
PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

 
Wednesday, May 13, 2026   

7 p.m. 
 

City Council Chamber  
200 Old Bernal Avenue 
Pleasanton, CA 94566  

 

 
PUBLIC HEARING PROCEDURE 

 
Each of the items listed will be heard as shown on the agenda unless the Planning Commission chooses to change the order.
As each item is called, the hearing will proceed as follows: 
 

 A Planning Division staff member will make a presentation on each case and answer Planning Commission questions, 
as needed. 

 The applicant will be asked to present, if desired, or answer questions. Applicant presentations should be no longer 
than ten minutes. 

 The Chair then calls on anyone desiring to speak on the item. Speakers are requested to state their names for the 
public record and to keep their testimony to no more than three minutes each, with minimum repetition of points made 
by previous speakers and by being as brief as possible in making their testimony. 

 Following public testimony, the applicant will be given the opportunity to respond to issues raised by the public. The 
response should be limited to five minutes. 

 
The public hearing will then be closed. The Planning Commissioners then discuss among themselves the application under 
consideration and act on the item. Planning Commission actions may be appealed to the City Council. Appeals must be filed 

 
 
The Planning Commission Chair may enforce other rules as may further the fair and efficient running of the meeting, such as 
reducing the amount of testimony time allotted to the applicant and all those who wish to speak when the meeting agenda is 
lengthy or when there are numerous speakers for any specific item. The audience is requested to respect and extend courtesy 
to all those wishing to testify on all cases by being quiet while others are speaking. 
 
 
 

Notice 
Under Government Code §54957.5, any writings/documents regarding an item on this agenda provided to a majority of the Planning Commission 

after distribution of the agenda packet will be available for public inspection at City Hall in the Planning Division, 200 Old Bernal Avenue, 
Pleasanton. 

 
Accessible Public Meetings 

The City of Pleasanton can provide special assistance for persons with disabilities to participate in public meetings. To make a request for a 
disability-related modification or accommodation (e.g., an assistive listening device), please contact Assistant Director of Community and 

Economic Development Derek Farmer by phone at 925-931-5605 or by email at dfarmer@cityofpleasantonca.gov at the earliest possible time. If 
o the meeting date. 

 

The meeting will be held at the City Council Chambers at 200 Old Bernal Ave and will be broadcast live 
at https://www.youtube.com/user/TheCityofPleasanton. 
 
Public participation: It is requested that members of the public wishing to address the Planning 
Commission submit a speaker card. When public comment is opened on an agenda item, individuals 
may speak once per agenda item.  
 
In Person at the City Council Chambers: Submit a physical speaker card to the Recording Secretary at 
the meeting. When your name is called, please provide comment at the podium. 
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CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE, AND ROLL CALL 

AGENDA AMENDMENTS 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR - Consent Calendar items are considered routine and will be enacted by one 
motion unless a request for removal for discussion or explanation is received from the Planning 
Commission or a member of the public by submitting a speaker card for that item. 
 
1. Actions of the City Council  
 
2. Approve the minutes of April 22, 2026 
 
MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC 
 
3. Public Comment from the audience regarding items not listed on the agenda  Speakers are 

encouraged to limit comments to 3 minutes 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS AND OTHER MATTERS 
 
4. P26-0136, 2986 Liberty Drive - Appeal of the Zoning Administrator's approval of a Single-Family 

Design Review application to construct an approximately 816-square-foot single- and two-story 
addition on the west street-side elevation of the two-story residence located at 2986 Liberty Drive 
(Assessor Parcel No. 946-4569-91). The project is categorically exempt from the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301, Class 1, Existing 
Facilities. 
 

5. P25-0300, 4191 First Street - 
rebrand an existing 76 Gas Station and Circle K Market to Shell Gasoline and FastFill Market 
located at 4191 First Street (Assessor Parcel No. 94-110-12-6). The project is exempt from the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21080(b)(5) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15270, which statutorily exempt projects that a public 
agency intends to deny. 

 
MATTERS FOR COMMISSION'S REVIEW/ACTION/INFORMATION 
 
6. Reports from Meetings Attended (e.g., Committee, Task Force, etc.) 
 
7. Future Planning Calendar 
 
MATTERS INITIATED BY COMMISSION MEMBERS 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
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Planning Commission
Agenda Report

  May 13, 2026
 Item 1

 

SUBJECT:  Actions of the City Council 
 

April 21, 2026  

Wireless project: Introduce an ordinance amending Chapter 18.110 of the Pleasanton 
Municipal Code, and adopt a resolution adopting new policies related to applications for 
wireless facilities (macro towers, small cells, and modifications to existing facilities), and adopt 
a resolution updating the Master Fee Schedule by adding wireless application fees. 

The City Council approved the project as recommended by the Planning Commission. 

May 5, 2026 

No items to report  
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PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

   May 13, 2026
    Item 2

Wednesday, April 22, 2026

CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE, AND ROLL CALL

Chair Pace called the regular meeting of the Planning Commission to order at 7:00 p.m. from 
the City Council Chamber located at 200 Old Bernal Avenue.

Commissioner Morgan led the Pledge of Allegiance.

Present: Commissioners Dave Jagoe, Anurag Jain, Ken Morgan, Stephanie Wedge and
Chair Brandon Pace

Absent: None 

AGENDA AMENDMENTS

None

CONSENT CALENDAR

1. Actions of the City Council

Recommendation: Receive the report.

2. Approve the meeting minutes of March 25, 2026

Recommendation: Approve the meeting minutes. 

MOTION: It was m/s by Jain/Jagoe to approve the Consent Calendar, as recommended. 
Motion passed by the following roll call vote:

Ayes: Commissioners Jagoe, Jain, Morgan, Wedge, and Chair Pace
Noes:   None
Abstain: None
Absent: None

MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC

3. Public comment regarding items not listed on the agenda.
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Chair Pace opened the public comment. There being no speakers, Chair Pace closed the 
public comment.

PUBLIC HEARING AND OTHER MATTERS

4. P18-0078, P18-0079, P18-0081, PUD-130, and TRACT 8569 / Ponderosa Homes II Inc. (Hidden 
Canyon Residences and Preserve)

Recommendations to the City Council for: (1) Certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR); (2) Annexing (P18-0078) parcels totaling 130.98 acres from unincorporated Alameda 
County to the City of Pleasanton; (3) adopting General Plan Amendments (P18-0080) 
redesignating residential areas from Open Space Public Health and Safety to Low Density 
Residential and open space areas from Low Density Residential to either Open Space Public 
Health and Safety or Open Space Parks and Recreation; (4) Rezoning (P18-0081) parcels from 
Pre-Zoned PUD OS-A&G/OS-PH&S/LDR/HOZ (Planned Unit Development Open Space
Agriculture and Grazing/Open Space Public Health and Safety/Low Density Residential/Housing 
Opportunity Zone) Districts to PUD OS-A&G/OS-PH&S/LDR (Planned Unit Development Open 
Space Agriculture and Grazing/Open Space Public Health and Safety/Low Density Residential) 
Districts; (5) approving a Planned Unit Development (PUD-130) to construct 28 detached single-
family residences, demolish and reconstruct two existing single-family residences, and install 
related on- and off-site improvements and infrastructure; (6) approving a Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map (Tract 8569) to subdivide parcels totaling 128.5 acres into either single-family lots or private 
and public open space; and (7) approving a Pre-Annexation and Development Agreement..
Project location: 11033 Dublin Canyon Road (APN 941-2500-002), 11021 Dublin Canyon Road 
(APN 941-2500-003), APN 941-2600-002-6, 10807 Dublin Canyon Road (APN 941-2700-2), and 
10971 Dublin Canyon Road (APN 941-2700-1).

Recommendation: Adopt Resolution Nos. PC-2026-08, PC-2026-09, and PC-2026-10 as 
recommended. 

Associate Planner Natalie Amos presented the item. 

Deputy Director of Community and Economic Development Mike Tassano spoke to the traffic 
impact of the project. 

Chair Pace opened the public comment. Public comments were received from: Jeff Schroeder, 
applicant; Janet Gardner, Sarah Hollister, Andrew Gelb, and Kim Thai, Senior Planner, East Bay 
Regional Park District.

Chair Pace called a recess at 8:09 p.m. The meeting reconvened at 8:16 p.m.

Chair Pace closed the public comment.

Chair Pace reopened the public comment for applicant to answer a question. Chair Pace closed the 
public comment.

MOTION: It was m/s by Morgan/Wedge to approve Resolution No. PC-2026-08. Motion passed by 
the following roll call vote:

Ayes: Commissioners Jagoe, Jain, Morgan, Wedge and Chair Pace
Noes:   None
Abstain: None
Absent: None
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MOTION: It was m/s by Wedge/Jagoe to approve Resolution No. PC-2026-09. Motion passed by 
the following roll call vote:

Ayes: Commissioners Jagoe, Jain, Morgan, Wedge and Chair Pace
Noes:   None
Abstain: None
Absent: None

MOTION: It was m/s by Jain/Morgan to approve Resolution No. PC-2026-10. Motion passed by the 
following roll call vote:

Ayes: Commissioners Jagoe, Jain, Morgan, Wedge and Chair Pace
Noes:   None
Abstain: None
Absent: None

MATTERS FOR COMMISSION'S REVIEW/ACTION/INFORMATION

5. Reports from Meetings Attended (e.g., Committee, Task Force, etc.)

Commissioner Jain reported attending a recent Bicycle, Pedestrian and Trails Committee 
meeting.

6. Appointment of Sub-Committee Representative to the Protected Tree Board

Assistant Director Derek Farmer provided a brief overview of the report. 

With unanimous support, Chair Pace appointed Commissioner Wedge to the regular member 
position and Commissioner Morgan to the alternate member position on the Protected Tree 
Board. 

7. Future Planning Calendar

Assistant Director Derek Farmer provided a brief overview of the items listed in the report. 

MATTERS INITIATED BY COMMISSION MEMBERS

None.

