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ITEM III.A: MEMO REGARDING  
QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS 

 
BACKGROUND 
The Task Force reviewed preliminary planning elements for the East Pleasanton 
Specific Plan Area at its February 7th Task Force meeting.  Related verbal comments 
were received at the meeting and are summarized in Draft Meeting Summary #6.  
Written rankings and comments were also received after the meeting as part of a 
questionnaire homework assignment.  Below is a summary of the homework responses.  
All written responses are attached.  Also attached are two tables showing the results of 
the written responses in a quantifiable manner.  Comments received, verbal and written, 
were used to assist with the preparation of the draft land use plan alternatives for the 
March 7th Task Force meeting. 
 
Questionnaire Ranking Results 

• 15 questionnaires received 
• 1 = most important, and 5 = least important 
• Vast majority of responses received a total average rank between 2.2 and 2.9 
• Passive recreation (i.e., trails and vistas) received the highest average total rank, 

1.9 
• Active recreation (i.e., sports fields) received the lowest average total rank, 3.1 
• All question received an average total rank between 1.9 and 3.2 

 
General Comment Results 

• 11  people provided written comments (page 2 of the questionnaire) 
• There were over 60 comments, the majority of which were not duplicate 

comments, but comments made only once (see Draft Table 2, attached) 
• 7 stated that the grid street pattern is not preferred (and several provided ideas to 

address this, such as curved streets, diagonal streets, curved in some areas but 
not others) 

• 5 stated that El Charro Road should connect to Stanley Boulevard 
• 4 requested a connection to Boulder (2 stated it should be the main east-west 

connector, and 1 stated it should connect to Vulcan's property to the east) 
• 3 stated Busch should not be designed as a major Boulevard 
• 5 requested trails, a few with specific comments related to how/where to provide 

trails 
• There were similar comments requesting costs and schools be addressed 
• Other comments were generally related to: street design; housing, retail, and 

park types; where parks, parking, development, the Operations Service Center, 
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the transfer station, and/or a school site should be located; what a social visual 
center/town green/focal point should or should not be; scheme preferences; 
questions about terminology; traffic; water conservation initiatives; geotechnical 
studies; consistency with Urban Growth Boundary policy; and NIMBYism. 
 
 

Attachments 
 

1. Draft Table 1: Ranking Results 
2. Draft Table 2: Other Handwritten Comments/Themes in General 
3. Written Responses 

 



East Pleasanton Specific Plan
Planning Element Ranking Results and General Comments
February 19, 2013 

Draft Table 1: Ranking Results

TASK 
FORCE 
MEMBER 
RANKINGS

NON-TASK 
FORCE 
MEMBER/
OTHER 
RANKINGS

TOTAL 
RANKINGS

TOTAL with  
Transfer Station 
Relocation Rank

TOTAL with 
OSC Relocation 
Rank

1: Most Important
5: Least Important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3

Comments 
Adjacent to Topic

TASK FORCE
AVERAGE  

RANK
Comments 

Adjacent to Topic

NON-
TASK FORCE/ 

OTHER
AVERAGE  

RANK

TOTAL 
AVERAGE 

RANK
(TASK FORCE & 

NON-TASK 
FORCE)

1
Central community focus (i.e., 
neighborhood shopping, town 
green, park, etc.)

1 1 3 3 4 1 2 4 3 2 2 2 2.3 4 1 5 3.3 2.5

2 Integrated mixed uses

3 3 3 3 5 1 2 3 3 2 2 3

Would like to see choices 
of what this is and 
relative percentages 2.8 2 1 4 2.3 2.7

3 Districts (sub-neighborhoods)
3 2 3 3 3 1 1 4 2 4 2 2 2.5 2 5 2 3.0 2.6

4 Interconnected districts 3 2 3 3 4 1 1 3 2 1 2 2 2.3 2 1 3 2.0 2.2

5
Relocation of OSC and transfer 
station

5 2 4 1 2 1 3 2 2 1 1

Too costly.  Would reduce 
amenities or require more 
development to pay for 
this.

