

I'( 

G:1 

;Sf., 

,~C 

~!> .. 

1·:J-

9:t.. 

.:;; r tt 
--'--

~o 8'.5" 

'fb 70-

"._--, . 

)' 1'/ 

iD 

3/ 

I , ._, , , 

.20 

. :1r 

:5L 

;2,L 

:j'j 

~f.z.. 

9'3 

L-a 

3',3 

1/ 



:;J. nev.·; , 1 '.·, ~ uld 1 ike to a sk SO .... l~ que s t i ns dbout fisnr -'g 
and 5 :,~ 1 i i;lg . 

a) Do e s '" "'I pe:rson or ;1er.1be:r of your hOl!sehold ( r" ;~:: i" e: ) go 
fishin g r e gulurl,!? 

b) S;", 0 :.; iJ th !! r~ b~ i a·,·;s th;}t re ~ t r j .: t fi sh i ng a n:! :~ ~ ,J l 
c r, t lec ti n g? 

(1 . I f th ~ SOI/e rn::-:ent CQ"t,o ] s develop~~r. t) p ~o pl e \·:ho :) .. ;n :l~O;ti! i~y 

wil I ~O : be abl e to do 30me thin gs I,i th it. 

a) S ~3uld ~o~e thing be do ne 'to co~p~nsata th~ 5e pr~percy 
Q· ... ·ni!rs? 

b) S:'lol! ld the goverr, r.:",nt pay those: landm·mers for ~h_ lo ss 
of ~heii' d ~ \f~ l o;'Ji:':e .'t rignts! 

c) Should the govern~ent offer to tt'ade l ~ nd for :~e 10 5s 
o f a prop~rty o~nars clevelopman t rights? 

7 . Have yo~ e ve r heard of the 6ure~u o f PI ~ nning? 

8 . let's ta i l< about publ i c ""arings. 

a) ~ava you attended a publ ic h~dri ng i n the last 12 r ? -

b) Eow many meet i~s hav~ you a t tende-d? 

cl rc'" did 'Iou fi"d out about these: meeti ngs? 
( En~r.~rator - do not I is~ the c hoi cc~, ch ec~ cr. ~) _ 

.' . _ . R.ld io/T'. 'f.' 

'-
_ :- .0:- _ 

... ...oIo....o_ ~. _ . 

d) w~~ did you ..,." 'H .... nd7 
t£n~.,..,.. ..... r .. ~ - do ~::. liH the c:noie .. ,;, c.h1lck"o",,)_ 

!!::.=.:!... , 
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1.--
;':y o pin io:1 ',;oul -.:.! , 'J .... ;:;: I.!s~d 2. --
InCCflVclni en t ti c~ 3 , __ 

Did not uffect N~ ~e rs~nn~ly 4. ____ _ 

Too technical 5, ____ _ 

Other 6. 
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S . '., :~ '. ; . ~ .lt to ki I0·.·' th ·:: i::5t ti i:'le t el h:Jlcl p·.!~li,: h:!J.ir::J 5 . 

10. 

( r I ~.~ se check t, ) th ':...: :": 5 t: I OilS) .1 

Cl) S:' ~\.! Jd th~}-' be r.::::d on \·;~e !::;. dZy ev~nings? 

b) S:,ou 1d they be h~ ld on .. ·;~ek~ i1cls? 

The p=ople of Guar.1 s,~cu 1 d ta ke part in planning for th~ fu tu r: 

a) Do publ ic hearinss give you ~nOl..!g:l cn30ce to s?y · .... hat 
you think? 

b) 

c) 

Does th~ vi1 ]ag~ cG,i':..,ission2r know your opinicil on 
co~cnity mattars? 

Are thei:~ enoug:' ·.-;ays no~" for the people of GU:!::J t:> 
parts in planning decisions? 

take 

/ 

11. PICl.mers \-lent to fi;:d ou~ \'/hat your -tillage "'ants in the 
Future. Should they (3;:$-";'" all choices): 

a) ask. the corrm;ssione:r ............................................. _ ........ .. 

b) ~ sk the cnu rch ........ . ............................................. :-

c) hold village r.:ee tings ......•....•.•........•.•.•.•.••.... 

e) a3k civic group s ............ . . .. .................. _ ................. . 

f) fo rn sp~c.ia1 a jv isory c08mittees .................................. . 

-<;5+)-..;;a;;5~:·;-. -E6;'<ii.;·~· :~6;'-';'· 3T. FF<" ... · .. ·;;..- ;;; __ ....................... . ........... ~ .............................. .. 

