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Introduction and Purpose1 

As part of preparing a strategic plan for the San Benito County General Plan 
Update, a survey was mailed to all residential addresses1 in the county. Th e 
survey was designed to fulfi ll several objectives:

Gain insight into residents’ vision for the future;• 

Inquire about the quality of life in San Benito County and rank pri-• 
orities for improvement;

Find out what types of public amenities are needed;• 

Learn where people procure goods and services; and• 

Identify any key diff erences in responses based on place of residence • 
and other demographic characteristics.

Th is report presents highlights of the fi ndings of this survey, organized as 
follows:

Chapter 2 • Findings off ers analysis of the fi ndings from the substan-
tive questions of the survey. 

Appendix A Methodology • explains the methods used to compile this 
report. 

Appendix B Characteristics of Respondents • creates a basic profi le of 
the respondents, and compares that profi le to Census 2000.

Appendix C • contains the original survey form in English and 
Spanish.

Appendix D•  contains the detailed cross tabulations of pertinent sur-
vey questions.2

1  Th e survey was mailed to all 13,699 households in the County’s database.  As of January, 
2007, there were an estimated 17,000 households in the County. (Source: Report E-5, California 
Department of Finance.)

2  Cross-tabs were calculated for questions where less than 60 percent of respondents were in 
agreement.
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Findings2 

Th e substantive fi ndings from the survey responses are summarized below. 
Please refer to Appendix A for a copy of the survey questions, and Appendix 
B for detailed crosstabulations.

QUESTION 1: WHAT DO YOU LIKE THE MOST ABOUT LIV-
ING IN SAN BENITO COUNTY?

In an open-ended question, residents were asked what they liked most about 
living in San Benito County. Th e majority of survey respondents—about 88 
percent—responded to this question. Most respondents mentioned multiple 
qualities that they liked about living in the county. Th e most popular an-
swers included:

Th e beautiful weather;• 

Th e small-town country atmosphere (and with it the friendly peo-• 
ple);

A location that is both away from the big cities while at the same • 
time accessible to many diff erent attractions including the coast, 
cities, camping, and other resources; and

Th e scenic natural landscape and agricultural open space.• 

Virtually every response included one or more of the above points. Other 
less frequently mentioned answers included the county’s clean air, peace and 
quiet, the agricultural land and economy, low traffi  c and congestion, public 
safety and low crime rate, and local resources like the school system, historic 
areas, and low housing prices.

QUESTION 2: LOOKING AHEAD, WHAT IS THE MOST IM-
PORTANT THING THAT SHOULD BE DONE TO IMPROVE 
SAN BENITO COUNTY?

Residents were asked to write about what should be done in the future to im-
prove San Benito County. A majority of survey respondents—88 percent—
off ered their comments.

In parallel to the responses for Question #1, in Question #2 many respon-
dents stated that keeping San Benito County rural, agrarian, and uncrowded, 
while meeting the needs of limited growth, were the most important things 
that should be done to improve the county’s future.

“I love the beauty and climate of San 
Benito.”

“It is a beautiful place; still has the small-
town feeling.”

“Great central coast location.”

“...cattle on the hillsides, hay bales, wine 
touring, yellow-billed magpie...”

“Just a great place to live. Great area, 
good people.”
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In Question #2 respondents requested that infrastructure be improved, 
vital downtowns be preserved and fl agging areas be rejuvenated, taxes be 
lowered or maintained (but not raised), and population growth be kept at 
a minimum. While in Question #1, some survey respondents praised San 
Benito’s public safety and low crime rate, in Question #2, other respondents 
wrote about their concern for rising crime and gang activity in the county 
and the cities. A number of responses requested new and better activities 
for young people, which could contribute to reducing crime activity among 
youth. Others simply blamed uncontrolled growth for the apparent rise in 
gang activity.

While many responses expressed a desire for growth and development to 
be restricted, many others off ered suggestions that imply an acceptance 
of growth and new development:  requests for more jobs and housing for 
young families; more conveniences such as gas stations, restaurants, and re-
tail stores; more transportation planning and transit options; and appeals 
to attract new businesses. A number of responses specify that controlled, 
planned, and compact growth are neccessary to the vitality of San Benito 
County and its constiuent communities.

QUESTION 3: PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE—THE NEXT 
20 YEARS

In Question #3, survey respondents were asked to rate a list of 14 programs 
or initatives that the County should pursue over the next 20 years. Th e list 
included opportunities related to agricultural resources, enivronmental 
resources, water quality, hillsides and ridgelines, economic development, 
housing, recreation, infrastructure, and transportation. Survey respondents 
could “strongly agree,” “somewhat agree,” “somewhat disagree,” or “strongly 
disagree” with each statement, or they could report that they have “no opin-
ion”. Th e item response rate in this question (the percent of those who took 
the survey who answered each element of this question) exceeds 97 percent 
for all elements. See Table 2-1 for the full results.

Th e opportunity areas that receive the most support, with over 65 percent of 
respondents choosing “strongly agree”, include protecting water quality (87 
percent), protecting environmental resources (70 percent), protecting agri-
cultural resources (69 percent), and encouraging employment growth and 
economic development (65 percent).

Improving and building new roads (54 percent), protecting agricultural-based 
industries (54 percent), protecting hillsides and ridgelines from new devel-
opment (53 percent), and encouraging visitors and tourists (52 percent) also 
received votes of strong agreement from over 50 percent of respondents.
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Chart 1: Support for Planning Opportunities: Composite Scores (Low to High)
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Table 2-1: Opportunities the County 
Should Pursue—All Results

Composite 
Score

Strongly
Agree (+2)

Somewhat 
Agree (+1)

Somewhat 
Disagree (-1)

Strongly 
Disagree (-2)

No Opinion 
(0)

# % # % # % # % # %
Protect agricultural resources 1025 451 69 167 25 20 3 12 2 7 1
Protect environmental resources 1026 459 70 160 24 22 3 15 2 4 1
Protect water quality 1215 576 87 76 12 5 1 4 1 1 0
Promote agriculture based industries 846 354 54 219 33 51 8 15 2 15 2
Protect hillsides and ridgelines from new dev. 616 351 53 139 21 95 14 65 10 13 2
Encourage more retail centers and stores in the 
County

488 286 44 182 28 88 14 89 14 9 1

Encourage visitors/tourists 740 345 52 191 29 69 11 36 6 15 2
Encourage more ownership housing 553 251 38 240 36 71 11 59 9 36 6
Encourage more rental housing 11 110 17 201 31 168 26 121 19 43 7
Encourage jobs and employment growth/eco-
nomic development

924 425 65 164 25 32 5 29 4 8 1

Build more parks and recreational areas 655 301 46 218 33 81 12 42 6 17 3
Improve and build new roads 825 358 54 209 32 48 7 26 4 18 3
Provide passenger rail service 373 225 34 202 31 79 12 100 15 53 8
Provide more commercial rail service 131 137 21 195 30 124 19 107 16 87 13
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Th e pool of respondents was largely divided on three issues—encouraging 
more rental housing, providing passenger rail service, and providing more 
commercial rail service. Cross-tabulations were run on items on which there 
was less than 60 percent agreement to understand the perspectives of demo-
graphic sub-groups. Detailed cross-tabulations are included in Appendix D. 
Th e cross-tabulations revealed no obvious diff erences between the opinions 
of sub groups and the overall result regarding the provision of more rental 
housing, passenger rail, or commercial rail service.

QUESTION 4: OVER THE PAST 20 YEARS, DO YOU THINK 
THE UNINCORPORATED (OUTSIDE OF THE CITIES) SAN 
BENITO COUNTY HAS HAD TOO MUCH GROWTH, NOT 
ENOUGH GROWTH, OR ABOUT THE RIGHT AMOUNT?

Of 670 survey respondents, 659, or 98 percent, responded to this question. 
Th ere was considerable heterogeneity in responses, with the largest group (37 
percent of respondents) reporting that San Benito County had seen “about 
the right amount of growth”, 30 percent felt the County had experienced 
too much growth, and 21 percent thought the past 20 years had resulted in 
too little growth in the county. Chart 11 provides a visualization of these 
results.

Do to the heterogeneity of responses to this question, crosstabulations were 
performed to determine if there were any obvious diff erences of opinion be-
tween groups according to where respondents live, their ethnicity, or their 
income. Th ough there was some minor variability between groups, no ob-
vious large diff erences of opinion were found to exist based on residence, 
ethnicty or income. See Appendix D for more information.

QUESTION 5: WHERE DO YOU THINK NEW 
GROWTH SHOULD BE LOCATED?

Th ere is strong support in the county for keeping growth within or 
near existing clusters of development. In Question #5 respondents 
were given the choice of four general locations for new growth in 
San Benito County, and were asked to check the box beside the loca-
tion they most preferred. Th irty-three percent (201) of respondents 
would like to see new growth within existing cities, but also within 
clusters or “villages” in various county locations (such as Tres Pinos 
or Aromas). Twenty-seven percent (159) of respondents preferred 
growth within existing cities only, 27 percent (162) preferred growth 
within cities but also in small lots in some areas surrounding them, 
while only 13 percent (77) preferred new growth in the form of clus-
tered development in new locations.

Too 
much 

growth
30%

Not 
enough 
growth

21%

About 
the right 
amount 

of 
growth

37%

Don't 
know
12%

Chart 2:  Too Much Growth?

Chart 3:  Location of New Growth?
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QUESTION 6: DO YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE THAT THE 
COUNTY SHOULD ENCOURAGE FARMLAND CONSERVA-
TION THROUGH A TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT CRED-
ITS PROGRAM?

Similar to other survey questions, responses were mixed as to whether the 
County should encourage farmland conservation through Transfers of 
Development Credits (TDCs). Overall, slightly more respondents opposed 
the idea than agreed with it, though this was not a true majority (defi ned as 
50 percent or more of respondents). Th e plurality of opinion strongly dis-
agreed with the use of TDCs (28 percent), and another 17 percent somewhat 
disagreed. In contrast, 17 percent of respondents strongly agreed with the 
use of TDC’s for farmland conservation, while 25 percent somewhat agreed. 
Th e balance of responses, 13 percent, had no opinion about the regulatory 
tool. Th ese results are summarized in Chart 13.

According to responses to Question #3 described earlier, both environmen-
tal and agricultural resource protection were strongly supported by respon-
dents as opportunities to pursue over the next 20 years. However, it appears 
from responses to this question that TDCs are not necessarily the preferred 
method of acheiving the community’s resource protection goals.

Due to the overall heterogeneity of responses, crosstabulations were per-
formed to determine if there were any obvious diff erences of opinion based 
on location of residence, ethnicity, or income. No clear diff erences were dis-
covered between the overall results and the opinions of city versus county 
residents, between ethnicities, or between respondents with diff erent in-
comes. See Appendix D for more information.

QUESTION 7: WHERE SHOULD THE COUNTY LOCATE 
COMMERCIAL SERVICES THAT PROVIDE SALES TAX 
REVENUE TO THE COUNTY AND CONVENIENCE TO 
RESIDENTS?

In this question respondents could indicate their level of agreement 
(Strongly Agree, Somewhat Agree, Somewhat Disagree, Strongly 
Disagree, and No Opinion) with locating new commercial services in 
three potential locations. Since respondents could, in theory, strongly 
agree or diasgree with all three locations, the percents reported here are 
not exclusive of one another. Rather, this analysis tries to report where 
there is the most agreement along with the least disagreement.