ADJOURNMENT

Chair Pace adjourned the meeting at 8:50 p.m.

__________________________________
Araceli Garcia, Recording Secretary
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SUBJECT:  P26-0136 
 
PROJECT APPLICANT: Kurt Hereld, Architect 

PROPERTY OWNERS: Shrihari Achayath & Smitha Thulasidas Vellathole  

 
APPELLANT:  Ekaterina Utova 
     
PURPOSE: -Family 

Design Review application to construct an approximately 816-
square-foot single- and two-story addition on the west street-side 
elevation of the existing two-story residence. 

 
LOCATION: 2986 Liberty Drive 

  
GENERAL PLAN: Medium Density Residential (2 to 8 dwelling units per gross acre) 
 
ZONING: Planned Unit Development  Medium Density Residential  
 
EXHIBITS: A. Draft Resolution recommending denial of the appeal 

B.  Project Plans dated February 23, 2026  
C. Appeal Letter with Appellant Submitted Materials 
D. Neighborhood Comments 
E. Location and Noticing Map 

 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Adopt a resolution denying the appeal and affirming 
Single-Family Design Review application (P26-0136) based on the required findings and 
subject to the conditions of approval in Exhibit A.  

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
On March 18, 2026, the Zoning Administrator conducted a public hearing and approved a 
Single-Family Design Review application for the construction of an approximately 816-square-
foot addition to the existing two-story residence at 2986 Liberty Drive (project site). The 
proposed addition includes both single- and second-story components located along the west 
street-side elevation. 
 

property owner to the south of the project site (2902 Liberty Drive). 
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Pursuant to the Pleasanton Municipal Code (PMC), additions exceeding 15 feet in height are 
subject to Single-Family Design Review approval. As conditioned, staff finds that the project 
satisfies all applicable design review findings and development standards. Therefore, staff 
recommends the Planning Commission deny the appeal and affirm 
approval. 
 
BACKGROUND 
On February 23, 2026, the applicant submitted a Single-Family Design Review application to 
construct the proposed addition on the west street-side of the residence. Staff determined the 
project complied with applicable development standards and issued public notification to 
property owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the project site. 
 
In response to the notification, opposition of the project was received from the adjacent east 
property owner (2982 Liberty Drive), two rear property owners (2902 and 2906 Liberty Drive), 
and the property owner at 2966 Liberty Drive. The two rear property owners formally requested 
a Zoning Administrator hearing. 
 
Consistent with City procedures, notice of the Zoning Administrator hearing was provided to 
the parties involved. While additional mailed noticing is not required, one neighbor 

regarding the hearing to all subdivision residents, resulting in higher Zoning Administrator 
public attendance. 
 
At the March 18, 2026, Zoning Administrator public hearing, concerns were raised regarding 
the scale and massing of the addition, potential neighborhood precedent, construction-related 
impacts (noise, dust, and safety), shadowing, and proximity to adjacent rear properties. After 
consideration of all testimony and materials, the Zoning Administrator made the required 
findings and approved the project, subject to conditions of approval. 
 
The decision was subsequently appealed on March 30, 2026, and is now before the Planning 
Commission, at which the Commission will independently consider the project and render its 
own determination based on the record. 
 
SITE AND AREA DESCRIPTION 
The project site is a flat, approximately 5,540-square-foot corner lot developed with a two-story 
single-family residence of approximately 1,400 square feet and an attached 478-square-foot 
garage. The site adjoins one side (east) and two rear (south) property lines shared with 
detached single-family residences.  
 
The property is located within the Shadow Cliff Village subdivision, a 200-unit detached single-
family residential neighborhood developed in the late 1980s, consisting primarily of two-story 
homes (188 two-story and 12 single-story homes). The subdivision is bordered by East Bay 
Regional Park District land to the north and east, detached single-family neighborhoods to the
southeast and south, and manufactured housing to the west. 
 
Figures 1 and 2 provide site and area context. 
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Figure 1: Aerial of Project Site and Area

Figure 2: Focused Project Site View

Shadow 
Cliff Village

Project Site

Appellant 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed project includes a 451-square-foot single-story addition and a 365-square-foot 
second-story addition on the west (street-side) elevation. The ground floor addition would 
expand the entry area and include a new office, bedroom, and full bathroom. The second-story 
addition would include a new bedroom and full bathroom. 
 
No new windows are proposed on the south elevation towards the rear neighbors, with new 
windows oriented toward the west (Grapevine Drive) and north (Liberty Drive) frontages. The 
additions are designed with step-backs from existing wall planes and are not flush with the 
primary front or rear elevations, reducing perceived bulk. 
 
The design incorporates materials, colors, and architectural elements consistent with the 
existing residence and neighborhood. The new rooflines are lower in height than the existing 
roofline. 
  
ANALYSIS  
General Plan Land Use and Policy Conformance 
While the General Plan does not specifically address residential additions, the project General 
Plan Policy 8 and Program 8.1, as it aligns with the applicable land use designations related to
retaining the character of existing neighborhoods
and minimizing intrusions. The site is designated Medium Density Residential, and the 
proposed improvements are consistent with the land use designation. As conditioned, the 
project is consistent with the intent of the General Plan. 
 
Zoning Conformance 
The site is governed by the Shadow Cliff Planned Unit Development (PUD) standards. The 
project does not require any deviations, modifications, or variances. 
 
Table 1: Site Development Standards Compliance 
Development Standards PUD Requirement Proposed  

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 40% max.. 40% 

Building Height 30   

Setbacks   

Front (north)   

Side (east)  No change 

Rear (south)  min.1   

Streetside (west)   

Open Space   

Rear Yard Open Space 700-square-foot min. 850 square feet  

 
The project meets or exceeds all applicable development standards. The placement and 
design of the addition reflect careful consideration of setbacks and site constraints typical of 
smaller subdivision lots. 

 
1 So long as rear yard usable open space is a minimum of 700 square feet in area. Staff notes the existing house 
has a legal non-   
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As proposed, the project meets or exceeds the development standards, and staff finds the 
proposed building form and scale are compatible with similarly situated corner lots and is 
consistent with the established neighborhood pattern. 
 
Architecture and Design 
The proposed design is compatible with the architectural character of the existing residence 
and subdivision. Varied rooflines, articulation, and harmonious materials contribute to visual 
interest while maintaining cohesion with the existing structure and surrounding residences. 
 
The project has been designed to minimize visual and privacy impacts, particularly through 
window placement, stepped building design, and a lower roofline than existing. 
 
Appeal 
The appellant states in their appeal letter (Exhibit C) 
P26-0136 should be overturned on the grounds that the decision contains errors of fact and 
law, is not supported by the evidence in the record, and reflects an abuse of discretion. 
Specifically, the appellant claims: 
 

 the required findings for approval are not supported because the proposed two-story 
addition would adversely affect the adjacent property through reduced light, obstructed 
views, increased sense of enclosure, and incompatibility with neighborhood character; 
 

 the City incorrectly applied the applicable FAR standard and improperly calculated 
project floor area, resulting in an erroneous determination that the project complies with 
development standards; and 

 
 the hearing process was flawed because public testimony and requested modifications 

or conditions were not meaningfully addressed in the decision. 
 
The appellant further claims the proposed addition would be detrimental to neighboring 
properties and inconsistent with the established character of the neighborhood, and requests 
the Planning Commission grant the appeal and overturn the approval. 
 
Staff notes additional public comments received prior to and after the Zoning Administrator 
hearing are provided in Exhibit D. 
 
The proposed addition on the west (street-side) elevation has been designed in compliance 
with all applicable development standards and would be compatible with the existing 
residences within the subdivision. The project meets the applicable FAR limitation and 
complies with all required setbacks, height limits, and open space requirements established 

methodology, and staff finds no error in the application of the FAR standard or the 
determination of compliance with development regulations.  
 
The required setbacks are specifically intended to maintain adequate light, air, and separation 

objectives are met. In terms of neighborhood compatibility, the addition incorporates step-
backs from existing wall planes, varied rooflines, and materials consistent with the existing 
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structure, which collectively reduce perceived bulk and maintain consistency with the 
established pattern of development within the Shadow Cliff neighborhood.  
 
Concerns related to light, views, and sense of enclosure were considered; however, potential 
shadowing impacts are limited. 
setbacks, the separation between structures, the maximum height of approximately 26 feet 
(which is below the 30-foot limit), and the orientation of the addition on the west street-side 
elevation, all of which reduce the extend and duration of shadowing on adjacent properties. 
Due to the westward orientation of the addition, any incremental shading on the adjacent 
southern property would primarily occur during the afternoon and early evening hours, when 
the sun is lower in the western sky and shadows are cast generally eastward, away from the 
southern property for much of the day, with no substantial reduction in midday sunlight 
anticipated. Seasonal variation further limits potential impacts, as shorter shadow lengths 
during summer months reduce shading duration, and longer winter shadows are consistent 
with existing neighborhood conditions. Additionally, the existing two-story residence 
already casts shadows onto the subject (northern) property during morning and midday 

condition. Furthermore, there are no view easements recognized by the City of Pleasanton; 
therefore, potential view obstructions do not constitute a basis for denial of a conforming 
residential addition. 
 
With respect to privacy, no new windows are proposed along the south elevation facing the 
rear neighbor, further minimizing potential impacts.  
 
The Zoning Administrator considered all public testimony and correspondence prior to 
rendering a decision, and the approval included conditions to ensure continued compliance 
with applicable standards. The Zoning Administrator made the required findings in support of 
the project approval, and the decision was supported by substantial evidence in the record. 
Therefore, the approval did not constitute an abuse of discretion. 
 
DESIGN REVIEW FINDINGS 
PMC Section 18.20.050 sets forth the scope of findings to be addressed in reviewing projects 
subject to design review. These findings are set forth in the draft resolution in Exhibit A. Based 
on the information and analysis provided in this report and review of the project plans attached 
in Exhibit B, staff has determined the project, as conditioned, meets all of the required findings.  
 