12. Do you own ~ny pro? ~~ty on Guam? 

13. Do you o .... n any pro~~::y next to the ocean? 

, 
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PEKCENTAGE Rt:.SULTS UF "YES " 
ANSWERS BY ETHNIC DISTKIBUTION 

i i . 
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qt..; ":::S:i .Jil, j l.:;-) t S ~ ;: - :':,.:.: :'p:ni :'I;: .H 

O r} i 11 iU:l5 

I r you 
'I~_~O~ ' ~ .l .d ~ ;'l"'; '. : . ! ~ ~ ;" 

hJ'/8 r. J U;) i :1 i:]:1 :-: : . ; \ 

GU;.ii'S .:a::; tl ii: ~ 7 p.J .. ~ ; :...; : -:: ... t~1 i c~ b ':: :.1L h ..: :. , ;) rC ;'1 I ! ~ iL.,:..:d 

:: ~tdr.1: r ~ 50'jrc.:! . Do ',.' ')_ :: ::r ~c: t~:i~. clong t;·!~ C("' 'I.''!~::I i;-} ~; ' ; ~~;; 

(..,,;;.~ 

·;~7 

:'-.J,.. 

b) to(jiist de\/e lopr.l~ni: 5h:>~ld be stii::tly 1 ir.li ted ... 0 ....... .. 

.. --=-
c) busin~5S ~nd indus~ria1 development ~hould be strictly 

I i ,,1 i ted .•.•.••.••.............. ' .' • ___ . ___ . _ •. _ . _ ..•.• ;-: ~ __ ,5:;-

.-d) all cevelop.a:ent sr';Ju1d be allo.-Ie:L .................. _ .... _ . .. . .. .3" -;:t .. 

e) no de'i=lopi7:ent s~a 'l!d be al~o, .. 'ad ......... __ ... __ ..... . _ . :.~. .JL 
, . 
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11 ~ 2 I :; 
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f) pubi i c aCC~5S shol...iid ::~ gua!""ailt ~ zd.... .•. ... .................. '{S' ]tS 81' 

z_ ~~uld 'lOU object: 

2) to a touris~ hotel bei:'ig bui I t near your ho:;(.~ .... _ ........... 1 •• 

b) to 5 C.:':C! o t her t ':>!Jrist-ielated bljsjn~5s J ike il r~staurZlnt 
or girt shop beins D:.!il:: nea .... Y:J!.Ir home ..... . ...... . .... /.: .. 

c) to a 

d) to a 
your 

--.~ .. 

built near yo~~ ~o~e. 
' . . 

~~jOi business 0, shoppiog center being built near . ~~ 

nome ................................................................................... :....- f' 
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" 
J . Ti';.:! j.:" IS ~ 103'." c ;-~ll cd . .: ::::: 5~i1$r.a,,:: rl"' .J t (":c ti o n A:::--. • .. i:l lc:, 

~.~~ui r~d ~~~c i~l permi t ; f0 ~ btli I ~ in s ~,it!li rl 3GJ fe~t of ~h~ 
!.I ;,Jn~l inc. H ~c .:;~tly :;-. ~ 1 ~'!.·, ·. ;d:~ c n£! :-: ',j '!.j to ,':.:':''':P'; l( :: ~ ;; ! r'! i t ~ . 
fo r b uilcii~g ~/ithin ] J f~~t uF t ha s~~ ~ e l in~. ~h rlt c:~ ~ o u 
:£1::,:';' ~ :'O!.it th'~ s ~,! di5t J~C~:;? Cti-J03e r; i'l e o f th p. r;) 11")' .. , in ~~ 

b) 

c) 

The di s tanc e shou: d c~~~nd on t h:~~ 5 1 ike tY9~ 
au i I cl i ~g 5 c ! ready ~ ... ~ r£ , 0:"' r') ~ ' ! i oc. r) t ion. 

Th ~ distance shou! ~ ~e 300 fe ~ t_ 

oj T~lere should be no pe .. :-1it r cqui i~d. 

, 

- , 

e) 110 opinion_ 

.r W.;W"'£lo h ~ \-.,:). I.."S",", D. f~w 1v~"i. :./» - 6LhDJ t .:.o ..... :.t~~ 
[(~\!,. ... ~Cl-h ".,. 4-u..,,:.:~ ,. · ... 'c~ 

(1) 

1:» !1tJ,..v:!. Y"'~ '1,,, :.,~ 
i'<c ... ;t .....rGt'(ti-i,? 

Sho~id jlC"?": 
Yt." fu'!.c .il'C~>5 

WltD 0·...," cOost",,1 prf)i,- : r~,/ ~)'; ,j! I y,; '~d to 
to the bedel:" l"!li '.v,t t~) ~ h ,j,. pr,,; )...: " ~ .. :1 

l! ) I :. i ': : ' y I 1 cvoz.: r b " ": (1 t~ I;· ; . ', : \1 .. ~ 'i frol,) i,1 b..: .. H..: r: b ..:(.: ... ,Se. if, 
\'o j, ; ) ~ i,; , : tt.~? 

h) S~loulJ the govern:71eilt spend t ox ~~oney to hui Id :-2 rin3 5 
d~d uaat 1~u~chin9 r~mps? 

i) Do you find that Guam's publ ic b~aches and shorelines 
are dirty and Jittered? 

j) Should mil itary beac has be open to the publ ic? 

k) Shou I d the gOVoi!rilmen t spend 
publ ic beaches? ·o_ .. ~ _ _ _ 

tax coney to cleunup the 
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5 . 