Th e proposed location for new commercial services that generated the most 
strong agreement and the least strong diasgreement was in clusters in ex-
isting communities and cities (45 percent strong agreement and 32 percent 
moderate agreement, with only 19 percent diagreement overall). For each of 

Chart 5:  Location Preferences 
for New Commercial Services: 
Composite Scores

Chart 4:  Opinions on Farmland 
Conservation through TDCs

 Strongly
agree 
17%

Some
what 
agree 
25%

Some
what 

disagree 
17%

Strongly 
disagree 

28%

No 
opinion 

13%

In clusters in 
exis ng 

communi es 
and ci es, 

552

Along 
highways 25 
and 156, 246

Along 
Highway 
101, 156

0 100 200 300 400 500 6000 100 200 300 400 500 600

In clusters in existing
communities and cities

Along highways 25 and 156

Along Highway 101



Strategic Plan for the San Benito County General Plan Update  |  Community Survey Report

8

the other location options (both along highways), betwen 60 and 65 percent 
of respondents to those choices were in some sort of agreement with the pos-
sible location, however, twice as many respondents strongly diasgreed with 
these options as compared to the option for clustering in existing cities and 
communities (22-24 percent compared to just 10 percent).

QUESTION 8: FOR WHICH TYPES OF PROGRAMS AND 
PROJECTS WOULD YOU SUPPORT INCREASES IN TAXES 
AND FEES?

Survey respondents were asked if they supported or opposed increasing taxes 
and fees for certain programs and projects that would serve the community.  
Specifi cally, the survey sought to judge the level of support for tax and fee 
increases for building and maintaining parks and recreation facilities; po-
lice and fi re protection; expanding senior housing options; library services; 
maintaining parks and trails; providing more aff ordable housing; or provid-
ing transitional more housing. Between 90 and 95 percent of respondents 
stated program preferences in this question.

A majority of question respondents either supported or strongly supported 
tax and fee increases for police and fi re protection (78 percent). A majority of 
respondents also expressed their support for tax and fee increases for: Library 

Table 2-3: Taxes and Fees for Programs

Composite 
Score

Strongly 
Support (+2)

Support 
(+1)

Oppose (-1) Strongly 
Oppose (-2)

No Opinion 
(0)

# % # % # % # % # %
Building and maintaining parks and recre-
ation facilities

260 147 24 253 41 101 16 93 15 31 5

Police and fi re protection 564 259 41 236 37 58 9 66 10 19 3
Expanding senior housing options 175 106 17 260 41 143 23 77 12 47 7
Library services 299 147 24 260 42 101 16 77 12 36 6
Maintaining parks and trails 294 130 21 287 46 97 16 78 12 35 6
Providing more aff ordable housing -158 87 14 161 26 167 27 163 26 47 8
Providing more transitional housing -366 31 5 121 20 191 32 179 30 85 14

Composite 
Score

Strongly 
Support (+2)

Support (+1) Oppose (-1) Strongly 
Oppose (-2)

No Opinion 
(0)

# % # % # % # % # %
In clusters in existing communities 
and cities

552 268 45 190 32 56 9 59 10 25 4

Along highways 25 and 156 246 186 33 179 32 63 11 121 22 12 2
Along highway 101 156 155 29 159 30 61 11 126 24 29 6

Table 2-2: Location Preferences for Commercial Services
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services (66 percent); Maintaining parks and trails (66 percent); Building 
and maintaining parks and recreation facilities (64 percent); and Expanding 
senior housing options (58 percent). A majority of respondents stated that 
they oppose increasing taxes and fees for the purpose of providing more af-
fordable housing (52 percent) or transitional housing (61 percent). Table 2-3 
presents the complete results.

Cross-tabulations were run on items on which there was less than 60 percent 
support inorder to determine if there were any diff erences of opinion be-
tween demographic sub-groups. Th ese detailed tabulations are included in 
Appendix D; following are some highlights: 

Expanding Senior Housing Options.•  Increasing taxes and fees for this 
purpose was opposed by over a third (35 percent) of survey respon-
dents. When this data is examined by residential location, half or 
more of residents in Tres Pinos, Paicines, Panoche, and “Other” parts 
of the county were either opposed or strongly opposed to increas-
ing taxes and fees for more senior housing options. In contrast, in the 
cities of Hollister and San Juan Batista as well as the community of 
Ridgemark, there was generally more support for this proposed program, 
with a high of 69 percent support (or strong support) in Ridgemark, 
62 percent in Hollister, and 57 percent in San Juan Batista. Th ere 
were no noticable diff erences in opinion by ethnicity or by income.

Providing More Aff ordable Housing.•  Increasing taxes or fees for this 
was opposed or strongly opposed by 52 percent of survey respondents. 
In terms of residence, whereas there was relatively even distribution of 
support anf opposition in Hollister and Ridgemark, respondents from 
San Juan Batista and all other parts of the county registered 62 per-
cent or more opposition. In terms of ethnicity, Caucasian or white re-
spondents reported the same level of opposition for this program as 

Chart 6: Support for Increases in Taxes and Fees
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the respondent pool as a whole (52 percent), but Latino or Hispanic 
respondents showed more support for the program, 54 percent in sup-
port and only 36 percent opposed. In terms of income, there was some-
what more support in lower income brackets, and somewhat less sup-
port in higher income brackets, but the diff erences were not substantial.

Providing Transitional Housing.•  Increasing taxes or fees for transitional 
housing was opposed or strongly opposed by 61 percent of survey re-
spondents. Th ere were no noticable diff erences in opinion among 
respondents distinguished by residential location. In terms of eth-
nicity, there was somewhat more opposition from the Caucasian or 
white respondents (60 percent) than from Latino respondents (47 per-
cent). Th ere were no obvious diff erences in opinion by income groups.

QUESTION 9: WHERE DO YOU SHOP MOST OFTEN FOR 
THE FOLLOWING ITEMS?

In Question #9 respondents were asked where they most oft en shop for: gro-
ceries, clothing, electronics, home furnishings, offi  ce and school supplies, 
books and music, family entertainment, and gasoline. Respondents could 
choose from the following locations: San Benito County, Gilroy, Other Santa 
Clara County, Monterey County, Santa Cruz County, and Other.

Generally, the two favorite locations for shopping were San Benito County 
and Gilroy. In particular, San Benito County claimed 84 percent of grocery 
shopping, 74 percent of gas purchases, and 73 percent of purchases of offi  ce 
and school supplies. Gilroy claimed a higher percent of shoppers than San 
Benito County for electronics (48 percent), clothing (43 percent), and books 
and music (42 percent). Still, over 30 percent of respondents reported obtain-
ing most of their clothes, electronics, home furnishings, books, music, and 
family entertainment outside of either San Benito County or Gilroy. Th is 
suggests that more could be done to provide these services closer to home.
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Table 2-4: Shopping Location

San Benito 
County

Gilroy Other Santa 
Clara County

Monterey 
County

Santa Cruz 
County

Other

# % # % # % # % # % # %
Groceries 554 84 68 10 12 2 11 2 8 1 5 1
Clothes 160 25 281 43 106 16 41 6 10 2 51 8
Electronics 146 23 302 48 109 17 26 4 8 1 44 7
Home furnishings 264 42 164 26 110 18 42 7 8 1 40 6
Offi  ce and school supplies 455 73 104 17 23 4 11 2 8 1 19 3
Books and music 140 23 263 43 62 10 30 5 13 2 111 18
Family entertainment 302 50 96 16 84 14 40 7 19 3 67 11
Gas 482 74 118 18 25 4 18 3 3 1 7 1
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Appendix A: Methodology

OVERVIEW

Th e mail-in survey was distributed to all residential addresses in San Benito 
County as part of the public outreach process for the General Plan Update. 
Th e survey asked community members how they like living in San Benito 
County and how the county could be improved over the next 20 years. 
Specifi cally, the survey sought to gauge public opinion on priorities and pro-
grams focused on planning for growth, protecting open spaces and natu-
ral areas, and economic development.  Respondents were also asked if they 
would be in favor of raising taxes and fees to support certain programs, proj-
ects, and services.

SURVEY DESIGN AND DISTRIBUTION

Th e survey was located on the front and back of a single page that was part 
of a fold-out mailing containing background information on the General 
Plan and the update process. It was designed to be mailed back to the County 
Planning Department offi  ce with pre-paid, self-addressed postage. Th e sur-
vey and other information were included in English and in Spanish. Th e sur-
vey included open-ended or free-form questions, opinion questions in which 
residents were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with certain 
statements, ranking questions, and check boxes (in which respondents could 
choose from among a selection of options). While the county’s General Plan 
applies only to unincorporated parts of the county, in order to be inclusive 
the survey was mailed to all of the households in the county’s and city’s data-
bases. Th e county received 670 completed surveys (647 in English and 23 in 
Spanish), for a response rate of about 5 percent.

ANALYSIS

Responses were coded into a database that enabled analysis and various cross 
tabulations to be run. Demographic information was assembled and some 
statistics were compared to 2000 Census data. Where there was substantial 
disagreement in responses, cross-tabulation analysis was used to identify 
any potential diff erences of opinion between various sub-groups (such as by 
place of residence or ethnicity) within the sample.
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BIAS

While a mail-in survey enables wide participation, this method has inherent 
weaknesses and biases that should be considered when reviewing results. A 
description of survey bias basically asks the question, do our survey respon-
dents represent the true universe of possible respondents, in this case the ac-
tual community at large? Th e major weakness of a mail survey is not the size 
of the sample; rather, mail surveys require motivation on the part of those 
who receive them to actually complete and mail them back. Self addressed 
and postage paid surveys (as was the case for this survey) help to reduce bar-
riers to response, but even then, typical response rates to community mail 
surveys on this subject, aft er one mailing with no additional follow up, are 
typically less than 10 percent.

Th e demographics of the respondents for the mail in survey do not entirely 
refl ect those of the county as a whole. According to the Census, in 2000, 65 
percent of San Benito County’s population was white, 2 percent was Asian, 
and 48 percent was Latino. Th e survey respondents reported that they were 
73 percent white, 3 percent Asian, and only 14 percent Latino. Furthermore, 
while 66 percent and 34 percent of households were owner- and renter-oc-
cupied respectively in 2000, 97 percent and 3 percent of survey respondents 
owned and rented, respectively. Finally, the Census reported that the median 
household income in San Benito County in 1999 was $57,469. Adjusted to 
2006 dollars, this is $69,575. Th e median household income of survey re-
spondents was signifi cantly higher, falling between $75,000 and $99,999. 
Th erefore, this mail survey is subject to several possible biases including:

Self-Selection Bias or Non-Response Bias.•  Th e demographic information 
collected suggests that the “typical” survey respondent is a white, upper 
middle class homeowner, has no children living at home, and works full 
time in San Benito County. While this profi le fi ts many households in the 
county, there are specifi c groups whose opinions are under-represented in 
the survey results, including racial and ethnic minorities, larger families, 
young adults/professionals/students (oft en renters), and lower-income 
households. In addition, people who work long hours or have other pres-
sures on their time are also less likely to respond to voluntary surveys. 
Cross-tabulations were run for several questions to analyze how respons-
es varied by demographic characteristics; however these sub-groups 
with very small sample sizes (<30 or so) produce less reliable statistics.

Age Bias. • Only one survey was sent to each household and therefore only 
one person residing in each home likely replied. It is highly probable that 
the person who replied was the head of the household or parent, if the 
household included children. Th erefore, the opinions and ideas of young-
er residents and youth are probably underrepresented in these fi ndings.
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Appendix B: Respondent

Characteristics

Toward the end of the survey, residents were asked to report certain demo-
graphic information to understand how well the survey respondents repre-
sent the broader San Benito County population.