PUBLIC NOTICE 
Notice of this meeting was sent to property owners and occupants within 1,000-feet of the 
project site as shown in Exhibit D. At the time this report was published, staff had not received 
additional comments. Any comments received after publication will be forwarded to the 
Planning Commission. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
This project is categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, Class 1, New Construction or Conversion of 
Small Structures. The addition to the existing structure does not result in an increase of more 
than (1) 50 percent of the floor area of the structure before the addition, or 2,500 square feet, 
whichever is less.  
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SUMMARY/CONCLUSION 
The proposed addition is consistent with the General Plan, the required findings for residential 
design review as stated in PMC Section 18.20.050.B, and the applicable Shadow Cliff PUD 
development standards. The design is compatible with the existing residence and surrounding 
neighborhood and incorporates features that minimize potential light, viewshed, privacy, and 
related impacts. Based on the analysis and information provided in this report and the project 
plans attached in Exhibit B, staff recommends that the Planning Commission deny the appeal 
and make the required findings in the attached resolution affirming 
approval of application P26-0136. 
 
 
 
Primary Author: Natalie Amos, Associate Planner, 925-931-5613 or namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov    
 
Reviewed/Approved By:  
Derek Farmer, Assistant Director of Community and Economic Development, Planning Manager 
Katherine Wisinski, Assistant City Attorney 
 



EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO. PC-2026-11 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF PLEASANTON 
DENYING THE APPEAL AND 

TO APPROVE AN APPLICATION FOR SINGLE-FAMILY DESIGN REVIEW TO 
CONSTRUCT AN APPROXIMATELY 816-SQUARE-FOOT SINGLE- AND TWO-STORY 
ADDITION ON THE WEST STREET-SIDE ELEVATION OF THE EXISTING TWO-STORY 
RESIDENCE LOCATED AT 2986 LIBERTY DRIVE (APN 946-4569-91), FILED UNDER 

CASE NO. P26-0136 
 

WHEREAS, on February 23, 2026 -Family 
Design Review (SFDR) approval to construct an approximately 816-square-foot single- and 
two-story addition on the west street-side elevation of the two-story residence located at 2986 
Liberty Drive (APN 946-4569-91)  
 

WHEREAS, the subject property is designated Medium Density Residential in the 
General Plan; and 

 
WHEREAS, the zoning for the subject property is PUD-MDR (Planned Unit 

Development  Medium Density Residential) District; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on February 25, 2026, following a determination the Project complied with 
applicable development standards, public notification cards of the Project were sent to property 
owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in response to the notification, the residents of 2902 and 2906 Liberty Drive 
formally requested a Zoning Administrator hearing for the Project; and  
 
 WHEREAS, on March 18, 2026, the Zoning Administrator held a public hearing to 

and all public testimony related to the Project; and  
 
 WHEREAS, on March 18, 2026, 
written and oral testimony concerning the Project, the Zoning Administrator made the required 
findings in Pleasanton Municipal Code (PMC) section 18.20.050 for the Project, and approved 
the Project, subject to conditions of approval; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on March 30, 2026, within the allotted appeal period time for the Project, 
Ekaterina Utova to the Planning Commission of the Zoning 

 
 

WHEREAS, on May 13, 2026, the Planning Commission held a duly-noticed public 
hearing, considered the written agenda report dated May 13, 2026, all public testimony, 
relevant exhibits, and staff recommendations as to the Project. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Planning Commission of the City of Pleasanton, 
does resolve, declare, determine, and order the following: 
 
Section 1: Findings for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
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The Project is categorically exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, 
Existing Facilities, Class 1, E. The addition to the existing structure does not result in an 
increase of more than: (1) 50 percent of the floor area of the structures before the addition, or 
2,500 square feet, whichever is less.

Section 2: The Project is consistent with the adopted General Plan Policy 8 and Program 8.1, 
as it aligns with the applicable land use designations and 
Programs, Policies, and Goals related to retaining the character of existing neighborhoods, 

and minimizing intrusions. The Project is also 

1139.

Section 3: Findings for approval of residential projects.
With respect to Case No. P26-0136, the Planning Commission makes the following findings 
and determinations with respect to each of the considerations for a residential project as 
required by Section 18.20.050 of the PMC:

1.
welfare.

The proposed addition represents a compatible reinvestment in an existing single-family 
residence and does not introduce conditions that would be detrimental to surrounding 
properties or the neighborhood. The P
standards, which is intended to ensure safe, orderly, and compatible residential development 
while maintaining neighborhood livability.

Potential concerns related to building mass, proximity to adjacent residences, and perceived 
overdevelopment are addressed through compliance with applicable objective development 
standards, including setbacks, height limits, floor area ratio, and private open space 
requirements. These standards are specifically designed to ensure adequate separation 
between structures, access to light and air, and overall residential compatibility.

The Project will be constructed in accordance with applicable Building and Fire Codes to 
ensure structural safety and life-safety compliance. Conditions of approval further regulate 
construction activities to minimize temporary impacts, including limitations on construction 
hours, noise control, dust mitigation, and site maintenance requirements. Accordingly, the 
project does not create adverse conditions affecting public health, safety, or general welfare, 
and this finding can be made.

2. Site plan elements, including open space, orientation, and landscape, are compatible 
with site topography, existing and proposed structures, and neighboring buildings.

The site plan, including building placement, open space, and orientation, is compatible with the 

neighborhood, including similarly sized corner lots. The proposed addition is located within 
required setbacks, maintaining appropriate separation from adjacent properties and preserving 
usable open space.
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The orientation and placement of the addition, primarily along the street-facing elevation, are 
designed to reduce visibility from adjacent properties while maintaining neighborhood 
compatibility. The project does not significantly alter the existing site layout or introduce 
excessive site coverage, and retains functional private open space areas consistent with 
residential uses.

As a result, the project maintains consistency with the established neighborhood pattern and is 
compatible with surrounding development. This finding can be made.

3. Architectural considerations, including character, scale, and quality of design, have 
been incorporated to ensure a harmonious relationship with the existing site and 
adjacent buildings.

The proposed design is compatible with the architectural character of the existing residence 
and surrounding neighborhood. The addition incorporates consistent materials, colors, roof 
forms, and detailing to maintain architectural cohesion with the existing structure.

Articulated building forms, varied rooflines, and step-backs from existing wall planes reduce 
perceived bulk and massing, ensuring the addition remains residential in scale. The second-
story component is integrated in a manner that avoids monolithic massing and preserves a 
design relationship consistent with surrounding residences.

The design also limits potential privacy impacts by avoiding new rear-facing upper-story 
windows and orienting new windows toward the street elevations. Overall, the Project 
maintains neighborhood character and is consistent with the scale and quality of adjacent
residences. This finding can be made.

4. The plan meets the requirements of the Municipal Code and any other applicable 
guidelines, policies, and standards.

The Project complies with all applicable provisions of the Pleasanton Municipal Code, including 
objective development standards governing setbacks, height, and floor area ratio. These 
standards are intended to regulate building form, ensure adequate separation between 
structures, and maintain neighborhood compatibility.

The Project does not require variances, modifications, or deviations, and demonstrates full 

standards reflect adopted policy determinations regarding appropriate residential form, and the 
project remains within those established parameters.

The architectural design is consistent with the existing residence and surrounding 
neighborhood, and structural compliance will be confirmed through the building permit review 
process. Accordingly, this finding can be made.

Section 4: The Planning Commission hereby denies the appeal and affirms the Zoning 
P26-0136, a Single-Family Design Review application to 

construct an approximately 816-square-foot single- and two-story addition on the west street-
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side elevation of the two-story residence located at 2986 Liberty Drive, subject to the
conditions of approval in Attachment 1.

Section 5: This resolution shall become effective after 5:00 p.m. on the 10th calendar day after 
its passage and adoption unless appealed prior to that time. A decision of the Planning 
Commission may be appealed to the City Council by any interested party within 10 days of the 
date of the decision. 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the Planning Commission of the City of 
Pleasanton at a regular meeting held on May 13, 2026, by the following vote:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

ATTEST:

_____________________________ ______________________________
Derek Farmer Brandon Pace
Secretary, Planning Commission Chair

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

______________________________
Katherine Wisinski
Assistant City Attorney



EXHIBIT A
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

P26-0136, 2986 Liberty Drive 
May 13, 2026

1. APPROVAL AND REVISIONS: The proposed additions shall conform substantially 
to the approved elevations, site plans, and other materials, Exhibit B, marked 

plans may be allowed subject to the approval of the Zoning Administrator if found to be 
in substantial conformance to the approved exhibits.

2. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL CHECKLIST: The applicant shall submit
indicating all conditions of approval have been satisfied, 

incorporated into the building permit plans, and/or addressed. Said checklist shall be 
incorporated as one of the first four plan sheets of all building permit plan submittals for 
review by the City prior to issuance of permits.

3. PERMITS: All appropriate City permits shall be obtained prior to the construction of the 
additions.

4. WORK HOURS: All demolition and construction activities, inspections, plan checking, 
material delivery, staff assignment, or coordination, etc., shall be limited to the hours of 
8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Saturday. No construction shall be allowed on State 
or Federal Holidays or Sundays. The Director of Community Development may allow 

- -
pouring), if it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Director of Community and 
Economic Development that the construction noise and construction traffic noise will not 
affect nearby residents or businesses. All construction equipment must meet 
Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) noise standards and shall be equipped with 
muffling devices. Prior to construction, the applicant shall post on the site the allowable 
hours of construction activity.

5. DISTURBANCE COORDINATOR: The property owner shall designate
be responsible for responding to any complaints regarding 

construction noise, dust, construction parking, etc. The coordinator (who may be an 
employee of the general contractor) shall determine the cause of the complaint and 
shall require the implementation of reasonable measures warranted to correct the 
problem. The telephone number of the disturbance coordinator shall be posted on the 
fence. The sign shall also list an emergency after-hours contact number for the 
disturbance coordinator or designee.