-One Task Force member 
split this question.  OSC 
relocation = 4, & transfer 
station relocation = 1

2.2 1 3

-One person split 
this question.  OSC 
relocation = 1, & 
transfer station 
relocation = 4

2.0 2.2 2.2 2.2
6 Street hierarchy 5 4 3 2 3 1 2 2 3 1 1 2.5 1 2 4 2.3 2.4
7 Axial spine 5 1 4 3 5 1 3 2 2 3 3 5 3.1 2 1 2 1.7 2.8
8 View corridors 2 5 2 4 4 2 2 4 3 1 3 4 3.0 1 2 5 2.7 2.9
9 Pedestrian paseos 1 3 2 4 3 2 2 4 3 1 2 4 2.6 2 2 3 2.3 2.5

10 Focal points

1 4 2 4 5 2 1 3 3 2 2 5

Within EPSP Area = 2

Added a new question, 
"Focal points at gateways 
= 4"

2.8 3 1 4 2.7 2.8

11
Active recreation (i.e., sports 
fields) 3 3 1 3 2 2 3 1 3 3 5 5 2.8 5 5 3 4.3 3.1

12
Passive recreation (i.e., trails 
and vistas) 1 2 1 3 4 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 Noted this as a 1+++ 1.8 1 2 4 2.3 1.9
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Planning Element Ranking Results and General Comments
February 19, 2013 

Draft Table 2:  Other Handwritten Comments/Themes in General* (for additional comment details, see actual response sheets)
1: Noted Comment 
(or Similar Comment)

TASK FORCE 
MEMBERS

NON-TASK 
FORCE 
MEMBER/
OTHER

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3

TASK 
FORCE 
TOTAL

NON-TASK 
FORCE 

MEMBER/OTHER 
TOTAL TOTAL ALL

A. 
1 1 1 1 1 1 5 0 5
2 1 1 2 1 1 3
3 1 1 1 3 0 3
4 1 1 0 1
5 1 1 1 1 4 0 4

6 1 1 2 0 2

7 1 1 0 1

8 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 2 6

9 1 1 0 1

10 1 1 1 1 2

11 1 1 0 1

12 0 1 1 1

13 1 1 0 1
14 1 1 0 1
15 0 1 1 1

B.

1 1 1 1 3 1 1 2 5

2 1 1 0 1

3 0 1 1 1

C. 

1 1 1 0 1

2 0 1 1 1
3 0 1 1 1
4 0 1 1 1
5 1 1 0 1

Scheme 3, poor alignment of El Charro south

No McMansions or estates

Roadway Configuration(s)

Trails

Provide alternative patterns to east-west grid 
pattern (not in favor of this pattern and/or street 
design in Scheme 2 is better)

Consider diagonal (non-east/west) street pattern

Consider strong demand for solar and solar usage 
when designing street pattern 

Divide El Charro at the APA so there are two 
outlets to Stanley

No cul-de-sacs

Connect El Charro to Stanley
Connect El Charro to Stanley at Shadow Cliffs 
Do not design Busch as a major Boulevard

Provide alternative pattern to east-west grid on 
industrial and commercial land, it is okay on 
residential land

Extend Boulder to Vulcan

Scheme 2, the southeast industrial area only 
needs one east-west street due to large lot 
demand

Provide a roundabout on Busch
Provide/consider a connection to Boulder 

Make Boulder the main east-west connector

Extend Iron Horse Trail to UPRR, and then east 
adjacent to railroad to El Charro and underpass  

Provide a branch trail south of Lake H and west of 
Cope Lake and the open space area and connect it 
with the trail by Lake I

Provide trails/bike connections/Iron Horse Trail 
connection

Location & Land Use Comments
Locate high density housing away from existing 
neighborhoods

Consider affordable housing where OSC is (and 
close OSC)

Spread development more to the east
Provide affordable housing
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TASK FORCE 
MEMBERS