RESIDENCE IN THE COUNTY

Question #10 in the survey asked respondents where they live, and provided 
a set of choices, as well as “other”. Of the 670 survey respondents, 662 people 
responded to this question. Of those who answered this question, 431 (66 
percent) live in the City of Hollister. Another 59 (9 percent) reported living 
in the City of San Juan Bautista. Th e balance of respondents live in unincor-
porated areas, with 10 percent in Ridgemark, 3 percent Paicines, 2 percent 
in Aromas, 1 percent in Tres Pinos, less than 1 percent in Panoche, and 9 
percent in other areas not listed on the survey form.

ETHNICITY

Th e survey also asked residents to report the ethnic group to which they con-
sider themselves most closely related. Over 73 percent of respondents (447) 
reported they consider themselves Caucasian or white. Another 14 percent 
(84) considered themselves Latino or Hispanic. Th e remaining 13 percent of 
respondents considered themselves either Asian or South Asian (3 percent), 
Native American (2 percent), African American or black (1 percent), Pacifi c 
Islander (<1 percent), Mixed (3 percent), or other (4 percent).  A number of 
people in the “other” category wrote in “American”.

Hollister
66%

San Juan 
Bautista

9%

Ridgemark
10%

Tres Pinos
1%

Aromas
2%

Paicines
3%

Panoche
0%

Other
9%

Chart B-1: Survey Respondents by 
Residence

Chart B-2:  Reported Ethnicity of 
Respondents
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Th e distribution of ethnicities reported in the survey is similar to that re-
fl ected in the 2000 Census, though not exactly the same. For the “single 
race” categories, the Census reported 65 percent of county residents as white, 
somewhat less than that reported in the survey. In the Census over 2 percent 
reported Asian ethnicity, 1 percent American Indian, 1 percent black, and 
less than 1 percent Pacifi c Islander, all proportions that are similar to the 
survey results. In the 2000 Census, however, Latino or Hispanic is reported 
“of any race” and almost 48 percent of San Benito County respondents at 
that time placed themselves in this category, as compared to only 14 percent 
of residents who identifi ed as Latino or Hispanic in this survey. Th ere are 
probably a number of reasons for this diff erence, including but not limited to  
changes in the way people conceive of Latino ethnicity, as well as weakness in 
the survey distribution method for this segment of the community.

HOUSING

Survey respondents were asked questions related to housing tenure and 
household size. Question #14 asked whether respondents owned or rented 
their homes. Ninety-seven percent of respondents reported owning their 
homes, while only 3 percent reported renting their homes. Th is is in contrast 
to the 2000 Census which reported only 66 percent of county respondents 
owning their homes, and 34 percent renting. Th is discrepancy may also re-
fl ect a weakness in the survey method that, despite great eff ort to reach indi-
vidual housing units in multi-family developments, biased delivery toward 
homeowners rather than renters. It may also refl ect a response bias whereby 
homeowners (for various reasons) are more likely to read and reply to sur-
veys than renters.

Respondents were also asked how many people in total live in the house or 
apartment. About half of respondents (48 percent) live in two-person house-
holds, 15 percent live alone, 14 percent live in three-person households, 16 
percent live in four-person households, and 7 percent live in households 
of fi ve or more people. While the 2000 Census gives an average household 
size of 3.3, this distribution suggests an average household size for the sur-
vey population of about 2.7 people. Th is diff erence may be the result of a 
change in demographics, but may also be due to a higher response rate from 
households of retired persons or single persons, as compared to families with 
children.

Chart B-3:  Percent Owners and 
Renters in San Benito County
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EMPLOYMENT, INCOME, AND EDUCATION

EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Residents were asked questions about work, school, and income. Question # 
12 asked about employment status. Survey respondents were given the fol-
lowing options and asked to select all that apply: Full-time, Retired, Self-
employed, Part-time, Homemaker, Not employed, and Student.

Out of 670 surveys returned, 662 people answered this question. Forty-fi ve 
percent of respondents (322) worked full-time, 29 percent were retired (191), 
about 19 percent (124) were self-employed, and the remaining respondents 
reported being part-time workers (7 percent), homemakers (3 percent), not 
employed (2 percent), or students (1 percent). Please note that due to the na-
ture of the question (“Select all that apply”), the percentages add up to more 
than 100. As mentioned earlier, time constraints of those who work probably 
account for the high percentage of retirees who responded to the survey.

EMPLOYMENT INDUSTRY

Question #13 asked community members in what industry they are em-
ployed. Respondents were given a list of options and asked to select all that 
apply. Of the 615 respondents to this question (669 total responses because of 
“select all that apply”), 47 respondents, or 8 percent, checked more than one 
option. Of the 615 respondents, 15 percent (91) work in farming or farming-
related industries, 15 percent (95) work in technology or technology-related 
industries, 10 percent (64) work in government, and 9 percent (58) work in 
education. Forty percent (248) and 18 percent (113) of respondents chose 
the categories “other” or “N/A” respectively, to describe either their primary 
or secondary employment activity. At least some of those who responded 
“Other” or “N/A” may be retired, a homemaker, a student, or unemployed 

Chart B-5:  Employment Status
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(based on Question #12). Nonetheless, the high number of selections for 
“Other” or “NA” suggests that this survey question did not provide adequate 
employment category choices for many respondents who work.

EMPLOYMENT LOCATION

Survey respondents were asked where they currently work or attend school, 
and were given the following options from which to choose:

San Benito County• 

Gilroy/Morgan Hill• 

Other Santa Clara County• 

Other Bay Area• 

Monterey County• 

Santa Cruz County• 

Central Valley (Fresno, Merced, San Joaquin counties, etc.)• 

Other• 

Multiple selections for this question were not permitted. Out of the 670 sur-
veys completed, 581 respondents answered this question. Th e plurality of 
respondents stated that they work or go to school in San Benito County (275, 
or 47 percent). Sixteen percent of respondents (95) said they work or go to 
school in other parts of Santa Clara County, 10 percent chose Gilroy/Morgan 
Hill, 7 percent chose Monterey County, 3 percent chose Other Bay Area, 2 
percent chose Santa Cruz County, and less than 1 percent chose the Central 
Valley. Many respondents (15 percent) checked the “other” box and wrote in 
that they are retired or are homemakers.

Chart B-6: Employment Industry
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HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN 2006 (PRE-TAX DOLLARS)

Th e survey also asked residents to report their 2006, pre-tax income. Th e 
median response was $75,000-$99,999 ($87,500 being the midpoint of the 
range). 557 of 670 respondents answered this question.

According to the 2000 Census, the median household income of San Benito 
County residents was $57,469, which is quite a bit less than the median of 
the reported incomes of survey respondents ($87,500, taking the centerpoint 
of the range in which the median falls). While the median income in San 
Benito has increased in the last seven years due to infl ation, it is likely that 
most of this diff erence is a product of vaious kinds of response bias.

Chart 8: Household Income of Survey Respondents (2006 Dollars)

Chart 9: Median Household Income: Survey Respondents vs. Census
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Appendix C: Community Survey

Th e mail-in survey prepared and sent out by San Benito County and Dyett 
& Bhatia.

STRONGLY
AGREE

STRONGLY
AGREE

STRONGLY
AGREE

SOMEWHAT
AGREE

SOMEWHAT
AGREE

SOMEWHAT
AGREE

SOMEWHAT
DISAGREE

SOMEWHAT
DISAGREE

SOMEWHAT
DISAGREE

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE

NO
OPINION

NO
OPINION

NO
OPINION

STRONGLY
SUPPORT

SUPPORT NO
OPINION

STRONGLY 
OPPOSE

OPPOSE
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Fo
ld

SAN BENITO 
COUNTY

OTHER SANTA 
CLARA COUNTY

GILROY OTHERMONTEREY 
COUNTY

SANTA CRUZ 
COUNTY

Tear off, fold as indicated, tape closed so address is on the outside, and mail.Fo
ld
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Totalmente 
de acuerdo

Totalmente 
de acuerdo

Totalmente 
de acuerdo

Completamente 
apruebo

Un tanto de 
acuerdo

Un tanto de 
acuerdo

Un tanto de 
acuerdo

Apruebo

Un tanto en 
desacuerdo

Un tanto en 
desacuerdo

Un tanto en 
desacuerdo

Opongo

Totalmente 
en desacuerdo

Totalmente 
en desacuerdo

Totalmente 
en desacuerdo

Completamente 
opongo

Sin  
opinión

Sin  
opinión

Sin  
opinión

Sin  
opinión
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Separe, doble como indicado, cierre con cinta adhesiva con la dirección en la parte exterior, y envie por correo.

Doble 
Doble 

SAN BENITO 
COUNTY

OTHER SANTA 
CLARA COUNTY

GILROY OTROMONTEREY 
COUNTY

SANTA CRUZ 
COUNTY
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Appendix D: Cross-Tabulation Tables

QUESTION 3-9: PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE - THE NEXT 20 YEARS: ENCOURAGE MORE RENTAL 

HOUSING?

Residence—Residence—

 Totals Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree No Opinion
Totals  640 109 199 166 120 42

(H = 17.19%) (H = 31.41%) (H = 26.25%) (H = 18.91%) (H = 6.72%)

City of Hollister 420 74 138 108 75 22

65.63% (V = 67.89%) (V = 69.35%) (V = 65.06%) (V = 62.5%) (V = 52.38%)

(H = 17.62%) (H = 32.86%) (H = 25.71%) (H = 17.86%) (H = 5.24%)

City of San Juan Batista 57 8 17 11 13 8

8.91% (V = 7.34%) (V = 8.54%) (V = 6.63%) (V = 10.83%) (V = 19.05%)

(H = 14.04%) (H = 29.82%) (H = 19.3%) (H = 22.81%) (H = 14.04%)

Ridgemark 60 6 19 18 10 6

9.38% (V = 5.5%) (V = 9.55%) (V = 10.84%) (V = 8.33%) (V = 14.29%)

(H = 10%) (H = 31.67%) (H = 30%) (H = 16.67%) (H = 10%)

Tres Pinos 9 4 0 2 3 0

1.41% (V = 3.67%) (V = 0%) (V = 1.2%) (V = 2.5%) (V = 0%)

(H = 44.44%) (H = 0%) (H = 22.22%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 0%)

Aromas 14 3 3 7 0 1

2.19% (V = 2.75%) (V = 1.51%) (V = 4.22%) (V = 0%) (V = 2.38%)

(H = 21.43%) (H = 21.43%) (H = 50%) (H = 0%) (H = 7.14%)

Paicines 16 4 5 2 3 2

2.50% (V = 3.67%) (V = 2.51%) (V = 1.2%) (V = 2.5%) (V = 4.76%)

(H = 25%) (H = 31.25%) (H = 12.5%) (H = 18.75%) (H = 12.5%)

Panoche 3 0 0 1 2 0

0.47% (V = 0%) (V = 0%) (V = 0.6%) (V = 1.67%) (V = 0%)

(H = 0%) (H = 0%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 66.67%) (H = 0%)

Other 61 10 17 17 14 3

9.53% (V = 9.17%) (V = 8.54%) (V = 10.24%) (V = 11.67%) (V = 7.14%)

(H = 16.39%) (H = 27.87%) (H = 27.87%) (H = 22.95%) (H = 4.92%)
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Ethnicity—Ethnicity—

 Totals Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree No Opinion

Totals  589 103 190 147 107 38

(H = 18.68%) (H = 34.13%) (H = 28.52%) (H = 20.54%) (H = 7.3%)