6. LIABILITY AND INDEMNIFICATION: To the extent permitted by law, the project 
applicant shall defend (with counsel reasonably acceptable to the City), indemnify, and 
hold harmless the City, its City Council, its officers, boards, commissions, employees, 

ATTACHMENT 1



and agents from and against any claim (including claims for attorney fees), action, 
or proceeding brought by a third party against the indemnified parties and the applicant 
to attack, set aside, or void the approval of the project or any permit authorized hereby 
for the project, including (without limitation) reimbursing the City its attorney fees and 
costs incurred in defense of the litigation. The City may, in its sole discretion, elect to 
defend any such action with attorneys of its choice.

END
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TO: City of Pleasanton Planning Commission

FROM: Ekaterina Utova, , Pleasanton, CA 94566

DATE: March 25, 2026

SUBJECT: Written Appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s Decision on Case P26-0136 
(2986 Liberty Drive) 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

This letter serves as a formal appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s decision on March 
18, 2026, to approve Application P26-0136—a single-family design review for an 
approximately 816-square-foot, two-story addition at 2986 Liberty Drive.

This appeal is filed on the grounds that the Zoning Administrator’s approval contains 
significant errors of fact and law, constitutes an abuse of discretion by failing to 
consider public testimony, and is not supported by the evidence presented. The 
proposed project, if allowed to proceed, will be detrimental to the immediate 
neighboring properties and damaging to the established character of the neighborhood. 

We respectfully request that the Planning Commission grant this appeal and overturn 
the Zoning Administrator’s approval based on the following three key arguments:

Argument 1: The Findings for Approval are Factually Inaccurate and Contradicted by 
Evidence 

The Zoning Administrator's Action Letter makes several findings that are directly 
contradicted by the physical reality of the site and the evidence submitted by concerned 
neighbors.

Regarding Finding #1 (General Welfare): The assertion that the project "did not
introduce any conditions that would be detrimental to surrounding properties" is
incorrect. The proposed two-story addition will create a severe "tunnel effect,"
block essential natural light to our primary living areas, and eliminate sun.
Furthermore, the new, solid two-story wall will be erected just feet from our
master bedroom window, blocking our existing view, significantly reducing
natural light, and creating an oppressive sense of enclosure. These detrimental
impacts are clearly documented in our formal objection letters and the attached
photographic evidence.
Regarding Finding #2 (Site Plan Compatibility): The claim that the project
preserves "appropriate spacing between neighboring structures" is false. The
visual evidence demonstrates that the homes at  and 2986 Liberty Drive are



separated by a narrow side yard. The proposed addition will eliminate what little 
open space currently exists, creating a dominant, overbearing structure that 
encroaches upon our property and obliterates any sense of outlook. This is not 
"appropriate spacing" by any reasonable standard.

 Regarding Finding #3 (Architectural Harmony): The finding that the project 
ensures a "harmonious relationship with the existing residence and surrounding 
homes" ignores the project's unprecedented scale and massing. This is not a 
modest remodel but a massive expansion that is entirely out of character with 
the surrounding original-model homes that define our neighborhood. 

Argument 2: The City’s Application of the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is Inconsistent and 
Legally Disputable

The City’s determination that the project complies with the maximum allowable Floor 
Area Ratio (FAR) is based on a selective and inconsistent application of development 
standards.

 Evidence: The original ordinance for this development, Ordinance 1139, clearly 
establishes a maximum FAR of 40%. The City now claims a higher standard 
of 48% is applicable, based not on ordinance, but on a non-binding 1998 memo 
and a single, unrelated precedent. This inconsistent application of standards is 
arbitrary and constitutes a legal error. 

 Furthermore, the City's calculation that the project's FAR is 40% is achieved only 
by excluding the 478-square-foot garage from the total floor area. A plain reading 
of the municipal code suggests the garage should be included. When properly 
included, the project's FAR is 48.6%, which exceeds both the 40% standard set by 
ordinance and the 48% standard the City now claims to be using. 

Argument 3: The Hearing Process Was Flawed and Public Concerns Were Ignored 

The approval represents an abuse of discretion, as the Zoning Administrator failed to 
meaningfully consider or respond to valid concerns raised by the public during the 
hearing. 

 Several neighbors attended the March 18 hearing and provided testimony, raising 
specific objections and proposing reasonable compromises. These included 
requests to reduce the project to a single story to mitigate the severe massing 
and light-blocking impacts, and to place conditions on construction hours, 
including no work on weekends, to protect neighborhood peace. 

 These valid concerns were summarily ignored. The Zoning Administrator 
provided no substantive comments or responses to the issues raised by the 
community during the hearing. The final Action Letter fails to acknowledge or 
address this public testimony, giving the appearance that the decision was 
predetermined. 

 This lack of transparency is further evidenced by the fact that, to date, the City 
has failed to provide a recording or official minutes of the hearing despite 



requests. This prevents a full public review of the proceedings and reinforces the 
conclusion that public input was not a meaningful factor in the final decision.

Supporting Documentation

To substantiate these arguments, this appeal is accompanied by a comprehensive set 
of supporting documents for your review, submitted as exhibits. These include:

Letters of support from concerned neighbors who share these objections.
Extensive photographic evidence documenting the site conditions and 
prospective negative impacts.
Copies of all relevant email correspondence with the City of Pleasanton Planning 
Department (including with Planning Assistant Natalie Amos), as well as 
communications between neighbors and with the Shadow Cliff Village HOA.

Conclusion

The approval of project P26-0136 was the result of a flawed process. The decision was 
based on factually incorrect findings, relied on a questionable application of the City's 
own development standards, and improperly dismissed the valid testimony of 
concerned residents.

The proposed addition will cause demonstrable harm to our property's value, privacy, 
and enjoyment. We urge the Planning Commission to recognize the significant 
procedural and substantive errors made by the Zoning Administrator, grant this appeal, 
and overturn the approval of Application P26-0136.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Ekaterina Utova
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Planning                                Building & Safety                     Code Enforcement               Permit Center                  Traffic Engineering 
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March 18, 2026 
Via Email

1039 Serpentine Lane, Ste. D 
Pleasanton, CA. 94566 

Subject: P26-0136, 2986 Liberty Drive  
Single-Family Design Review for the proposal to construct an approximately 816-
square-foot single- and two-story addition on the west elevation of the residence. 

Effective Date: March 30, 2026 

Dear Mr. Hereld: 

On March 18, 2026, the Zoning Administrator (ZA) approved the above-referenced application. 
In making this decision, I, as the ZA, was required to make the following findings: 

Finding 1: The project’s approval is in the best interest of public health, safety, and 
general welfare. 
 
I found the proposed project was in the best interest of public health, safety, and general 
welfare. The addition represented a compatible reinvestment in an existing single-family 
residence and did not introduce any conditions that would be detrimental to surrounding 
properties or the neighborhood. 
 
Concerns related to building intensity, proximity to adjacent homes, and potential 
overdevelopment are mitigated by the project’s compliance with and, in some instances, 
exceedance of objective development standards prescribed by the Pleasanton Municipal 
Code (PMC), including setbacks, height limitations, and floor area ratio, all of which are 
specifically intended to ensure adequate separation between structures, access to light and 
air, and neighborhood livability.  
 
Additionally, the project did not introduce unsafe conditions, and all construction will be 
required to comply with applicable building and fire codes. Conditions of approval have 
also been applied to the project to ensure the applicant adheres to strict construction 
hours, meets noise standards, controls dust to the extent feasible, and maintains the site 
neat and litter-free for the duration of construction. 

Therefore, this finding can be made.  



Kurt Hereld, P26-0136 
March 18, 2026 
Page Two of Five 

 
Finding 2: Site plan elements, including open space, orientation, and landscape, are 
compatible with site topography, existing and proposed structures, and neighboring 
buildings. 
 
I found the site plan, including building placement, open space, and orientation, was 
compatible with the site's physical characteristics and the surrounding development 
pattern, especially on corner lots, where development is setback farther from surrounding 
streets to maintain openness and appropriate sightlines. The proposed addition is located 
significantly farther from the minimum required yard setbacks, thereby preserving 
appropriate spacing between neighboring structures, maintaining privacy to the extent 
feasible, and reducing the appearance of site overbuilding. 
 
While concerns were raised about potential impacts on natural light, privacy, and 
openness, the project adheres to, and in some instances exceeds, the minimum objective 
design standards prescribed by the PMC, which are specifically calibrated to balance 
private property rights with neighborhood compatibility. The orientation and placement 
of the addition, primarily on the street side of the existing residence, minimizes visibility 
and reduces potential impacts on the public streetscape and adjacent front-facing homes. 
 
Additionally, the project retains usable open space areas and does not significantly alter 
the existing site layout or introduce excessive site coverage. As such, the proposal 
maintains consistency with the established pattern of development in the neighborhood, 
especially on corner or similarly sized lots in the neighborhood. 
 
Therefore, this finding can be made. 
 
Finding 3: Architectural considerations, including character, scale, and quality of 
design, have been incorporated to ensure a harmonious relationship with the 
existing site and adjacent buildings. 
 
I found the project incorporates architectural considerations, including character, scale, 
and design quality, that ensure a harmonious relationship with the existing residence and 
surrounding homes. The addition is designed to be cohesive with the original structure 
through consistent roof forms, materials, and detailing. 
 
In response to concerns regarding massing and visual bulk, the design incorporates 
articulated building forms, varied rooflines, and proportional scaling to reduce the 
perceived size of the addition. The second-story components are integrated into the 
structure to avoid monolithic massing and maintain a residential scale consistent with 
nearby homes. 
 
With respect to privacy and light intrusion concerns, the project design, which does not 
include any new upper-floor rear-facing windows and a larger than required minimum 



Kurt Hereld, P26-0136 
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rear yard setback than the existing part of the residence, combined with required street-
side yard setbacks, helps mitigate direct overlook and shading impacts on adjacent 
properties.  
 