, 
o . 

7. 

tiO'.</, I \'/Clu1d 1 i ke to a:,k, c;o;ne questions ~bout fi~hir.g 
LlnJ sh £! ll ir!g .. 

a) 

b) 

Do es any pe r son o r ri1er~~er of your ho u;:,=holrJ (r~!-:!tive) go 

fishing re9ul~rly? 

Sh~)ul d th ~r€"_ 

coll ecting? 

. 
b~ l ~w5 that restrict 

.~ 

I f th~ govern:n~nt controls d t! ,,~lCJpfT:~ntJ people \-:no iT,-m 

"ill not be able to do SOi"= thing s lIith it. 

7'1, " o "OP~ rc .. ··- .,,'" " .... ,,,~ 

a) Should sO:;"l r.~hin9 be Gone 'to cO: lpensate the:.;e pioperty 

o'.·:ners? 

If Yes 

Sho uld the s over"i:1ent pay those Idndo',mers for the loss ,: b) 
of their develo~",ent rights? • 

Should the government offer to trade land for the 1055 r 

of -a property O','lIlers development rights? 

Have you ever heard of the Bureau of Planning? 

• 

r.~!1 
;:), c:.;;. 
1-'-> 

C(:J'it 
~ 
-'-'-

:rS or; !? ' ~!p 

.~ ~:' . l1:-- . " . "7" 

8. Let's talk about publ ic hearings. 

.4 .... '- ": 

a) 

b) 

Have you attended a publ ic hearing in the last year?­

How many meetin9s ha",,: you attended? 

.1'L ;;.;- i 1-----

c) Ho'" did you find out about these me",tine!,:; ? 
(Enur.:t:rator - do n0t list th" c hoice s, ,.n;,ck one). I . ' '\ 

_, _ f··-. __ ~.- 'L-., 

' .. 

~~- -'. . . 
~. ... .. , -

--.. -~ ..( -' 

Wlv- Jid you ., .... c ... tt.e,,,I? 
(t:';u""u''''/;''''' - do !:!(T!:. Ii sr 

Co :mni5sion~rs ~ ,.: r-"'--' 
--_. ! : :.. 

-,. 

L =--

1.---

n'l o p in jon '.':QU t d r:.) :'-::. u';..:::d 2. __ _ 

Inconvenient tii.l:.': 
~ j._--

DiJ not affect. me ;:~rsQi1n031y !l. ---
Too technical 5. ____ __ 

Othe r 
6. __ 

------------'-----
. .. 

, 
- " 

:t:. ." ."- ..... 
. .(~'." 
'jo'. ~ 

~'1.~~~.:...~ 
~l~ -
" ... ~ 

; ~~" -
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9· \ .'_' ·, ,· .. !i"lt to k;,;.r.·, lh .:! b !!5~ t iii!; en t:~Jld },Hlb l i -: I J:o :--L-:::,,:. . 
U)l e ,.::s~~ ch~ck both C~U ~$ tl fJ ,,""! S ). "'__ r"J r, ,. -- --

;:oj Should tiocy be h:=: fd on t., ~ck day eV~:1inIJ5? 

b) Siv;JU 1<1 they b:= he l d On \·:eekends? 

10. The people of Guar.l sho uld take p;J r t in p l a nning f or t.h=: future. 

a) Do publ ic hearings give you eno'-!gh ch3ne: to 5:y ,,.,;'at 
YOll think? 

b) Doas the vill a ga cOir.missi on~r kr.ol,·1 your opini cil on 
cor.munity matters? 

c) .C!, i C there enoug~ I,·:ays no'.') fOi the people of GtJ:i;i1 to tzke 
pa rts in plan!ling decisions? 

11. Plann:ars \'Iant to find ot.:t \·;hat yo'.!; vi 112ge \·;a:1t s in tha 
Fut·~re. Should they (ilnswer al I choices): 

a) ask the commissioner .•••...•.•..•.•••.•...• _ ...• _ .• ~ ._. 

b) i;!S!, the chu reo .. _ .. _ .......................... __ . . ..... , .. ... : 

c) ho1d villuge meeting ~ .. .. ................. ~ ..... _ ....•... _ .. . . 

-7 'I (,;t!> --

73 1'3 .)(, yO --'-

<1) a;i poi nt a viJlag<: represent;J ti'l a ..........•........ : ...• ~ ..li:.. 10 1>1 

e) ask ci'/ic groups ....• •• ....• •. •.•... .. ..••••. - ••••.•••• . "'7 r':f fl0.EL. 

f) Form special advisory co;;:mittees .•...•.........••••.•. 

~g~)~~?~.~· '~;~~~·~e_~~~I~a~ .. ~p~3r..-r ••.•• . •....•• ... • .• .• .. ..•. . •.•.••••. 

12. 00 you o '.oIn any prop:rty on Guam? 

13. Do you o,~ any property next to the ocean? 

BUREAU OF PlANNING 
GOVERNMENT OF GUAM 
P.O. BOX 2950 
"'GAI~A. GUAM 96910 
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