African American or Black 7 2 1 1 2 1

1.19% (V = 1.94%) (V = 0.53%) (V = 0.68%) (V = 1.87%) (V = 2.63%)

(H = 28.57%) (H = 14.29%) (H = 14.29%) (H = 28.57%) (H = 14.29%)

Asian/South Asian 14 0 7 4 3 0

2.38% (V = 0%) (V = 3.68%) (V = 2.72%) (V = 2.8%) (V = 0%)

(H = 0%) (H = 50%) (H = 28.57%) (H = 21.43%) (H = 0%)

Caucasian or White 434 67 138 112 85 29

73.68% (V = 65.05%) (V = 72.63%) (V = 76.19%) (V = 79.44%) (V = 76.32%)

(H = 15.44%) (H = 31.8%) (H = 25.81%) (H = 19.59%) (H = 6.68%)

Latino or Hispanic 81 26 25 21 5 3

13.75% (V = 25.24%) (V = 13.16%) (V = 14.29%) (V = 4.67%) (V = 7.89%)

(H = 32.1%) (H = 30.86%) (H = 25.93%) (H = 6.17%) (H = 3.7%)

Native American 10 3 5 0 2 0

1.70% (V = 2.91%) (V = 2.63%) (V = 0%) (V = 1.87%) (V = 0%)

(H = 30%) (H = 50%) (H = 0%) (H = 20%) (H = 0%)

Pacifi c Islander 2 1 0 0 1 0

0.34% (V = 0.97%) (V = 0%) (V = 0%) (V = 0.93%) (V = 0%)

(H = 50%) (H = 0%) (H = 0%) (H = 50%) (H = 0%)

Mixed 17 1 5 4 4 3

2.89% (V = 0.97%) (V = 2.63%) (V = 2.72%) (V = 3.74%) (V = 7.89%)

(H = 5.88%) (H = 29.41%) (H = 23.53%) (H = 23.53%) (H = 17.65%)

Other 24 3 9 5 5 2

4.07% (V = 2.91%) (V = 4.74%) (V = 3.4%) (V = 4.67%) (V = 5.26%)

(H = 12.5%) (H = 37.5%) (H = 20.83%) (H = 20.83%) (H = 8.33%)
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Income—Income—

 Totals Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree No Opinion

Totals  536 100 175 131 94 32

(H = 20.52%) (H = 37.5%) (H = 31.34%) (H = 22.57%) (H = 8.02%)

less than $20K 14 4 3 4 3 0

2.61% (V = 4%) (V = 1.71%) (V = 3.05%) (V = 3.19%) (V = 0%)

(H = 28.57%) (H = 21.43%) (H = 28.57%) (H = 21.43%) (H = 0%)

$20K to $39,999 58 13 19 11 7 7

10.82% (V = 13%) (V = 10.86%) (V = 8.4%) (V = 7.45%) (V = 21.88%)

(H = 22.41%) (H = 32.76%) (H = 18.97%) (H = 12.07%) (H = 12.07%)

$40K to $49,999 37 12 10 6 7 2

6.90% (V = 12%) (V = 5.71%) (V = 4.58%) (V = 7.45%) (V = 6.25%)

(H = 32.43%) (H = 27.03%) (H = 16.22%) (H = 18.92%) (H = 5.41%)

$50K to $74,999 104 14 43 22 17 7

19.40% (V = 14%) (V = 24.57%) (V = 16.79%) (V = 18.09%) (V = 21.88%)

(H = 13.46%) (H = 41.35%) (H = 21.15%) (H = 16.35%) (H = 6.73%)

$75K to $99,999 97 11 31 34 12 9

18.10% (V = 11%) (V = 17.71%) (V = 25.95%) (V = 12.77%) (V = 28.13%)

(H = 11.34%) (H = 31.96%) (H = 35.05%) (H = 12.37%) (H = 9.28%)

$100K to $124,999 85 11 29 20 20 5

15.86% (V = 11%) (V = 16.57%) (V = 15.27%) (V = 21.28%) (V = 15.63%)

(H = 12.94%) (H = 34.12%) (H = 23.53%) (H = 23.53%) (H = 5.88%)

$125K to $149,999 40 12 11 8 8 0

7.46% (V = 12%) (V = 6.29%) (V = 6.11%) (V = 8.51%) (V = 0%)

(H = 30%) (H = 27.5%) (H = 20%) (H = 20%) (H = 0%)

$150K or more 101 23 29 26 20 2

18.84% (V = 23%) (V = 16.57%) (V = 19.85%) (V = 21.28%) (V = 6.25%)

(H = 22.77%) (H = 28.71%) (H = 25.74%) (H = 19.8%) (H = 1.98%)
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QUESTION 3-13: PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE - THE NEXT 20 YEARS: PROVIDE PASSENGER RAIL 

SERVICE

Residence—Residence—

 Totals Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree No Opinion

Totals  652 223 200 77 98 53

(H = 34.51%) (H = 30.98%) (H = 12.12%) (H = 15.34%) (H = 8.13%)

City of Hollister 426 162 128 45 58 32

65.34% (V = 72.65%) (V = 64%) (V = 58.44%) (V = 59.18%) (V = 60.38%)

(H = 38.03%) (H = 30.05%) (H = 10.56%) (H = 13.62%) (H = 7.51%)

City of San Juan Batista 57 15 18 10 10 4

8.74% (V = 6.73%) (V = 9%) (V = 12.99%) (V = 10.2%) (V = 7.55%)

(H = 26.32%) (H = 31.58%) (H = 17.54%) (H = 17.54%) (H = 7.02%)

Ridgemark 63 13 19 8 16 7

9.66% (V = 5.83%) (V = 9.5%) (V = 10.39%) (V = 16.33%) (V = 13.21%)

(H = 20.63%) (H = 30.16%) (H = 12.7%) (H = 25.4%) (H = 11.11%)

Tres Pinos 9 3 1 3 1 1

1.38% (V = 1.35%) (V = 0.5%) (V = 3.9%) (V = 1.02%) (V = 1.89%)

(H = 33.33%) (H = 11.11%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 11.11%) (H = 11.11%)

Aromas 15 6 5 1 1 2

2.30% (V = 2.69%) (V = 2.5%) (V = 1.3%) (V = 1.02%) (V = 3.77%)

(H = 40%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 6.67%) (H = 6.67%) (H = 13.33%)

Paicines 17 5 2 3 5 2

2.61% (V = 2.24%) (V = 1%) (V = 3.9%) (V = 5.1%) (V = 3.77%)

(H = 29.41%) (H = 11.76%) (H = 17.65%) (H = 29.41%) (H = 11.76%)

Panoche 3 2 0 0 1 0

0.46% (V = 0.9%) (V = 0%) (V = 0%) (V = 1.02%) (V = 0%)

(H = 66.67%) (H = 0%) (H = 0%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 0%)

Other 62 17 27 7 6 5

9.51% (V = 7.62%) (V = 13.5%) (V = 9.09%) (V = 6.12%) (V = 9.43%)

(H = 27.42%) (H = 43.55%) (H = 11.29%) (H = 9.68%) (H = 8.06%)
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Ethnicity—Ethnicity—

 Totals Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree No Opinion

Totals  600 212 185 67 88 47

(H = 37.5%) (H = 33.67%) (H = 13.17%) (H = 16.67%) (H = 8.83%)

African American or Black 8 3 2 0 3 0

1.33% (V = 1.42%) (V = 1.08%) (V = 0%) (V = 3.41%) (V = 0%)

(H = 37.5%) (H = 25%) (H = 0%) (H = 37.5%) (H = 0%)

Asian/South Asian 15 3 10 0 2 0

2.50% (V = 1.42%) (V = 5.41%) (V = 0%) (V = 2.27%) (V = 0%)

(H = 20%) (H = 66.67%) (H = 0%) (H = 13.33%) (H = 0%)

Caucasian or White 440 148 131 51 69 41

73.33% (V = 69.81%) (V = 70.81%) (V = 76.12%) (V = 78.41%) (V = 87.23%)

(H = 33.64%) (H = 29.77%) (H = 11.59%) (H = 15.68%) (H = 9.32%)

Latino or Hispanic 83 37 25 10 7 3

13.83% (V = 17.45%) (V = 13.51%) (V = 14.93%) (V = 7.95%) (V = 6.38%)

(H = 44.58%) (H = 30.12%) (H = 12.05%) (H = 8.43%) (H = 3.61%)

Native American 9 5 3 1 0 0

1.50% (V = 2.36%) (V = 1.62%) (V = 1.49%) (V = 0%) (V = 0%)

(H = 55.56%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 11.11%) (H = 0%) (H = 0%)

Pacifi c Islander 2 1 1 0 0 0

0.33% (V = 0.47%) (V = 0.54%) (V = 0%) (V = 0%) (V = 0%)

(H = 50%) (H = 50%) (H = 0%) (H = 0%) (H = 0%)

Mixed 18 8 6 2 1 1

3% (V = 3.77%) (V = 3.24%) (V = 2.99%) (V = 1.14%) (V = 2.13%)

(H = 44.44%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 11.11%) (H = 5.56%) (H = 5.56%)

Other 25 7 7 3 6 2

4.17% (V = 3.3%) (V = 3.78%) (V = 4.48%) (V = 6.82%) (V = 4.26%)

(H = 28%) (H = 28%) (H = 12%) (H = 24%) (H = 8%)
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Income—Income—

Totals Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree No Opinion

Totals  548 184 171 62 85 45

(H = 41.06%) (H = 36.86%) (H = 14.42%) (H = 18.25%) (H = 9.67%)

less than $20K 14 7 5 1 1 0

2.55% (V = 3.8%) (V = 2.92%) (V = 1.61%) (V = 1.18%) (V = 0%)

(H = 50%) (H = 35.71%) (H = 7.14%) (H = 7.14%) (H = 0%)

$20K to $39,999 59 21 18 8 4 8

10.77% (V = 11.41%) (V = 10.53%) (V = 12.9%) (V = 4.71%) (V = 17.78%)

(H = 35.59%) (H = 30.51%) (H = 13.56%) (H = 6.78%) (H = 13.56%)

$40K to $49,999 37 10 11 7 5 4

6.75% (V = 5.43%) (V = 6.43%) (V = 11.29%) (V = 5.88%) (V = 8.89%)

(H = 27.03%) (H = 29.73%) (H = 18.92%) (H = 13.51%) (H = 10.81%)

$50K to $74,999 107 36 33 11 19 8

19.53% (V = 19.57%) (V = 19.3%) (V = 17.74%) (V = 22.35%) (V = 17.78%)

(H = 33.64%) (H = 30.84%) (H = 10.28%) (H = 17.76%) (H = 7.48%)

$75K to $99,999 99 33 33 11 12 10

18.07% (V = 17.93%) (V = 19.3%) (V = 17.74%) (V = 14.12%) (V = 22.22%)

(H = 33.33%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 11.11%) (H = 12.12%) (H = 10.1%)

$100K to $124,999 87 34 25 8 15 5

15.88% (V = 18.48%) (V = 14.62%) (V = 12.9%) (V = 17.65%) (V = 11.11%)

(H = 39.08%) (H = 28.74%) (H = 9.2%) (H = 17.24%) (H = 5.75%)

$125K to $149,999 43 16 13 3 7 3

7.85% (V = 8.7%) (V = 7.6%) (V = 4.84%) (V = 8.24%) (V = 6.67%)

(H = 37.21%) (H = 30.23%) (H = 6.98%) (H = 16.28%) (H = 6.98%)

$150K or more 102 27 33 13 22 7

18.61% (V = 14.67%) (V = 19.3%) (V = 20.97%) (V = 25.88%) (V = 15.56%)

(H = 26.47%) (H = 32.35%) (H = 12.75%) (H = 21.57%) (H = 6.86%)
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QUESTION 3-14: PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE - THE NEXT 20 YEARS: PROVIDE MORE COMMER-

CIAL RAIL SERVICE?