Furthermore, while not a factor with this project as established by the record of evidence, 
it is important to note that such impacts are an inherent and anticipated aspect of 
compliant residential development in established and urbanized neighborhoods with 
approved smaller lot sizes, and which are mitigated to the extent possible through 
objective development standards prescribed by the PMC. 
 
Overall, the project maintains the neighborhood's visual character and does not introduce 
design elements that would be considered incompatible or out of scale, as there are other 
similarly sized residences throughout the neighborhood, according to City records. 
 
Therefore, this finding can be made. 
 
Finding 4: The plan meets the requirements of the Municipal Code and any other 
applicable guidelines, policies, and standards. 
 
I found the project is consistent with all applicable provisions of the PMC, including 
objective development standards related to setbacks, building height, and floor area ratio, 
which are intended to regulate building spacing, massing, and neighborhood 
compatibility. 
 
Concerns regarding lot spacing, visual bulk, and potential privacy or light impacts are 
addressed through these objective development standards, and the project’s compliance 
demonstrates that it falls within the range of development anticipated and permitted by 
the underlying zoning. The City’s adopted standards reflect a policy determination 
regarding appropriate neighborhood form, and the project does not seek deviations from 
these requirements. 
 
Additionally, the architectural design is consistent with existing residence, ensuring 
quality construction and compatibility with surrounding homes. Any remaining technical 
details will be verified during the building permit review process to ensure full 
compliance with all applicable codes and regulations. 
 
Therefore, this finding can be made. 

 
The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to 
CEQA guidelines [15301(e) Existing Facilities. Review common exemptions here 
https://www.califaep.org/docs/CEQA_Handbook_2025combined.pdf (page 374) in that it is an 
addition to an existing single-family home that does not result in 50% of the floor area before the 
addition. 
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Based on my determination that the Single-Family Residential Design Review findings and the 
criteria for approval can be made, the project was approved subject to the following conditions of 
approval: 

CONDITION 
1. APPROVAL AND REVISIONS: The proposed addition shall conform substantially to 

the approved elevations, site plans, and other materials, Exhibit B, marked "Received, 
February 23, 2026,” on file at the Planning Division. Minor changes to the plans may be 
allowed subject to the approval of the Zoning Administrator if found to be in substantial 
conformance to the approved exhibits. 
 

2. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL CHECKLIST: The applicant shall create and submit a 
“Conditions of Approval Checklist” indicating all conditions of approval have been 
acknowledge, satisfied, and/or addressed and incorporated into the building permit plans. 
Said checklist shall be incorporated as one of the first four plan sheets of all building 
permit submittals for review by the City prior to issuance of permits.
 

3. PERMITS: All appropriate City permits shall be obtained prior to the construction of the 
addition. 
 

4. WORK HOURS: All demolition and construction activities, inspections, plan checking, 
material delivery, staff assignment, or coordination, etc., shall be limited to the hours of 8 
a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Saturday. No construction shall be allowed on State or 
Federal Holidays or Sundays. The Director of Community Development may allow 
earlier “start-times” or later “stop-times” for specific construction activities (e.g., 
concrete pouring), if it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Community Development that the construction noise and construction traffic noise will 
not affect nearby residents or businesses. All construction equipment must meet 
Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) noise standards and shall be equipped with 
muffling devices. Prior to construction, the applicant shall post on the site the allowable 
hours of construction activity. 
 

5. DISTURBANCE COORDINATOR: The property owner shall designate a “disturbance 
coordinator” who shall be responsible for responding to any complaints regarding 
construction noise, dust, construction parking, etc. The coordinator (who may be an 
employee of the general contractor) shall determine the cause of the complaint and shall 
require the implementation of reasonable measures warranted to correct the problem. The 
telephone number of the disturbance coordinator shall be posted on the fence. The sign 
shall also list an emergency after-hours contact number for the disturbance coordinator or 
designee.

6. LIABILITY AND INDEMNIFICATION: To the extent permitted by law, the project 
applicant shall defend (with counsel reasonably acceptable to the City), indemnify, and 
hold harmless the City, its City Council, its officers, boards, commissions, employees, 
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and agents from and against any claim (including claims for attorney fees), action, or 
proceeding brought by a third party against the indemnified parties and the applicant to 
attack, set aside, or void the approval of the project or any permit authorized hereby for 
the project, including (without limitation) reimbursing the City its attorney fees and costs 
incurred in defense of the litigation. The City may, in its sole discretion, elect to defend 
any such action with attorneys of its choice. 

Any interested party may file an appeal of this approval within 10 days of the approval date. You 
may apply for a building permit after completion of the Single-Family Design Review 
procedure’s appeal period.  At the time of building permit submittal, you must provide a copy of 
this letter to the Building and Safety Division along with required plans. If you have any 
questions about building permit fees or the building permit process, please contact the Building 
and Safety Division at 925-931-5300 / buildingdivision@cityofpleasantonca.gov.  

Single-Family Design Review approval shall lapse and become void one year following the 
effective date of project approval, unless prior to the expiration of one year, a building permit is 
issued and construction is commenced and diligently pursued toward completion or an extension 
has been approved by the City. 

If you have any questions, please contact the Planning Division at 925-931-5600. 

Sincerely,

Eric Luchini 
Senior Planner/Zoning Administrator 
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From:
To: Natalie Amos
Cc:
Subject: 2986 Liberty proposed construction
Date: Saturday, February 28, 2026 4:25:10 PM

Hello,

My name is Nick Titangos.  My wife Lee Anne (CCed here) and I have owned and lived at  since
2013. I am very concerned about the potential of many years of road blockages, debris, odor and run off from
portable toilets, dust, pollution, noise, traffic and other impacts to the neighborhood as 2986 Liberty, which was
recently purchased by its new owners from Texas, sits directly on a very busy T intersection that half the
neighborhood passes through.  They use their garage for miscellaneous item storage only so there will be additional
impact to street parking during and after construction as well if the driveway is used as part of the construction
effort.

Please let me know if I can provide any more information, as I was friends with the house’s previous owners, Victor
and Michelle Gomez, and would be sad to see such a lovely house with a well thought out yard being suddenly and
dramatically expanded by recent buyers.

Thank you for your time,

Nick Titangos





























































































































From: Natalie Amos
To: "Nick 
Cc: Anne 
Subject: RE: 2986 Liberty proposed construction
Date: Tuesday, March 3, 2026 10:53:00 AM
Attachments: Ord. 1139.pdf
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Exhibit B 2986 Liberty Drive.pdf

Hi Mr. Titangos,

Thank you for your follow-up emails.

The City does not require Homeowners Association approval as part of its development review
process. HOAs are private entities, and the City does not monitor, oversee, or provide notification to
them regarding development applications. If HOA approval is required under private CC&Rs, it is the
responsibility of the property owner to obtain that approval directly from the HOA. You may wish to
contact the Shadow Cliff Village Homeowners Association directly regarding their internal processes,
though you seem to be familiar with it if you regularly attend meetings.

The project is being reviewed for compliance with the applicable development standards of the
Shadow Cliff Village PUD (PUD-83-16 and PUD-83-16-06m), approved by Ordinance No. 1139, as
well as the Pleasanton Municipal Code.

With respect to construction impacts:
All construction must adhere to City-adopted hours of operation.

Equipment storage must occur on-site and may not obstruct the public right-of-way without
proper authorization.

Public streets may not be blocked without an encroachment permit.

Contractors must comply with applicable safety, noise, stormwater, and debris-control

regulations.
Any equipment staged in the public right-of-way would require proper authorization and must

comply with local code requirements.
 
If issues arise during construction, they may be reported to Code Enforcement for follow-up.
 
This lot is somewhat unique within the subdivision. It is a larger corner lot, which provides additional
buildable area compared to many interior infill lots in the development that are generally constrained
to rear-yard expansions only. The proposal is being evaluated against the subdivision’s governing
standards, which establish allowable setbacks and development parameters.
 
The City’s review process evaluates compliance with adopted zoning and development standards.



Please let me know if you have additional questions regarding the applicable standards, or have
further questions/comments.

Take care,
Natalie

Natalie Amos, AGBP
Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department
D: 925-931-5613
O: 925-931-5600
namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

From: Nick T 
Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2026 1:54 AM
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>
Cc: Anne Lee 
Subject: Re: 2986 Liberty proposed construction

Hi Natalie,

I just remembered that we actually never received any notice from our HOA, Shadow Cliff
Village Homeowners Association regarding this. Could you please verify that our HOA was
informed and provided the necessary prior approvals for this project? Our next meeting is on
March 25th which I do attend, so I would like to understand if our HOA board have provided the
go ahead from their end. 

Thanks again!

Nick

On Mar 2, 2026, at 3:09 PM, Nick T > wrote:



Hello Natalie,
 
Thank you for the explanation and information. I am mostly taken back at the scale
of expansion on the existing structure. This would constitute an increase well over
55% to the existing square footage of the house (last listed at 1434 sqft), which,
even if that 816 sq ft addition is split between two floors, would be a huge change
to the house. As you can imagine I am wary of the duration of this proposed project
since it will most likely require adding foundation and other major earth moving
work. My kids walk and bicycle around the block when weather permits, and the
lot is not big enough to contain all the construction equipment without large heavy
machinery being stored overnight and weekends on the street and curb side that
can pose serious injury risk to children.
 
Our neighborhood, as a planned community built in the mid 80s, to my knowledge
has never seen anything this drastic done to a house, particularly by people, who I
heard from neighbors who are of similar background and thus know more, were
just recently trying to sell and relocate again but did not get the bids they were
hoping for. I don't know if they are doing this in order to increase the property value
for a larger profit when they try to sell it next.
 
Ultimately, I understand the city has a process to review and approve this so it is
not up to me. So I appreciate your time and attention in seeking the neighbors'
feedback.
 