NON-TASK 
FORCE 
MEMBER/
OTHER

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3

TASK 
FORCE 
TOTAL

NON-TASK 
FORCE 

MEMBER/OTHER 
TOTAL TOTAL ALL

6 1 1 0 1
7 1 1 0 1

8 1 1 1 1 2

9 0 1 1 1

10 0 1 1 1
11 1 1 0 1

12 1 1 0 1

13 1 1 0 1

14 1 1 0 1
15 0 1 1 1

16 1 1 0 1

17 0 1 1 1

18 1 1 0 1

19 1 1 0 1

20 1 1 0 1

21 1 1 0 1

22 1 1 0 1

23 0 1 1 1

24 1 1 0 1

25 1 1 0 1

26 1 1 0 1

27 1 1 0 1

28 1 1 0 1

29 0 1 1 1
30 0 1 1 1

31 1 1 0 1

Scheme 3, is more concentrated & less spread out

Prefer development on both sides of El Charro 

Scheme 3, why is agriculture proposed?

No 7-11

Is retail viable? (not convinced that just putting 
small retail centers in a development makes them 
viable)

Provide for town center with nice/higher 
end/locally owned retail 

Provide a social visual center other than a 
shopping center (Scheme 2)

Northernmost site could be retail or high density 
housing
Consider outdoor concert venue area (as a focal 
point and as an alternative to Downtown 
bandstand area)

Scheme 1, social visual center could be a 
community center in a town green area

Scheme 1, retail and mixed use is important for 
out of town visitors to Shadow Cliffs

Schemes 1 and 2, too much park space (more than 
contemplated in General Plan)

Schemes 1 and 2, too much park concentrated in 
one area (park space should be spread community 
wide)

Scheme 1, retail/mixed use location is good 

Locate town center by El Charro

Separate sports fields from residential areas

If there is a school site, situate it by sports fields

Sports fields and school site should be east of El 
Charro

Relocate OSC and transfer station to area adjacent 
to Vulcan property (and provide room for future 
expansions)

Axial spine, parks and pedestrian use better in 
Scheme 1 than 2
El Charro north doesn't have enough width for 
tree masses and trails

Scheme 2, retail in northwest quadrant at El 
Charro/Busch is better for visibility and access

Scheme 2, retail in northwest quadrant by 
Busch/El Charro is better for visibility and access

Focal points should only be trees or natural 
material

Provide a school site

No golf courses



3

TASK FORCE 
MEMBERS

NON-TASK 
FORCE 
MEMBER/
OTHER

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3

TASK 
FORCE 
TOTAL

NON-TASK 
FORCE 

MEMBER/OTHER 
TOTAL TOTAL ALL

32 1 1 0 1

33 1 1 0 1

D. 
1 1 1 0 1
2 0 1 1 1

E.
1 1 1 0 1

2 1 1 0 1

3 1 1 2 0 2
4 1 1 0 1
5 1 1 0 1

6 1 1 2 0 2

7 1 1 0 1
8 0 1 1 1
9 1 1 2 0 2

10 1 1 0 1

11 1 1 0 1

12 1 1 0 1

13 1 1 0 1

14 1 1 0 1

15 1 1 0 1

16 0 1 1 1

Note: *Table 2 only addresses 
comments not captured by 
primary ranking questions.

Scheme 2, detention basin is not necessary,  
Lionstone drainage goes to Cope Lake

Scheme 3 is a poor plan

Scheme 3, eliminates valuable land to help pay for 
infrastructure (financial feasibility)

Address traffic from slides

Parking
Address parking for lake use
Address parking for trail use

Other
Consider railroad grade separation
A decision about El Charro Road going through or 
not is critical

Address costs (what are they, and who is paying)

Ace should be on Bernal Plan

Minimize NIMBYism.  The whole area is the 
community's.

Address schools (cost, and if there is a point where 
a certain number of residential units will trigger 
the need for a school site)

Address how to keep open space green, given 
water conservation initiatives for future

Take geotechnical studies into account
Prefer Scheme 2

Prefer Map VI--leads to main focal points of the 
project (lake, community gathering center)

Large entryway features are not 
important/consistent with rural feel

What is a town green?

What is social visitor center? (doesn't seem to 
make sense (Scheme 1))

OSC and Transfer station relocations outside the 
UGB would be consistent with the General Plan's 
UGB policy
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