Residence—Residence—

Totals Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree No Opinion

Totals  645 135 192 124 105 86

(H = 21.24%) (H = 30.23%) (H = 19.22%) (H = 16.59%) (H = 13.49%)

City of Hollister 425 93 129 80 68 52

65.89% (V = 68.89%) (V = 67.19%) (V = 64.52%) (V = 64.76%) (V = 60.47%)

(H = 21.88%) (H = 30.35%) (H = 18.82%) (H = 16%) (H = 12.24%)

City of San Juan Batista 56 9 18 10 12 7

8.68% (V = 6.67%) (V = 9.38%) (V = 8.06%) (V = 11.43%) (V = 8.14%)

(H = 16.07%) (H = 32.14%) (H = 17.86%) (H = 21.43%) (H = 12.5%)

Ridgemark 60 8 18 13 9 12

9.30% (V = 5.93%) (V = 9.38%) (V = 10.48%) (V = 8.57%) (V = 13.95%)

(H = 13.33%) (H = 30%) (H = 21.67%) (H = 15%) (H = 20%)

Tres Pinos 9 2 2 3 1 1

1.40% (V = 1.48%) (V = 1.04%) (V = 2.42%) (V = 0.95%) (V = 1.16%)

(H = 22.22%) (H = 22.22%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 11.11%) (H = 11.11%)

Aromas 15 4 3 3 2 3

2.33% (V = 2.96%) (V = 1.56%) (V = 2.42%) (V = 1.9%) (V = 3.49%)

(H = 26.67%) (H = 20%) (H = 20%) (H = 13.33%) (H = 20%)

Paicines 16 4 3 3 4 2

2.48% (V = 2.96%) (V = 1.56%) (V = 2.42%) (V = 3.81%) (V = 2.33%)

(H = 25%) (H = 18.75%) (H = 18.75%) (H = 25%) (H = 12.5%)

Panoche 3 1 1 0 1 0

0.47% (V = 0.74%) (V = 0.52%) (V = 0%) (V = 0.95%) (V = 0%)

(H = 33.33%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 0%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 0%)

Other 61 14 18 12 8 9

9.46% (V = 10.37%) (V = 9.38%) (V = 9.68%) (V = 7.62%) (V = 10.47%)

(H = 22.95%) (H = 29.51%) (H = 19.67%) (H = 13.11%) (H = 14.75%)
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Ethnicity—Ethnicity—

Totals Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree No Opinion

Totals  593 127 184 106 95 78

(H = 23.1%) (H = 32.88%) (H = 20.91%) (H = 18.04%) (H = 14.67%)

African American or Black 8 4 2 0 1 1

1.35% (V = 3.15%) (V = 1.09%) (V = 0%) (V = 1.05%) (V = 1.28%)

(H = 50%) (H = 25%) (H = 0%) (H = 12.5%) (H = 12.5%)

Asian/South Asian 14 2 7 2 2 1

2.36% (V = 1.57%) (V = 3.8%) (V = 1.89%) (V = 2.11%) (V = 1.28%)

(H = 14.29%) (H = 50%) (H = 14.29%) (H = 14.29%) (H = 7.14%)

Caucasian or White 435 86 129 84 71 63

73.36% (V = 67.72%) (V = 70.11%) (V = 79.25%) (V = 74.74%) (V = 80.77%)

(H = 19.77%) (H = 29.66%) (H = 19.31%) (H = 16.32%) (H = 14.48%)

Latino or Hispanic 83 21 28 11 16 6

14% (V = 16.54%) (V = 15.22%) (V = 10.38%) (V = 16.84%) (V = 7.69%)

(H = 25.3%) (H = 33.73%) (H = 13.25%) (H = 19.28%) (H = 7.23%)

Native American 9 2 4 3 0 0

1.52% (V = 1.57%) (V = 2.17%) (V = 2.83%) (V = 0%) (V = 0%)

(H = 22.22%) (H = 44.44%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 0%) (H = 0%)

Pacifi c Islander 2 0 1 0 0 1

0.34% (V = 0%) (V = 0.54%) (V = 0%) (V = 0%) (V = 1.28%)

(H = 0%) (H = 50%) (H = 0%) (H = 0%) (H = 50%)

Mixed 18 7 5 2 1 3

3.04% (V = 5.51%) (V = 2.72%) (V = 1.89%) (V = 1.05%) (V = 3.85%)

(H = 38.89%) (H = 27.78%) (H = 11.11%) (H = 5.56%) (H = 16.67%)

Other 24 5 8 4 4 3

4.05% (V = 3.94%) (V = 4.35%) (V = 3.77%) (V = 4.21%) (V = 3.85%)

(H = 20.83%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 16.67%) (H = 16.67%) (H = 12.5%)
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Income—Income—

Totals Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree No Opinion

Totals  545 116 161 99 91 75

(H = 25.14%) (H = 35.78%) (H = 22.75%) (H = 19.63%) (H = 15.96%)

less than $20K 14 4 5 4 1 0

2.57% (V = 3.45%) (V = 3.11%) (V = 4.04%) (V = 1.1%) (V = 0%)

(H = 28.57%) (H = 35.71%) (H = 28.57%) (H = 7.14%) (H = 0%)

$20K to $39,999 57 15 15 12 7 7

10.46% (V = 12.93%) (V = 9.32%) (V = 12.12%) (V = 7.69%) (V = 9.33%)

(H = 26.32%) (H = 26.32%) (H = 21.05%) (H = 12.28%) (H = 12.28%)

$40K to $49,999 36 11 7 6 5 7

6.61% (V = 9.48%) (V = 4.35%) (V = 6.06%) (V = 5.49%) (V = 9.33%)

(H = 30.56%) (H = 19.44%) (H = 16.67%) (H = 13.89%) (H = 19.44%)

$50K to $74,999 107 26 34 15 15 17

19.63% (V = 22.41%) (V = 21.12%) (V = 15.15%) (V = 16.48%) (V = 22.67%)

(H = 24.3%) (H = 31.78%) (H = 14.02%) (H = 14.02%) (H = 15.89%)

$75K to $99,999 98 21 31 17 15 14

17.98% (V = 18.1%) (V = 19.25%) (V = 17.17%) (V = 16.48%) (V = 18.67%)

(H = 21.43%) (H = 31.63%) (H = 17.35%) (H = 15.31%) (H = 14.29%)

$100K to $124,999 87 14 26 16 20 11

15.96% (V = 12.07%) (V = 16.15%) (V = 16.16%) (V = 21.98%) (V = 14.67%)

(H = 16.09%) (H = 29.89%) (H = 18.39%) (H = 22.99%) (H = 12.64%)

$125K to $149,999 44 8 13 7 8 6

8.07% (V = 6.9%) (V = 8.07%) (V = 7.07%) (V = 8.79%) (V = 8%)

(H = 18.18%) (H = 29.55%) (H = 15.91%) (H = 18.18%) (H = 13.64%)

$150K or more 102 17 30 22 20 13

18.72% (V = 14.66%) (V = 18.63%) (V = 22.22%) (V = 21.98%) (V = 17.33%)

(H = 16.67%) (H = 29.41%) (H = 21.57%) (H = 19.61%) (H = 12.75%)



Strategic Plan for the San Benito County General Plan Update  |  Community Survey Report

32

QUESTION 4: OVER THE PAST 20 YEARS, DO YOU THINK THE UNINCORPORATED (OUTSIDE OF 

THE CITIES) SAN BENITO COUNTY HAS HAD TOO MUCH GROWTH, NOT ENOUGH GROWTH, 

OR ABOUT THE RIGHT AMOUNT?

Residence—Residence—

Totals Too Much Not Enough About the Right Amount Don’t Know

Totals  571 176 119 212 64

(H = 34.15%) (H = 23.82%) (H = 43.26%) (H = 14.01%)

City of Hollister 270 80 70 94 26

47.29% (V = 45.45%) (V = 58.82%) (V = 44.34%) (V = 40.63%)

(H = 29.63%) (H = 25.93%) (H = 34.81%) (H = 9.63%)

City of San Juan Batista 55 21 10 18 6

9.63% (V = 11.93%) (V = 8.4%) (V = 8.49%) (V = 9.38%)

(H = 38.18%) (H = 18.18%) (H = 32.73%) (H = 10.91%)

Ridgemark 93 24 18 40 11

16.29% (V = 13.64%) (V = 15.13%) (V = 18.87%) (V = 17.19%)

(H = 25.81%) (H = 19.35%) (H = 43.01%) (H = 11.83%)

Tres Pinos 16 7 3 5 1

2.80% (V = 3.98%) (V = 2.52%) (V = 2.36%) (V = 1.56%)

(H = 43.75%) (H = 18.75%) (H = 31.25%) (H = 6.25%)

Aromas 39 16 7 12 4

6.83% (V = 9.09%) (V = 5.88%) (V = 5.66%) (V = 6.25%)

(H = 41.03%) (H = 17.95%) (H = 30.77%) (H = 10.26%)

Paicines 8 2 2 4 0

1.40% (V = 1.14%) (V = 1.68%) (V = 1.89%) (V = 0%)

(H = 25%) (H = 25%) (H = 50%) (H = 0%)

Panoche 3 0 1 2 0

0.53% (V = 0%) (V = 0.84%) (V = 0.94%) (V = 0%)

(H = 0%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 66.67%) (H = 0%)

Other 87 26 8 37 16

15.24% (V = 14.77%) (V = 6.72%) (V = 17.45%) (V = 25%)

(H = 29.89%) (H = 9.2%) (H = 42.53%) (H = 18.39%)



Appendix D  |  Cross Tabulation Tables

33

Ethnicity—Ethnicity—

Totals Too Much Not Enough About the Right Amount Don’t Know

Totals  600 174 125 229 72

(H = 32.5%) (H = 22.67%) (H = 41.17%) (H = 13.33%)

African American or Black 7 0 1 4 2

1.17% (V = 0%) (V = 0.8%) (V = 1.75%) (V = 2.78%)

(H = 0%) (H = 14.29%) (H = 57.14%) (H = 28.57%)

Asian/South Asian 16 5 3 6 2

2.67% (V = 2.87%) (V = 2.4%) (V = 2.62%) (V = 2.78%)

(H = 31.25%) (H = 18.75%) (H = 37.5%) (H = 12.5%)

Caucasian or White 442 132 93 168 49

73.67% (V = 75.86%) (V = 74.4%) (V = 73.36%) (V = 68.06%)

(H = 29.86%) (H = 21.04%) (H = 38.01%) (H = 11.09%)

Latino or Hispanic 82 21 15 32 14

13.67% (V = 12.07%) (V = 12%) (V = 13.97%) (V = 19.44%)

(H = 25.61%) (H = 18.29%) (H = 39.02%) (H = 17.07%)

Native American 10 3 2 4 1

1.67% (V = 1.72%) (V = 1.6%) (V = 1.75%) (V = 1.39%)

(H = 30%) (H = 20%) (H = 40%) (H = 10%)

Pacifi c Islander 2 0 1 1 0

0.33% (V = 0%) (V = 0.8%) (V = 0.44%) (V = 0%)

(H = 0%) (H = 50%) (H = 50%) (H = 0%)