Thank you,
 
Nick Titangos
 
On Mon, 2 Mar 2026 at 13:26, Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>
wrote:

Afternoon Mr. Titangos,

Thank you for your email regarding the proposed project at 2986 Liberty Drive. 

The project is currently under City review, and, if approved, would be subject to
standard Conditions of Approval and applicable state and local regulations
intended to minimize construction-related impacts.

For example, construction activities, including demolition, deliveries,



inspections, and related coordination, would be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00
p.m., Monday through Saturday. Aside from homeowner work, no construction
is permitted on Sundays or State or Federal holidays. Any request for extended
hours for specific activities (such as concrete pouring) would require approval
from the Director of Community and Economic Development. All construction
equipment must meet DMV noise standards and be properly muffled.

With respect to portable toilets and sanitation concerns, if any portable
toilets/sanitation units are used during construction, it must be located on the
project site and positioned as far as feasible from existing residences. They are
required to be set back at least ten feet from any street or gutter and at least 50
feet from any storm drain inlet. If a 50-foot separation from a storm drain inlet is
not feasible, Best Management Practices (BMPs), such as secondary
containment and protective barriers, must be implemented to prevent runoff
from entering the storm drain system. Portable toilets must also be secured to
prevent tipping and serviced regularly to prevent odor.

In addition, all construction must comply with the California Building Code and
applicable stormwater, dust-control, and debris-control requirements.
Contractors are responsible for maintaining a safe and orderly site, preventing
debris from entering the public right-of-way, and ensuring public streets are not
blocked without proper authorization. Construction-related parking must
comply with standard parking regulations.

The City enforces applicable codes and conditions of approval, and if the
project proceeds and issues arise during construction, concerns may be
reported to the Senior Code Enforcement Office, Mark Dennis, for follow-up.
We also encourage neighbors to communicate directly with property owners
regarding anticipated concerns, as early communication can often help
minimize misunderstandings and disruptions. 

Please feel free to contact me before 5p on March 4, 2026, if you have any
further questions or comments.

Thank you again for reaching out.

Kindest regards,
Natalie



Natalie Amos, AGBP
Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department
D: 925-931-5613 
O: 925-931-5600
namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov
 
City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566
  

-----Original Message-----
From: Nick T  
Sent: Saturday, February 28, 2026 4:25 PM
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>
Cc: Anne Lee 
Subject: 2986 Liberty proposed construction 

Hello,

My name is Nick Titangos.  My wife Lee Anne (CCed here) and I have owned and
lived at  since 2013. I am very concerned about the potential
of many years of road blockages, debris, odor and run off from portable toilets,
dust, pollution, noise, traffic and other impacts to the neighborhood as 2986
Liberty, which was recently purchased by its new owners from Texas, sits
directly on a very busy T intersection that half the neighborhood passes
through.  They use their garage for miscellaneous item storage only so there will
be additional impact to street parking during and after construction as well if the
driveway is used as part of the construction effort. 

Please let me know if I can provide any more information, as I was friends with
the house’s previous owners, Victor and Michelle Gomez, and would be sad to
see such a lovely house with a well thought out yard being suddenly and
dramatically expanded by recent buyers. 

Thank you for your time,

Nick Titangos



--
Regards,

Nick Titangos
M.S.I.E



From: Gioia i
To: Natalie Amos
Cc: Frank ; Michelle 
Subject: Re: PROJECT ADDRESS: 2986 LIBERTY DRIVE APPLICATION #: P26-0136
Date: Tuesday, March 3, 2026 2:41:23 PM

Hi Natalie,

Attached is a photo of the current view from our living room. The proposed construction
would fully obstruct our existing view, and restrict all current natural lighting between our
properties. 

On Tue, Mar 3, 2026 at 2:10 PM Gioia Tornaghi wrote:
Hi Natalie,

Thank you for the quick and thorough response. Our neighbors have already spoken with the
applicant and my understanding is that it wasn’t productive. As a result, we’d like to proceed
with a formal hearing. 

To clarify, our opposition is to any expansion/development of the property. 

Thanks,
Gioia 



On Tue, Mar 3, 2026 at 10:43 AM Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov> wrote:

Dear Ms. Tornaghi, Mr. Tornaghi, and others,

 

Thank you for your email regarding the proposed project at 2986 Liberty.

 

Attached please find a copy of the submitted plans, as requested.

 

The project was reviewed for compliance with the applicable development standards of the
subdivision and the Pleasanton Municipal Code. The subject property is located within the
Shadow Cliff Village PUD (PUD-83-16 and PUD-83-16-06m), originally approved by
Ordinance No. 1139 (attached for reference). The governing development standards for the
subdivision, including setback requirements and applicable site development standards, were
applied as part of the review process.

 

Based on the submitted plans:

The proposed addition is located on the west side of the property.
The addition is centrally positioned on the lot rather than extending directly toward the
rear property line.
No new windows are proposed on the south elevation facing Liberty Drive.

 

Your email indicates opposition to this project (single and second floor additions). For
clarification of the record, please confirm your opposition is to the specific design as proposed
or to any expansion/development of the property.

 

The Zoning Administrator will inquire whether any dialogue occurred between neighbors and
the applicant prior to scheduling a hearing. Providing an opportunity for discussion before a
hearing can demonstrate all parties have attempted to express their concerns and preferences to
work on any mitigation measures or design changes, in advance of a formal public process.

 

If you would like, I can inquire whether the applicant is open to connecting with those on this
email chain directly for a neighbor discussion prior to any formal hearing request being
scheduled. If this is of interest to you, please confirm I may share your email/contact
information with the applicant.

 

Please feel free to reach out if you have further questions after reviewing the attached plans and
confirm how you’d like to proceed by noon on Wednesday, March 4.



 

Kindest regards,
Natalie

 

 

From: Gioia Tornaghi  
Sent: Monday, March 2, 2026 7:48 PM
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>; Frank Tornaghi 
Michelle Tornaghi >; David Kluj 
Subject: PROJECT ADDRESS: 2986 LIBERTY DRIVE APPLICATION #: P26-0136

 

Hi Natalie,

 

We received the notice of the construction under approval for 2986 Liberty dr.

 

We are the neighbors who share a fence with/are right behind the property, (our address is
2906 Liberty Dr.) and we are very concerned and are in opposition to this project. 

 

We would like to request the scheduling of a hearing and have spoken with multiple
surrounding neighbors who have the same concerns.

 

Thank you,

Frank, Michelle, & Gioia Tornaghi 





View from living area (pay attention we already have limited light here due to a closely located fence):



  



View from our backyard:



On Tue, Mar 3, 2026 at 1:12 PM Alexander Utov  wrote:
Natalie, we have 4 windows looking towards north, which be in direct line with the
projected construction, and light from north side is the only light source in our kitchen and
living area. We never had a massive extension like this ever approved in Shadow Cliff
community, the only I know is 200 or 300 sqf and 1 story.  We have no windows looking to
the east due to easement with 2906, now we'll be also constrained from north side.  I dont
believe they will keep windows off center, which moves their south looking window in line
with our master bedroom. 

Absolutely unprecedented and massive construction in community that abides by original
home models and planning. 

Regards,

Alex

On Tue, Mar 3, 2026, 12:42 Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov> wrote:

Dear Ms. Utova and Mr. Utov,

 



Thank you for your email regarding the proposed additions at 2986 Liberty Drive.

 

The project was reviewed for compliance with the Shadow Cliff Village PUD (PUD-83-16 and
PUD-83-16-06m), approved by Ordinance No. 1139, as well as applicable provisions of the
Pleasanton Municipal Code. Attached are the proposed plans and referenced ordinance.

 

With respect to the items raised in your email:

 

The proposed addition is located on the west side of the subject property. Your property is
located to the south. Based on the orientation shown in the plans, the addition is positioned
adjacent to the street and north of your property. Sunlight rises in the east and sets in the west
and because the addition is not located south of your property, it would not typically be
positioned to block primary southern sun exposure. Additionally, the proposed addition is set
farther north on the lot than portions of the existing two-story structure.

 

The submitted plans do not show new windows on the south elevation facing your property. As
such, direct overlooking toward your home from new upper-story windows is not proposed.

 

Approximately 90% or more of the homes within the subdivision are two-story residences. The
proposal is being evaluated for consistency with the adopted setback and development standards
governing the subdivision.

The City does not evaluate or regulate potential property value impacts as part of development
review. Property values are market-based and subjective.

 

If approved, the project would be subject to standard Conditions of Approval, including
limitations on construction hours, stormwater protection measures, dust control, and compliance
with applicable building and safety codes.

 

The “Architectural Approval Requirements” referenced in your email do not originate from City
regulations. If such requirements stem from private HOA governing documents, they are
administered privately. The City does not require HOA action as part of its land use process.
Questions regarding HOA architectural review must be directed to your HOA directly.

 

After you have reviewed the plans, and if you still wish to formally request a hearing, as part of
that process, the Zoning Administrator will inquire whether there has been any prior



communication between neighbors and the applicant/property owner. Have either of you had
any contact with the property owner/applicant regarding the proposal? If so, please share that
outcome. If no, please confirm I may provide your contact information to the property owner so
they may reach out to you directly.

Please feel free to review the attached plans and contact me with any specific questions
regarding the proposed design or applicable standards. Please let me know how you’d like to
proceed by 5p on Wednesday, March 4.

Kindest regards,
Natalie

Natalie Amos, AGBP

Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department

D: 925-931-5613

O: 925-931-5600

namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

From: Ekaterina Utova 
Sent: Monday, March 2, 2026 8:28 PM
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>
Cc: Alexander Utov 
Subject: Formal Objection Regarding Proposed Addition at 2986 Liberty Drive – Application P26-
0136



 

Dear Ms. Amos,

We submit this letter as a formal objection to Application #P26-0136 for the
proposed two-story addition at 

Based on the information provided, the proposed development would materially
and adversely affect our property and appears inconsistent with both the
character of the neighborhood and the governing architectural standards
applicable to the Project.

