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Valley of Hearts Delight

San Jose Population 1940: 68,298









San Jose 1950
Population 95,280
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The Valley’s Orchards Give Way
to Tract Housing



External Forces

e Move to the Sunbelt
 Desirable Climate
* Cheap Land and Housing

* Defense and Aerospace Spending

* Eventually... Silicon Valley




e Stanford University

* Hewlett-Packard, 1938
* FMC (SJ)

* IBM (SJ), 1943

* Ames Laboratory

* GE (SJ), Lockheed, Westinghouse, ITT,
Sylvania, Xerox, Admiral

* Fairchild Semiconductor, 1957



Council-Manager Government,
1916-1950

1916 Progressive Reforms: mayor-council
system replaced by council-manager

City Manager Clarence Goodwin, 1920-1944

Vote of Confidence for City Managers, 1942

City Manager Thomas Lynch, 1944-1946

City Manager O.W. “Hump” Campbell,
1947-1949

1950 Population: 95,020



Council-Manager Form of
Government



Boomers and the Growth Machine,
1944-1969

* The Progress Committee, 1944
* City Manager A.P. “Dutch” Hamann, 1950
* “Dutch’s Panzer Division”

* The “Book of the Month Club”
 The San Jose Mercury News

* Sprawling, poorly planned growth
* Population 1950 95,000; 1970 445,000







A. P. “Dutch” Hamann
City Manager 1950-1969

“If you wanted to grow and
be able to pay the bill, you
had to annex surrounding
areas to the city. To do that
you couldn’t sit on your
hands. Pretty soon you
would become like
Bakersfield and St. Louis,
an enclave circled by smali
incorporated cities that
would tie you up forever.”



“Trees don’t read newspapers.”

Joe Ridder, Publisher, 1952-1977
San Jose Mercury & News



Dutch’s Panzer Division

1377 annexations between 1950 and 1970
Only 42 between 1850 and 1950

Tactical leapfrog and strip annexations
Door-to-door solicitation of farmers

Concessions to landowners including
exempting newly annexed areas from bond
obligations (1952)

Strategic annexations to win competition
with Santa Clara, Morgan Hill, Milpitas



Why Housing rather than Jobs?

Self-interest of decision-makers

Lobbying by developers/collusion

Popular demand/voter support

Growth is good (for people & city)

Industry concentrated in North County

San Jose never rejected industry (except once)

San Jose gave industry whatever it wanted with
minimal regulation



Financing Infrastructure

Federal Grants

General Obligation Bonds

Borrowed money repaid by
increased property taxes

Voter approval required

Book/Buck of the Month Club funded
campaigns
Supported by the San Jose Mercury News



Bonds approved
* 1950







Outcomes:
FRAGMENTED GOVERNMENT

to claim territory and
block competitors from expansion

* School districts no longer contiguous
with city boundaries (1953)

* Defensive incorporation: 5 new cities
formed to avoid annexation by San Jose,
1952-1957

* 63 special districts as of 1963
* Thinly stretched basic services






31 School
Districts in

Santa
Clara
County




Political Awakening, 1960s/1970s




Neighborhood Discontents

Beginning in the 1960s

Homeowner complaints about inadequate basic
services, especially police & fire protection

Schools not keeping up with growth
Traffic
Pollution

Minority complaints: no representation, poor
neighborhood services, police brutality



Beginnings of Managed Growth

State imposes Local Agency Formation
Commissions (LAFCOs), 1963.

San Jose’s first general plan, 1966
Cities and County set spheres
of influence

San Jose Urban Development
Policy, 1970



San Jose:
Sprawling City

Stanford
Environmental

Law Society,
1971



Stanford Environmental Law Society

“The Wages of Growth”
Loss of Civic  Reliance on
Identity automobile
Destruction of transportation
Agricultural Land  Endangered
Aesthetic Loss Wetland and Open
Space

Disappearance of -
Open Space  Insufficiency of
Countervailing

Air Pollution Benefits



* New population not tied to Old San Jose
* Growth of minority (Latino) population

 Economic diversification—landowners and
developers less dominant

* Direct Election of Mayor, 1967 (Ron James)
 Mayor Norm Mineta & new council, 1971

* Measure B, 1973

* Mayor Janet Gray Hayes, 1974

e District Election Movement, 1971-1978




Shifting Balance on Council
New City Managers, 1969 & 1973

Councilwoman Virginia Shaffer, 1962
Councilman Norm Mineta, 1967, 1969
Councilman Walt Hays, 1969

City Manager Tom Fletcher, 1969-1973
Councilwoman Janet Gray Hayes, 1971
City Manager Ted Tedesco, 1973-1978
Councilwoman Susie Wilson, 1973
Councilman Jim Self, 1973



Former Mayor George Starbird

“The voices of the
builders and the
doers became lost
in the many-
voiced demands of
the users. The
veto was back.”



Norm Mineta
Mayor
1971-1974






Coyote Valley



Coyote Valley

1958 San Jose annexes Coyote
and Monterey Road to Morgan Hill

1963-1964 Oceanic California buys 11K acres
around Anderson Reservoir to develop a new
town; San Jose annexes 7,300 acres

1970s San Jose urban development policy
adopted; development deferred

BUT: IBM, Bailey Road, 1974
Development proposals recur
in every subsequent decade












1973 Measure B

* A voter approved Iinitiative
to restrict housing
development in areas
where schools were
overcrowded.

« Homebuilders could compensate schools to
accommodate additional students.







The Perils of Janet Gray Hayes:
The 1974 Mayoral Election
and the Fearsome Foursome, 1978









The Fearsome

Foursome
aka

The Gang

of Four
Summer 1978

Larry Pegram
Joe Colla

Al Garza
Dave Runyon


















PROPOSITION 13, 1978

* Proposition 13, 1978

* Reaction to rising assessed values and rising tax bills
* Tax rates not lowered to compensate

* Local property tax revenues cut 57%

* Voter approval of new taxes or tax increases

* Budgets slashed; alternate funds sought

* Reduced services

e Shifted property tax burden from business to
homeowners (1978 55% homeowner/45% business;
72% homeowner/28% business 2017)



PROP 13: OUTCOMES

BIG BUDGET CUTS BY LOCAL GOVERNMENT

STATE AIDS SCHOOLS AND COUNTIES BY
SHIFTING PROPERTY TAX FROM CITIES

CITIES & COUNTIES INCREASED CHARGES
AND FEES (and cost of construction)

FISCALIZATION OF LAND USE: FISCAL ZONING












Stanford Environmental Law Society

“The Wages of Growth”
(1971)
Loss of Civic  Reliance on
Identity automobile
Destruction of transportation
Agricultural Land  Endangered
Aesthetic Loss Wetland and Open

Disappearance of Space

Open Space * Insufficiency of
Countervailing

Air Pollution Benefits



The Legacy

Sprawl

SFDU/Low Density Culture
Governmental Fragmentation
Job/Housing Imbalance

Skewed Distribution of Tax Resources
Auto-Dependency/Auto-Culture
Traffic/Traffic Congestion

One-Way Commutes

Huge Challenge for Mass Transit



e Comcast Ch. 30
Wednesdays at 8 p.m.
Saturdays at 9 p.m.
* Or YouTube: CREATVSANJOSE
* Follow us on Facebook

* Currently: Assessor Larry Stone
e Coming Up: Out-Migration and Its Impact