Mixed 16 6 4 3 3

2.67% (V = 3.45%) (V = 3.2%) (V = 1.31%) (V = 4.17%)

(H = 37.5%) (H = 25%) (H = 18.75%) (H = 18.75%)

Other 25 7 6 11 1

4.17% (V = 4.02%) (V = 4.8%) (V = 4.8%) (V = 1.39%)

(H = 28%) (H = 24%) (H = 44%) (H = 4%)
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Income—Income—

Totals Too Much Not Enough About the Right Amount Don’t Know

Totals  548 153 118 203 74

(H = 35.58%) (H = 24.82%) (H = 45.07%) (H = 14.6%)

less than $20K 13 6 2 4 1

2.37% (V = 3.92%) (V = 1.69%) (V = 1.97%) (V = 1.35%)

(H = 46.15%) (H = 15.38%) (H = 30.77%) (H = 7.69%)

$20K to $39,999 60 15 10 26 9

10.95% (V = 9.8%) (V = 8.47%) (V = 12.81%) (V = 12.16%)

(H = 25%) (H = 16.67%) (H = 43.33%) (H = 15%)

$40K to $49,999 38 12 4 13 9

6.93% (V = 7.84%) (V = 3.39%) (V = 6.4%) (V = 12.16%)

(H = 31.58%) (H = 10.53%) (H = 34.21%) (H = 23.68%)

$50K to $74,999 105 30 18 39 18

19.16% (V = 19.61%) (V = 15.25%) (V = 19.21%) (V = 24.32%)

(H = 28.57%) (H = 17.14%) (H = 37.14%) (H = 17.14%)

$75K to $99,999 98 31 17 33 17

17.88% (V = 20.26%) (V = 14.41%) (V = 16.26%) (V = 22.97%)

(H = 31.63%) (H = 17.35%) (H = 33.67%) (H = 17.35%)

$100K to $124,999 88 28 15 37 8

16.06% (V = 18.3%) (V = 12.71%) (V = 18.23%) (V = 10.81%)

(H = 31.82%) (H = 17.05%) (H = 42.05%) (H = 9.09%)

$125K to $149,999 44 9 18 12 5

8.03% (V = 5.88%) (V = 15.25%) (V = 5.91%) (V = 6.76%)

(H = 20.45%) (H = 40.91%) (H = 27.27%) (H = 11.36%)

$150K or more 102 22 34 39 7

18.61% (V = 14.38%) (V = 28.81%) (V = 19.21%) (V = 9.46%)

(H = 21.57%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 38.24%) (H = 6.86%)



Appendix D  |  Cross Tabulation Tables

35

QUESTION 6: DO YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE THAT THE COUNTY SHOULD ENCOURAGE FARM-

LAND CONSERVATION THROUGH A TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT CREDITS PROGRAM?

Residence—Residence—

Totals Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree No Opinion

Totals  622 102 156 106 172 81

(H = 16.72%) (H = 25.56%) (H = 17.2%) (H = 27.81%) (H = 13.18%)

City of Hollister 408 67 110 74 105 48

65.59% (V = 65.69%) (V = 70.51%) (V = 69.81%) (V = 61.05%) (V = 59.26%)

(H = 16.42%) (H = 26.96%) (H = 18.14%) (H = 25.74%) (H = 11.76%)

City of San Juan Batista 53 10 9 9 17 8

8.52% (V = 9.8%) (V = 5.77%) (V = 8.49%) (V = 9.88%) (V = 9.88%)

(H = 18.87%) (H = 16.98%) (H = 16.98%) (H = 32.08%) (H = 15.09%)

Ridgemark 60 7 19 11 13 10

9.65% (V = 6.86%) (V = 12.18%) (V = 10.38%) (V = 7.56%) (V = 12.35%)

(H = 11.67%) (H = 31.67%) (H = 18.33%) (H = 21.67%) (H = 16.67%)

Tres Pinos 8 4 2 0 2 0

1.29% (V = 3.92%) (V = 1.28%) (V = 0%) (V = 1.16%) (V = 0%)

(H = 50%) (H = 25%) (H = 0%) (H = 25%) (H = 0%)

Aromas 14 0 4 4 3 3

2.25% (V = 0%) (V = 2.56%) (V = 3.77%) (V = 1.74%) (V = 3.7%)

(H = 0%) (H = 28.57%) (H = 28.57%) (H = 21.43%) (H = 21.43%)

Paicines 15 2 2 1 8 2

2.41% (V = 1.96%) (V = 1.28%) (V = 0.94%) (V = 4.65%) (V = 2.47%)

(H = 13.33%) (H = 13.33%) (H = 6.67%) (H = 53.33%) (H = 13.33%)

Panoche 3 0 2 0 0 1

0.48% (V = 0%) (V = 1.28%) (V = 0%) (V = 0%) (V = 1.23%)

(H = 0%) (H = 66.67%) (H = 0%) (H = 0%) (H = 33.33%)

Other 61 12 8 7 24 9

9.81% (V = 11.76%) (V = 5.13%) (V = 6.6%) (V = 13.95%) (V = 11.11%)

(H = 19.67%) (H = 13.11%) (H = 11.48%) (H = 39.34%) (H = 14.75%)
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Ethnicity—Ethnicity—

Totals Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree No Opinion

Totals  571 95 146 96 152 78

(H = 18.21%) (H = 27.85%) (H = 18.74%) (H = 30.3%) (H = 14.36%)

African American or Black 8 2 0 2 3 1

1.40% (V = 2.11%) (V = 0%) (V = 2.08%) (V = 1.97%) (V = 1.28%)

(H = 25%) (H = 0%) (H = 25%) (H = 37.5%) (H = 12.5%)

Asian/South Asian 14 1 5 3 4 1

2.45% (V = 1.05%) (V = 3.42%) (V = 3.13%) (V = 2.63%) (V = 1.28%)

(H = 7.14%) (H = 35.71%) (H = 21.43%) (H = 28.57%) (H = 7.14%)

Caucasian or White 418 71 107 70 106 60

73.20% (V = 74.74%) (V = 73.29%) (V = 72.92%) (V = 69.74%) (V = 76.92%)

(H = 16.99%) (H = 25.6%) (H = 16.75%) (H = 25.36%) (H = 14.35%)

Latino or Hispanic 81 11 26 13 17 14

14.19% (V = 11.58%) (V = 17.81%) (V = 13.54%) (V = 11.18%) (V = 17.95%)

(H = 13.58%) (H = 32.1%) (H = 16.05%) (H = 20.99%) (H = 17.28%)

Native American 9 3 1 1 3 1

1.58% (V = 3.16%) (V = 0.68%) (V = 1.04%) (V = 1.97%) (V = 1.28%)

(H = 33.33%) (H = 11.11%) (H = 11.11%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 11.11%)

Pacifi c Islander 2 0 0 2 0 0

0.35% (V = 0%) (V = 0%) (V = 2.08%) (V = 0%) (V = 0%)

(H = 0%) (H = 0%) (H = 100%) (H = 0%) (H = 0%)

Mixed 16 2 4 4 6 0

2.80% (V = 2.11%) (V = 2.74%) (V = 4.17%) (V = 3.95%) (V = 0%)

(H = 12.5%) (H = 25%) (H = 25%) (H = 37.5%) (H = 0%)

Other 23 5 3 1 13 1

4.03% (V = 5.26%) (V = 2.05%) (V = 1.04%) (V = 8.55%) (V = 1.28%)

(H = 21.74%) (H = 13.04%) (H = 4.35%) (H = 56.52%) (H = 4.35%)
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Income—Income—

Totals Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree No Opinion

Totals  523 90 136 85 135 73

(H = 19.89%) (H = 30.4%) (H = 20.46%) (H = 33.08%) (H = 15.68%)

less than $20K 12 1 1 2 5 3

2.29% (V = 1.11%) (V = 0.74%) (V = 2.35%) (V = 3.7%) (V = 4.11%)

(H = 8.33%) (H = 8.33%) (H = 16.67%) (H = 41.67%) (H = 25%)

$20K to $39,999 58 9 12 18 9 10

11.09% (V = 10%) (V = 8.82%) (V = 21.18%) (V = 6.67%) (V = 13.7%)

(H = 15.52%) (H = 20.69%) (H = 31.03%) (H = 15.52%) (H = 17.24%)

$40K to $49,999 36 4 6 5 12 9

6.88% (V = 4.44%) (V = 4.41%) (V = 5.88%) (V = 8.89%) (V = 12.33%)

(H = 11.11%) (H = 16.67%) (H = 13.89%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 25%)

$50K to $74,999 104 24 23 15 28 13

19.89% (V = 26.67%) (V = 16.91%) (V = 17.65%) (V = 20.74%) (V = 17.81%)

(H = 23.08%) (H = 22.12%) (H = 14.42%) (H = 26.92%) (H = 12.5%)

$75K to $99,999 92 15 30 12 22 11

17.59% (V = 16.67%) (V = 22.06%) (V = 14.12%) (V = 16.3%) (V = 15.07%)

(H = 16.3%) (H = 32.61%) (H = 13.04%) (H = 23.91%) (H = 11.96%)

$100K to $124,999 84 7 26 13 26 11

16.06% (V = 7.78%) (V = 19.12%) (V = 15.29%) (V = 19.26%) (V = 15.07%)

(H = 8.33%) (H = 30.95%) (H = 15.48%) (H = 30.95%) (H = 13.1%)

$125K to $149,999 38 9 13 6 5 5

7.27% (V = 10%) (V = 9.56%) (V = 7.06%) (V = 3.7%) (V = 6.85%)

(H = 23.68%) (H = 34.21%) (H = 15.79%) (H = 13.16%) (H = 13.16%)

$150K or more 99 21 25 14 28 11

18.93% (V = 23.33%) (V = 18.38%) (V = 16.47%) (V = 20.74%) (V = 15.07%)

(H = 21.21%) (H = 25.25%) (H = 14.14%) (H = 28.28%) (H = 11.11%)
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QUESTION 8-3: FOR WHICH TYPES OF PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS WOULD YOU SUPPORT IN-

CREASES IN TAXES AND FEES? - EXPANDING SENIOR HOUSING OPTIONS

Residence—Residence—

Totals Strongly Support Support Oppose Strongly Oppose No Opinion

Totals  625 105 257 142 75 46

(H = 16.96%) (H = 41.6%) (H = 22.88%) (H = 12.32%) (H = 7.52%)

City of Hollister 407 76 173 87 41 30

65.12% (V = 72.38%) (V = 67.32%) (V = 61.27%) (V = 54.67%) (V = 65.22%)

(H = 18.67%) (H = 42.51%) (H = 21.38%) (H = 10.07%) (H = 7.37%)

City of San Juan Batista 55 8 23 14 7 3

8.80% (V = 7.62%) (V = 8.95%) (V = 9.86%) (V = 9.33%) (V = 6.52%)

(H = 14.55%) (H = 41.82%) (H = 25.45%) (H = 12.73%) (H = 5.45%)

Ridgemark 63 13 30 9 7 4

10.08% (V = 12.38%) (V = 11.67%) (V = 6.34%) (V = 9.33%) (V = 8.7%)

(H = 20.63%) (H = 47.62%) (H = 14.29%) (H = 11.11%) (H = 6.35%)

Tres Pinos 9 1 2 4 2 0

1.44% (V = 0.95%) (V = 0.78%) (V = 2.82%) (V = 2.67%) (V = 0%)

(H = 11.11%) (H = 22.22%) (H = 44.44%) (H = 22.22%) (H = 0%)