1. Impact on Light and Outlook

Loss of Natural Light:
The proposed two-story extension appears to substantially block sunlight to our
main living areas and garden. The scale and positioning of the addition would
result in overshadowing, reducing natural light that we currently enjoy.

Dominance and Enclosure:
The height and massing of the structure appear excessive relative to the existing
homes in the area. The extension would create a sense of dominance and
enclosure, producing an oppressive “tunnel effect” between properties rather than
maintaining the open character typical of this single-family neighborhood.

2. Direct Overlooking and Loss of Privacy

Direct Overlooking:
We are particularly concerned about new upper-floor windows that would directly
face our master bedroom and main living spaces.

Loss of Privacy:
The proximity of the extension would allow visibility into areas of our home that
were previously private and shielded. The proposed structure appears too close to
the property line and would materially impact our reasonable expectation of
privacy.

3. Character of the Area

This neighborhood consists of single-family homes and is not designed or
characterized as townhouse-style development. None of the homes in the
immediate vicinity have been extended in such an intrusive manner. The
proposed addition appears inconsistent with the established scale, spacing, and
architectural harmony of the area.

4. Impact on Property Value

The cumulative effects of reduced light, loss of privacy, visual dominance, and
change in neighborhood character may negatively affect the value and
marketability of our property.





From: Michelle 
To: Natalie Amos
Cc: Gioia
Subject: Concerns about proposed remodel of 2986 Liberty Drive.
Date: Saturday, March 7, 2026 2:54:35 PM
Attachments: Screenshot 2026-03-07 at 1.30.27PM.png

Hi Natalie,

We received the notice of hearing scheduled for Wednesday, March 18 at 10:00 AM. I will be attending the video meeting and would like to request time on the agenda to speak about my
concerns as the owner of the home directly behind the proposed two-story addition.

My concerns include the following:

1. Loss of sunlight and open space – The two-story addition will significantly reduce natural sunlight to my already small back patio and block my open sky view, leaving us facing a large
wall.

2. Loss of privacy – The taller structure built so close to the lot line will greatly reduce our family’s privacy.

3. Health and safety during construction – My daughter lives in the home and is expecting her second child soon. The close proximity of construction raises concerns about exposure to
dust, insulation, roofing materials, and other potentially harmful debris in the yard where young children will be playing.





4. Noise impact – Extended construction noise will be disruptive and potentially harmful for a newborn and toddler. As a speech and audiology professional, I am particularly concerned
about noise levels exceeding safe guidelines.

5. Safety and privacy for children – Workers on a second story would have direct sightlines into our yard where my grandchildren play, raising safety and privacy concerns.

6. Neighborhood character – This large two-story addition does not align with the original design and scale of the neighborhood, which was intended for smaller homes and open yard
space.

7. Precedent for overdevelopment – Allowing one home to maximize lot coverage may encourage similar expansions, changing the open, family-oriented feel of the neighborhood.

8. Length and disruption of construction – Projects of this scale often last a year or more. The prolonged disruption will negatively affect nearby families and daily life.

9. Property value impact – A structure that blocks light, privacy, and open views could negatively affect the value and future marketability of our home.

10. I am concerned with the loss of peace, tranquility, and pleasure of the use of my backyard during the lengthy remod process and afterward with obstructive sunlight, view, and
privacy. 

Please include me on the agenda to speak at the March 18 hearing.

Thank you,  
Michelle Tornaghi  



From: Natalie Amos
To: JAIRO 
Subject: RE: Application #P26-0136
Date: Wednesday, March 4, 2026 10:01:00 AM
Attachments: Exhibit B 2986 Liberty Drive.pdf
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Dear Mr. Gomez,

Thank you for your email regarding the proposed project. Apologies for the delayed response; your
message was routed to my junk email folder and was not immediately visible.

With respect to your concerns about potential impacts on property values, the City cannot evaluate
property values as part of the land use review process. Property values are subjective and are not a
standard under the Pleasanton Municipal Code or applicable State law for evaluating development
applications. Project review is conducted based on adopted zoning regulations and other applicable
objective standards.

Regarding the notification timeframe, the public notice period provided for this application is
consistent with the requirements of the Pleasanton Municipal Code and applicable Government
Code provisions. The City is required to follow established noticing procedures to ensure due
process, and those procedures have been satisfied. Each public comment received is considered as
part of the review process. A single comment is weighed the same as multiple comments. The
number of responses does not determine the level of consideration given to an issue.

At this time, the public comment period will not be extended, as the City must adhere to established
procedural requirements and timelines. However, a Zoning Administrator hearing has been requested
and will be scheduled for this project. Information of the hearing date/time and instructions on how to
participate will be provided to those who have contacted me, in accordance with City requirements,
and those individuals will have an opportunity for public comment at that time.

Attached are the proposed plans. If you have specific questions regarding the proposal or would like
clarification on any aspect of the review process, please feel free to contact me again.

Kindest regards,
Natalie

Natalie Amos, AGBP
Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department
D: 925-931-5613
O: 925-931-5600
namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov



City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

From: JAIRO GOMEZ 
Sent: Monday, March 2, 2026 11:00 PM
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>
Subject: Application #P26-0136

Dear Natalie,

My name is Jairo Gomez, and I am writing to express my concerns about the
proposal. I am worried that it could negatively impact property values within our
neighborhood. Additionally, the proposal may alter the aesthetics of our
neighborhood. It would significantly detract from the visual appeal that makes our
area unique.

Another concern is the short timeframe for responding to this proposal. Many
neighbors, due to travel, work obligations, or other circumstances, have not had
sufficient opportunity to review the details and formulate thoughtful questions or
concerns. A low turnout should not be interpreted as indifference, but rather as a
result of inadequate time to participate.

To address these issues, I suggest extending the response period to at least 30 days,
organizing a neighborhood meeting to facilitate open discussion, and providing more
detailed information about the proposal so residents can offer informed feedback.
These steps would help ensure that all voices are heard and that any decisions made
truly reflect the community's interests.

Sincerely,

Jairo Gomez





     





From: Gioia 
To: Natalie Amos
Subject: Re: 2986 Liberty Drive - Zoning Administrator Hearing
Date: Monday, March 9, 2026 10:29:09 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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Thank you for following up, and please keep me posted as soon as it becomes available
because we are creating flyers for our neighbors to properly inform them of the project and
hearing details.

Thanks,
Gioia 

On Mon, Mar 9, 2026 at 10:20 AM Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov> wrote:

Hi Gioia,

 

Thank you for the update. I hope the conversation with Shrihari and his wife was productive.

 

You are welcome to share the hearing day, time, and method of meeting with others who may be
interested in attending. Our administrative staff are currently working through meeting setup items
in the order they are received and based on priority, as we are short staffed. The meeting link will
be circulated once it becomes available; however, the link will only be active at the time of the
hearing.

 

Kindest regards,
Natalie

 

 

Natalie Amos, AGBP

Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department

D: 925-931-5613

O: 925-931-5600

namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

 



City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

From: Gioia Tornaghi 
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 9:54 AM
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>
Subject: Re: 2986 Liberty Drive - Zoning Administrator Hearing

Thank you, Natalie.

We did speak with Shrihari and his wife over the weekend.

Can you please provide an eta for when the link will be available, so that I can share it with
other neighbors who would like to attend and voice their concerns.

Thank you,

Gioia

On Mon, Mar 9, 2026 at 9:41 AM Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov> wrote:

Morning Gioia,

Shrihari, owner of 2986 Liberty Drive, can be reached at between 5:30 p.m. and
8:00 p.m. He is aware you may be contacting him to discuss the application. Please do not share
his personal contact information with others, as his consent to provide it was only for those who
specifically requested it.



Zoning Administrator hearings are open to the public. However, additional noticing is not
conducted for hearings of this type, as the hearing was scheduled in response to a request rather
than through the standard public noticing process. Once the meeting link is available, you are
welcome to share it with others who may wish to attend virtually.

Kindest regards,
Natalie

Natalie Amos, AGBP

Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department

D: 925-931-5613

O: 925-931-5600

namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

From: Gioia Tornaghi 
Sent: Friday, March 6, 2026 1:59 PM
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>
Subject: Re: 2986 Liberty Drive - Zoning Administrator Hearing

Hi Natalie,



Thank you for the update, we plan on attending on March 18th. Can any of the neighbors
in our neighborhood attend the hearing as well? 

 

Are you able to provide the contact info for the neighbors at 2986 Liberty Dr. so we can
speak to them directly ahead of the hearing?

 

Thanks,

Gioia 

 

On Fri, Mar 6, 2026 at 1:28 PM Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov> wrote:

Afternoon all,

 

A Zoning Administrator hearing has been scheduled for Wednesday, March 18, at 10:00 a.m.
The hearing will be conducted virtually and will not be held in-person.

 

A link to participate will be sent within the next week and will include details on how the
meeting will be conducted, as well as the allotted time for public comment. The Zoning
Administrator will have the plans, emails and photos which have been submitted for
consideration.

 

As a reminder, HOA action is not part of the City process and is a separate civil matter.

 

Kindest regards,

Natalie

 

 

 

Natalie Amos, AGBP

Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department

D: 925-931-5613



O: 925-931-5600

namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566



From: Michelle
To: Natalie Amos
Subject: Concern over proposed noise levels during a two story construction
Date: Friday, March 13, 2026 9:10:08 AM
Attachments: IMG_9328.png

Dear Natalie, 

I am a veteran speech & hearing specialist.  I own . 
I am extremely concerned about the impact of a potential  construction site at 2986 Liberty drive. My daughter and her soon to be newborn and two year old toddler live at our home  
referenced two story home. We only have a 10 feet set back from the proposed back yard construction site which would mean decibel levels during construction will be louder than safety guidelines. Research also
documents that excessive high levels of hammering, sawing, and jackhammering can cause hearing loss and neurological damage to small and underdeveloped ears. 
See below. 