Aromas 15 3 4 5 1 2

2.40% (V = 2.86%) (V = 1.56%) (V = 3.52%) (V = 1.33%) (V = 4.35%)

(H = 20%) (H = 26.67%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 6.67%) (H = 13.33%)

Paicines 15 1 5 4 5 0

2.40% (V = 0.95%) (V = 1.95%) (V = 2.82%) (V = 6.67%) (V = 0%)

(H = 6.67%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 26.67%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 0%)

Panoche 3 0 1 0 2 0

0.48% (V = 0%) (V = 0.39%) (V = 0%) (V = 2.67%) (V = 0%)

(H = 0%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 0%) (H = 66.67%) (H = 0%)

Other 58 3 19 19 10 7

9.28% (V = 2.86%) (V = 7.39%) (V = 13.38%) (V = 13.33%) (V = 15.22%)

(H = 5.17%) (H = 32.76%) (H = 32.76%) (H = 17.24%) (H = 12.07%)
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Ethnicity—Ethnicity—

Totals Strongly Support Support Oppose Strongly Oppose No Opinion

Totals  575 98 248 126 65 38

(H = 18.43%) (H = 45.22%) (H = 24.87%) (H = 13.39%) (H = 8.17%)

African American or Black 8 1 4 0 1 2

1.39% (V = 1.02%) (V = 1.61%) (V = 0%) (V = 1.54%) (V = 5.26%)

(H = 12.5%) (H = 50%) (H = 0%) (H = 12.5%) (H = 25%)

Asian/South Asian 13 1 8 2 1 1

2.26% (V = 1.02%) (V = 3.23%) (V = 1.59%) (V = 1.54%) (V = 2.63%)

(H = 7.69%) (H = 61.54%) (H = 15.38%) (H = 7.69%) (H = 7.69%)

Caucasian or White 426 72 182 101 48 23

74.09% (V = 73.47%) (V = 73.39%) (V = 80.16%) (V = 73.85%) (V = 60.53%)

(H = 16.9%) (H = 42.72%) (H = 23.71%) (H = 11.27%) (H = 5.4%)

Latino or Hispanic 78 16 38 12 5 7

13.57% (V = 16.33%) (V = 15.32%) (V = 9.52%) (V = 7.69%) (V = 18.42%)

(H = 20.51%) (H = 48.72%) (H = 15.38%) (H = 6.41%) (H = 8.97%)

Native American 9 3 3 1 1 1

1.57% (V = 3.06%) (V = 1.21%) (V = 0.79%) (V = 1.54%) (V = 2.63%)

(H = 33.33%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 11.11%) (H = 11.11%) (H = 11.11%)

Pacifi c Islander 2 1 1 0 0 0

0.35% (V = 1.02%) (V = 0.4%) (V = 0%) (V = 0%) (V = 0%)

(H = 50%) (H = 50%) (H = 0%) (H = 0%) (H = 0%)

Mixed 17 3 5 4 2 3

2.96% (V = 3.06%) (V = 2.02%) (V = 3.17%) (V = 3.08%) (V = 7.89%)

(H = 17.65%) (H = 29.41%) (H = 23.53%) (H = 11.76%) (H = 17.65%)

Other 22 1 7 6 7 1

3.83% (V = 1.02%) (V = 2.82%) (V = 4.76%) (V = 10.77%) (V = 2.63%)

(H = 4.55%) (H = 31.82%) (H = 27.27%) (H = 31.82%) (H = 4.55%)
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Income—Income—

Totals Strongly Support Support Oppose Strongly Oppose No Opinion

Totals  527 91 220 118 61 37

(H = 20.11%) (H = 49.34%) (H = 27.13%) (H = 14.61%) (H = 8.92%)

less than $20K 12 1 3 2 4 2

2.28% (V = 1.1%) (V = 1.36%) (V = 1.69%) (V = 6.56%) (V = 5.41%)

(H = 8.33%) (H = 25%) (H = 16.67%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 16.67%)

$20K to $39,999 52 18 20 8 4 2

9.87% (V = 19.78%) (V = 9.09%) (V = 6.78%) (V = 6.56%) (V = 5.41%)

(H = 34.62%) (H = 38.46%) (H = 15.38%) (H = 7.69%) (H = 3.85%)

$40K to $49,999 34 6 11 9 3 5

6.45% (V = 6.59%) (V = 5%) (V = 7.63%) (V = 4.92%) (V = 13.51%)

(H = 17.65%) (H = 32.35%) (H = 26.47%) (H = 8.82%) (H = 14.71%)

$50K to $74,999 105 19 42 23 12 9

19.92% (V = 20.88%) (V = 19.09%) (V = 19.49%) (V = 19.67%) (V = 24.32%)

(H = 18.1%) (H = 40%) (H = 21.9%) (H = 11.43%) (H = 8.57%)

$75K to $99,999 95 17 41 27 7 3

18.03% (V = 18.68%) (V = 18.64%) (V = 22.88%) (V = 11.48%) (V = 8.11%)

(H = 17.89%) (H = 43.16%) (H = 28.42%) (H = 7.37%) (H = 3.16%)

$100K to $124,999 87 9 46 15 10 7

16.51% (V = 9.89%) (V = 20.91%) (V = 12.71%) (V = 16.39%) (V = 18.92%)

(H = 10.34%) (H = 52.87%) (H = 17.24%) (H = 11.49%) (H = 8.05%)

$125K to $149,999 43 8 18 8 5 4

8.16% (V = 8.79%) (V = 8.18%) (V = 6.78%) (V = 8.2%) (V = 10.81%)

(H = 18.6%) (H = 41.86%) (H = 18.6%) (H = 11.63%) (H = 9.3%)

$150K or more 99 13 39 26 16 5

18.79% (V = 14.29%) (V = 17.73%) (V = 22.03%) (V = 26.23%) (V = 13.51%)

(H = 13.13%) (H = 39.39%) (H = 26.26%) (H = 16.16%) (H = 5.05%)
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Employment Status—Employment Status—

Totals Strongly Support Support Oppose Strongly Oppose No Opinion

Totals  680 113 273 157 86 51

(H = 15.59%) (H = 38.24%) (H = 21.03%) (H = 11.32%) (H = 6.91%)

Full-time 308 42 130 74 34 28

45.29% (V = 37.17%) (V = 47.62%) (V = 47.13%) (V = 39.53%) (V = 54.9%)

(H = 13.64%) (H = 42.21%) (H = 24.03%) (H = 11.04%) (H = 9.09%)

Part-time 44 7 13 12 9 3

6.47% (V = 6.19%) (V = 4.76%) (V = 7.64%) (V = 10.47%) (V = 5.88%)

(H = 15.91%) (H = 29.55%) (H = 27.27%) (H = 20.45%) (H = 6.82%)

Self-employed 121 21 47 24 22 7

17.79% (V = 18.58%) (V = 17.22%) (V = 15.29%) (V = 25.58%) (V = 13.73%)

(H = 17.36%) (H = 38.84%) (H = 19.83%) (H = 18.18%) (H = 5.79%)

Student 3 1 0 1 1 0

0.44% (V = 0.88%) (V = 0%) (V = 0.64%) (V = 1.16%) (V = 0%)

(H = 33.33%) (H = 0%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 0%)

Homemaker 20 3 8 6 3 0

2.94% (V = 2.65%) (V = 2.93%) (V = 3.82%) (V = 3.49%) (V = 0%)

(H = 15%) (H = 40%) (H = 30%) (H = 15%) (H = 0%)

Retired 173 39 67 39 17 11

25.44% (V = 34.51%) (V = 24.54%) (V = 24.84%) (V = 19.77%) (V = 21.57%)

(H = 22.54%) (H = 38.73%) (H = 22.54%) (H = 9.83%) (H = 6.36%)

Not employed 11 0 8 1 0 2

1.62% (V = 0%) (V = 2.93%) (V = 0.64%) (V = 0%) (V = 3.92%)

(H = 0%) (H = 72.73%) (H = 9.09%) (H = 0%) (H = 18.18%)
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QUESTION 8-6: FOR WHICH TYPES OF PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS WOULD YOU SUPPORT IN-

CREASES IN TAXES AND FEES? - PROVIDING MORE AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Residence—Residence—

Totals Strongly Support Support Oppose Strongly Oppose No Opinion

Totals  618 87 157 166 161 47

(H = 14.08%) (H = 26.05%) (H = 27.02%) (H = 26.38%) (H = 7.61%)

City of Hollister 408 70 106 104 99 29

66.02% (V = 80.46%) (V = 67.52%) (V = 62.65%) (V = 61.49%) (V = 61.7%)

(H = 17.16%) (H = 25.98%) (H = 25.49%) (H = 24.26%) (H = 7.11%)

City of San Juan Batista 53 5 11 16 17 4

8.58% (V = 5.75%) (V = 7.01%) (V = 9.64%) (V = 10.56%) (V = 8.51%)

(H = 9.43%) (H = 20.75%) (H = 30.19%) (H = 32.08%) (H = 7.55%)

Ridgemark 60 7 21 18 8 6

9.71% (V = 8.05%) (V = 13.38%) (V = 10.84%) (V = 4.97%) (V = 12.77%)

(H = 11.67%) (H = 35%) (H = 30%) (H = 13.33%) (H = 10%)

Tres Pinos 8 1 0 2 5 0

1.29% (V = 1.15%) (V = 0%) (V = 1.2%) (V = 3.11%) (V = 0%)

(H = 12.5%) (H = 0%) (H = 25%) (H = 62.5%) (H = 0%)

Aromas 14 1 3 4 5 1

2.27% (V = 1.15%) (V = 1.91%) (V = 2.41%) (V = 3.11%) (V = 2.13%)

(H = 7.14%) (H = 21.43%) (H = 28.57%) (H = 35.71%) (H = 7.14%)

Paicines 14 1 3 4 6 0

2.27% (V = 1.15%) (V = 1.91%) (V = 2.41%) (V = 3.73%) (V = 0%)

(H = 7.14%) (H = 21.43%) (H = 28.57%) (H = 42.86%) (H = 0%)

Panoche 3 0 1 0 2 0

0.49% (V = 0%) (V = 0.64%) (V = 0%) (V = 1.24%) (V = 0%)

(H = 0%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 0%) (H = 66.67%) (H = 0%)

Other 58 2 12 18 19 7

9.39% (V = 2.3%) (V = 7.64%) (V = 10.84%) (V = 11.8%) (V = 14.89%)

(H = 3.45%) (H = 20.69%) (H = 31.03%) (H = 32.76%) (H = 12.07%)



Appendix D  |  Cross Tabulation Tables

43

Ethnicity—Ethnicity—

Totals Strongly Support Support Oppose Strongly Oppose No Opinion

Totals  568 83 154 149 139 43

(H = 15.32%) (H = 28.35%) (H = 29.4%) (H = 28.7%) (H = 8.27%)

African American or Black 8 1 0 3 4 0

1.41% (V = 1.2%) (V = 0%) (V = 2.01%) (V = 2.88%) (V = 0%)

(H = 12.5%) (H = 0%) (H = 37.5%) (H = 50%) (H = 0%)

Asian/South Asian 13 0 5 2 5 1

2.29% (V = 0%) (V = 3.25%) (V = 1.34%) (V = 3.6%) (V = 2.33%)

(H = 0%) (H = 38.46%) (H = 15.38%) (H = 38.46%) (H = 7.69%)

Caucasian or White 418 49 119 115 103 32

73.59% (V = 59.04%) (V = 77.27%) (V = 77.18%) (V = 74.1%) (V = 74.42%)

(H = 11.72%) (H = 28.47%) (H = 27.51%) (H = 24.64%) (H = 7.66%)

Latino or Hispanic 81 26 18 17 12 8

14.26% (V = 31.33%) (V = 11.69%) (V = 11.41%) (V = 8.63%) (V = 18.6%)

(H = 32.1%) (H = 22.22%) (H = 20.99%) (H = 14.81%) (H = 9.88%)

Native American 9 2 3 1 3 0

1.58% (V = 2.41%) (V = 1.95%) (V = 0.67%) (V = 2.16%) (V = 0%)

(H = 22.22%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 11.11%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 0%)

Pacifi c Islander 2 0 2 0 0 0

0.35% (V = 0%) (V = 1.3%) (V = 0%) (V = 0%) (V = 0%)

(H = 0%) (H = 100%) (H = 0%) (H = 0%) (H = 0%)

Mixed 15 2 3 6 3 1

2.64% (V = 2.41%) (V = 1.95%) (V = 4.03%) (V = 2.16%) (V = 2.33%)

(H = 13.33%) (H = 20%) (H = 40%) (H = 20%) (H = 6.67%)

Other 22 3 4 5 9 1

3.87% (V = 3.61%) (V = 2.6%) (V = 3.36%) (V = 6.47%) (V = 2.33%)

(H = 13.64%) (H = 18.18%) (H = 22.73%) (H = 40.91%) (H = 4.55%)
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Income—Income—

Totals Strongly Support Support Oppose Strongly Oppose No Opinion

Totals  520 80 144 133 124 39

(H = 16.73%) (H = 30.96%) (H = 32.12%) (H = 31.35%) (H = 9.04%)

less than $20K 14 2 3 4 5 0

2.69% (V = 2.5%) (V = 2.08%) (V = 3.01%) (V = 4.03%) (V = 0%)

(H = 14.29%) (H = 21.43%) (H = 28.57%) (H = 35.71%) (H = 0%)

$20K to $39,999 54 18 19 7 7 3

10.38% (V = 22.5%) (V = 13.19%) (V = 5.26%) (V = 5.65%) (V = 7.69%)

(H = 33.33%) (H = 35.19%) (H = 12.96%) (H = 12.96%) (H = 5.56%)

$40K to $49,999 34 7 9 6 7 5

6.54% (V = 8.75%) (V = 6.25%) (V = 4.51%) (V = 5.65%) (V = 12.82%)

(H = 20.59%) (H = 26.47%) (H = 17.65%) (H = 20.59%) (H = 14.71%)

$50K to $74,999 102 23 26 25 19 9

19.62% (V = 28.75%) (V = 18.06%) (V = 18.8%) (V = 15.32%) (V = 23.08%)

(H = 22.55%) (H = 25.49%) (H = 24.51%) (H = 18.63%) (H = 8.82%)

$75K to $99,999 92 12 26 25 25 4

17.69% (V = 15%) (V = 18.06%) (V = 18.8%) (V = 20.16%) (V = 10.26%)

(H = 13.04%) (H = 28.26%) (H = 27.17%) (H = 27.17%) (H = 4.35%)

$100K to $124,999 84 3 23 28 23 7

16.15% (V = 3.75%) (V = 15.97%) (V = 21.05%) (V = 18.55%) (V = 17.95%)

(H = 3.57%) (H = 27.38%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 27.38%) (H = 8.33%)

$125K to $149,999 43 6 14 11 8 4

8.27% (V = 7.5%) (V = 9.72%) (V = 8.27%) (V = 6.45%) (V = 10.26%)

(H = 13.95%) (H = 32.56%) (H = 25.58%) (H = 18.6%) (H = 9.3%)

$150K or more 97 9 24 27 30 7

18.65% (V = 11.25%) (V = 16.67%) (V = 20.3%) (V = 24.19%) (V = 17.95%)

(H = 9.28%) (H = 24.74%) (H = 27.84%) (H = 30.93%) (H = 7.22%)
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QUESTION 8-7: FOR WHICH TYPES OF PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS WOULD YOU SUPPORT IN-

CREASES IN TAXES AND FEES? - PROVIDING MORE TRANSITIONAL HOUSING

Residence—Residence—

Totals Strongly Support Support Oppose Strongly Oppose No Opinion

Totals  600 31 118 191 176 84

(H = 5.17%) (H = 20.17%) (H = 31.83%) (H = 29.83%) (H = 14.17%)

City of Hollister 394 23 79 125 109 58

65.67% (V = 74.19%) (V = 66.95%) (V = 65.45%) (V = 61.93%) (V = 69.05%)

(H = 5.84%) (H = 20.05%) (H = 31.73%) (H = 27.66%) (H = 14.72%)

City of San Juan Batista 51 4 7 17 18 5

8.50% (V = 12.9%) (V = 5.93%) (V = 8.9%) (V = 10.23%) (V = 5.95%)

(H = 7.84%) (H = 13.73%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 35.29%) (H = 9.8%)

Ridgemark 59 2 18 19 12 8

9.83% (V = 6.45%) (V = 15.25%) (V = 9.95%) (V = 6.82%) (V = 9.52%)

(H = 3.39%) (H = 30.51%) (H = 32.2%) (H = 20.34%) (H = 13.56%)

Tres Pinos 9 0 2 2 4 1

1.50% (V = 0%) (V = 1.69%) (V = 1.05%) (V = 2.27%) (V = 1.19%)

(H = 0%) (H = 22.22%) (H = 22.22%) (H = 44.44%) (H = 11.11%)

Aromas 14 0 2 4 5 3

2.33% (V = 0%) (V = 1.69%) (V = 2.09%) (V = 2.84%) (V = 3.57%)

(H = 0%) (H = 14.29%) (H = 28.57%) (H = 35.71%) (H = 21.43%)

Paicines 13 0 2 5 6 0

2.17% (V = 0%) (V = 1.69%) (V = 2.62%) (V = 3.41%) (V = 0%)

(H = 0%) (H = 15.38%) (H = 38.46%) (H = 46.15%) (H = 0%)

Panoche 3 0 1 0 2 0

0.50% (V = 0%) (V = 0.85%) (V = 0%) (V = 1.14%) (V = 0%)

(H = 0%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 0%) (H = 66.67%) (H = 0%)

Other 57 2 7 19 20 9

9.50% (V = 6.45%) (V = 5.93%) (V = 9.95%) (V = 11.36%) (V = 10.71%)

(H = 3.51%) (H = 12.28%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 35.09%) (H = 15.79%)
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Ethnicity—Ethnicity—

Totals Strongly Support Support Oppose Strongly Oppose No Opinion

Totals  550 29 113 173 155 80

(H = 5.64%) (H = 22%) (H = 34.73%) (H = 32.55%) (H = 15.45%)

African American or Black 8 0 1 2 4 1

1.45% (V = 0%) (V = 0.88%) (V = 1.16%) (V = 2.58%) (V = 1.25%)

(H = 0%) (H = 12.5%) (H = 25%) (H = 50%) (H = 12.5%)

Asian/South Asian 13 0 3 3 5 2

2.36% (V = 0%) (V = 2.65%) (V = 1.73%) (V = 3.23%) (V = 2.5%)

(H = 0%) (H = 23.08%) (H = 23.08%) (H = 38.46%) (H = 15.38%)

Caucasian or White 407 20 74 134 114 65

74% (V = 68.97%) (V = 65.49%) (V = 77.46%) (V = 73.55%) (V = 81.25%)

(H = 4.91%) (H = 18.18%) (H = 32.92%) (H = 28.01%) (H = 15.97%)

Latino or Hispanic 75 6 23 21 14 11

13.64% (V = 20.69%) (V = 20.35%) (V = 12.14%) (V = 9.03%) (V = 13.75%)

(H = 8%) (H = 30.67%) (H = 28%) (H = 18.67%) (H = 14.67%)

Native American 8 1 3 1 2 1

1.45% (V = 3.45%) (V = 2.65%) (V = 0.58%) (V = 1.29%) (V = 1.25%)

(H = 12.5%) (H = 37.5%) (H = 12.5%) (H = 25%) (H = 12.5%)

Pacifi c Islander 2 0 1 1 0 0

0.36% (V = 0%) (V = 0.88%) (V = 0.58%) (V = 0%) (V = 0%)

(H = 0%) (H = 50%) (H = 50%) (H = 0%) (H = 0%)

Mixed 15 1 5 5 4 0

2.73% (V = 3.45%) (V = 4.42%) (V = 2.89%) (V = 2.58%) (V = 0%)

(H = 6.67%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 33.33%) (H = 26.67%) (H = 0%)

Other 22 1 3 6 12 0

4% (V = 3.45%) (V = 2.65%) (V = 3.47%) (V = 7.74%) (V = 0%)

(H = 4.55%) (H = 13.64%) (H = 27.27%) (H = 54.55%) (H = 0%)



Appendix D  |  Cross Tabulation Tables

47

Income—Income—

Totals Strongly Support Support Oppose Strongly Oppose No Opinion

Totals  506 28 108 160 136 74

(H = 6.13%) (H = 23.91%) (H = 37.75%) (H = 35.38%) (H = 16.8%)

less than $20K 13 0 2 3 5 3

2.57% (V = 0%) (V = 1.85%) (V = 1.88%) (V = 3.68%) (V = 4.05%)

(H = 0%) (H = 15.38%) (H = 23.08%) (H = 38.46%) (H = 23.08%)

$20K to $39,999 46 5 13 14 6 8

9.09% (V = 17.86%) (V = 12.04%) (V = 8.75%) (V = 4.41%) (V = 10.81%)

(H = 10.87%) (H = 28.26%) (H = 30.43%) (H = 13.04%) (H = 17.39%)

$40K to $49,999 32 2 2 14 7 7

6.32% (V = 7.14%) (V = 1.85%) (V = 8.75%) (V = 5.15%) (V = 9.46%)

(H = 6.25%) (H = 6.25%) (H = 43.75%) (H = 21.88%) (H = 21.88%)

$50K to $74,999 99 7 28 27 24 13

19.57% (V = 25%) (V = 25.93%) (V = 16.88%) (V = 17.65%) (V = 17.57%)

(H = 7.07%) (H = 28.28%) (H = 27.27%) (H = 24.24%) (H = 13.13%)

$75K to $99,999 92 6 15 32 29 10

18.18% (V = 21.43%) (V = 13.89%) (V = 20%) (V = 21.32%) (V = 13.51%)

(H = 6.52%) (H = 16.3%) (H = 34.78%) (H = 31.52%) (H = 10.87%)

$100K to $124,999 83 1 21 25 24 12

16.40% (V = 3.57%) (V = 19.44%) (V = 15.63%) (V = 17.65%) (V = 16.22%)

(H = 1.2%) (H = 25.3%) (H = 30.12%) (H = 28.92%) (H = 14.46%)

$125K to $149,999 43 2 11 14 9 7

8.50% (V = 7.14%) (V = 10.19%) (V = 8.75%) (V = 6.62%) (V = 9.46%)

(H = 4.65%) (H = 25.58%) (H = 32.56%) (H = 20.93%) (H = 16.28%)

$150K or more 98 5 16 31 32 14

19.37% (V = 17.86%) (V = 14.81%) (V = 19.38%) (V = 23.53%) (V = 18.92%)

(H = 5.1%) (H = 16.33%) (H = 31.63%) (H = 32.65%) (H = 14.29%)



Strategic Plan for the San Benito County General Plan Update  |  Community Survey Report

48

Th is page intentionally left  blank.


	San Benito Survey Report Covers
	San Benito County Survey Report 022508 print.pdf


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