This closely developed neighborhood with homes only 10 feet apart was not meant nor originally developed for large scale  remodeling and expansions in such tight living conditions. 

Please consider this and the effects on two small children when making your decisions. 

I will monitor this project closely if passed and make sure all safety guidelines are followed strictly for the safety of the children. 

Michelle Tornaghi



From: Gioia 
To: Natalie Amos
Subject: Re: 2986 Liberty Drive - Zoning Administrator Hearing
Date: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 2:46:14 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Hi Natalie,

Providing an update for you:

- The Mayor of Pleasanton, Jack Balch, will be meeting with myself and a group of
additional concerned neighbors this Thursday at 4 pm in person at our homes to discuss the
impact of this project and seek his guidance for how to best proceed with our opposition. 

- We will be attending the Shadow Cliff HOA Board meeting March 25th at 6:30 pm, to
present our concerns, specifically as it relates to our neighborhood’s Covenants, Conditions,
& Restrictions (CC&Rs)

Please see our neighborhood’s CC&Rs attached, and pay specific attention to Section 12 -
Architectural Control. 

Also attached are photos demonstrating 
how current lot spacing and visual balance between homes would be significantly impacted. 

Zoning administrator Hearing statement:

I would like to share ahead of time that my statement for the hearing will include the
following: 

Section 12.1 of Shadow Cliff CC&Rs requires that all exterior additions be reviewed and
approved by the Architectural Committee based on several factors, including the harmony of
the design with surrounding structures and the effect of the location of proposed
construction on nearby lots.

The proposed addition raises significant concerns under these standards.

First, the scale of an approximately 800 square foot rear expansion would materially alter
the existing massing pattern of homes in the neighborhood. Rear yard spaces currently
maintain a consistent sense of openness and visual balance between homes. A substantial
extension of this size risks disrupting the architectural harmony referenced in Section 12.1.

Second, the CC&Rs explicitly allow the Committee to consider the effect of the proposed
construction on nearby lots. A large rear addition could significantly affect adjacent
properties by altering views, reducing natural light, and increasing the visual presence of the
structure when viewed from neighboring yards and windows.

Third, approval of a project of this scale could establish a precedent for similar expansions



throughout the community. Section 12.1 gives the Committee broad authority to consider
any factors relating to the impact of proposed construction, and maintaining the established
character and spatial relationships within the neighborhood is an important consideration.

For these reasons, I respectfully request that the Zoning Administrator and the City of
Pleasanton’s Planning Division carefully evaluate whether the proposed expansion is
consistent with the CC&Rs and the overall architectural harmony of the Shadow Cliff
community.

Thank you,
Gioia

On Mon, Mar 9, 2026 at 10:28 AM Gioia Tornaghi > wrote:
Thank you for following up, and please keep me posted as soon as it becomes available
because we are creating flyers for our neighbors to properly inform them of the project and
hearing details. 

Thanks,
Gioia 

On Mon, Mar 9, 2026 at 10:20 AM Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov> wrote:

Hi Gioia,

 

Thank you for the update. I hope the conversation with Shrihari and his wife was productive.

 

You are welcome to share the hearing day, time, and method of meeting with others who may be
interested in attending. Our administrative staff are currently working through meeting setup
items in the order they are received and based on priority, as we are short staffed. The meeting
link will be circulated once it becomes available; however, the link will only be active at the
time of the hearing.

 

Kindest regards,
Natalie

 

 

Natalie Amos, AGBP

Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department

D: 925-931-5613

O: 925-931-5600



namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

From: Gioia Tornaghi 
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 9:54 AM
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>
Subject: Re: 2986 Liberty Drive - Zoning Administrator Hearing

Thank you, Natalie.

We did speak with Shrihari and his wife over the weekend.

Can you please provide an eta for when the link will be available, so that I can share it
with other neighbors who would like to attend and voice their concerns.

Thank you,

Gioia

On Mon, Mar 9, 2026 at 9:41 AM Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov> wrote:

Morning Gioia,

Shrihari, owner of 2986 Liberty Drive, can be reached at  between 5:30 p.m.
and 8:00 p.m. He is aware you may be contacting him to discuss the application. Please do not



share his personal contact information with others, as his consent to provide it was only for
those who specifically requested it.

Zoning Administrator hearings are open to the public. However, additional noticing is not
conducted for hearings of this type, as the hearing was scheduled in response to a request
rather than through the standard public noticing process. Once the meeting link is available,
you are welcome to share it with others who may wish to attend virtually.

Kindest regards,
Natalie

Natalie Amos, AGBP

Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department

D: 925-931-5613

O: 925-931-5600

namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

From: Gioia Tornaghi 
Sent: Friday, March 6, 2026 1:59 PM
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>
Subject: Re: 2986 Liberty Drive - Zoning Administrator Hearing



Hi Natalie,

 

Thank you for the update, we plan on attending on March 18th. Can any of the
neighbors in our neighborhood attend the hearing as well? 

 

Are you able to provide the contact info for the neighbors at 2986 Liberty Dr. so we can
speak to them directly ahead of the hearing? 

 

Thanks,

Gioia 

 

On Fri, Mar 6, 2026 at 1:28 PM Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov> wrote:

Afternoon all,

 

A Zoning Administrator hearing has been scheduled for Wednesday, March 18, at 10:00
a.m. The hearing will be conducted virtually and will not be held in-person.

 

A link to participate will be sent within the next week and will include details on how the
meeting will be conducted, as well as the allotted time for public comment. The Zoning
Administrator will have the plans, emails and photos which have been submitted for
consideration.

 

As a reminder, HOA action is not part of the City process and is a separate civil matter.

 

Kindest regards,

Natalie

 

 

 

Natalie Amos, AGBP



Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department

D: 925-931-5613

O: 925-931-5600

namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566



From: Shrihari
To: Natalie Amos
Cc: Kurt
Subject: FORMAL COMPLAINT: Procedural Interference and Hijacking of Public Process – 2986 Liberty Drive (Zoning

Administrator Hearing)
Date: Wednesday, March 11, 2026 2:06:28 PM

Hi Natalie,

   While I wait for the earlier query response,  In the light of my bad experiences recently,
decided to file a formal written note on my concerns about some recent developments in the
community.

Subject: FORMAL COMPLAINT: Procedural Interference and Hijacking of Public
Process – 2986 Liberty Drive (Zoning Administrator Hearing)

To: City Administrator / City of Pleasanton Planning Department

From: Shrihari Achayath, 2986 Liberty Dr

Date: March 11, 2026

Dear City Administrator,

I am writing to formally document a serious concern regarding the integrity of the public hearing
process for my proposed home extension at 2986 Liberty Dr. My project is currently targeted
by a "hijack attempt" that utilizes documented harassment and a coordinated misinformation
campaign to incite fear and "mob mentality" within the community.

1. Manufactured Fear via Economic Misinformation Anonymous flyers have been
distributed throughout the neighborhood using alarmist language to incite fear of a loss in
property value—a claim that is mathematically and logically false. Real estate appraisals in
Pleasanton rely on "comparables" of similar square footage; by expanding my home according
to City Code, I am raising the neighborhood’s price ceiling. Unfortunately, this misinformation
has caused residents to oppose the project out of ungrounded financial fear rather than
planning facts. Furthermore, the flyers feature photos of my private residence without
permission, creating a potential security risk for my family.

2. HOA Abetment and Unprecedented "Multi-Casting" The Shadow Cliffs HOA has
compromised its neutrality by sending an unprecedented community-wide email "urging"
residents to attend the City hearing. I have formally complained to the HOA regarding their
deviation from fiduciary neutrality and their selective enforcement. Specifically:

Administrative Bias: The HOA took the unprecedented step of multicasting my private
extension plans to the entire community while simultaneously allowing anonymous flyer
solicitation to occur in a community where such solicitations are strictly prohibited.

The Timing: This official email was broadcast to the entire community immediately
following the distribution of the deceptive flyers.

The Effect: This timing effectively validated an anonymous harassment campaign and
"added fuel to the fire," recruiting opposition from neighbors who are not even within the
legal notification radius.

Initial Good Faith Review: I submitted my plans to the HOA prior to the City
application. The Architecture Review Committee raised no concerns and instructed me
to proceed with City permits first to ensure code compliance. Seems like a couple of



concerned neighbors were able to influence the HOA decision to send out a mail to
create more noise during the hearing which is unprecedented.

3. Validity of Opposition Outside the Notification Radius Because this campaign was
driven by economic misinformation, many recruited neighbors may cite secondary "planning
reasons" or "neighborhood character" as a pretext for their opposition. I urge the City to
recognize that testimony from residents outside the legal notification radius—who were
recruited via this "multi-casting" of misinformation—should not be given the same weight as
immediate neighbors. I am afraid most of them are driven by the false propaganda that this will
cause property value loss for them. Their presence is a product of administrative overreach
and fear-mongering, not a direct impact of the project on their own properties.

4. Basis of Opposition: Harassment and Falsehoods The opposition is rooted in
documented hostile conduct. On March 2, 2026, a neighbor (Ms. Ekaterina Utova,2902 Liberty
Dr.) illegally entered my home without consent, shouting at my wife in front of my minor saying
things like “Are you crazy “ after entering our home without permission. Despite my urging for a
peaceful discussion, she stormed out, slamming our front door. (captured on Ring
video).Furthermore, the flyers claim a "loss of privacy" despite our plans featuring zero
windows on the second-story side facing the adjacent property—a fact the neighbor has
already verified but continues to misrepresent in the “anonymous” flyers.

5. Request for Administrative Review I have remained a compliant resident, following
every City procedure. I request that the City evaluate this project based on the Pleasanton City
Code and objective architectural facts, rather than the manufactured noise of a recruited
opposition that has bypassed the City’s established legal notification protocols.

Sincerely,

Shrihari Achayath 2986 Liberty Dr, Pleasanton, CA

-- 
-Thanks & Regards,

Shrihari.A

"Twenty years from now you will be more disappointed by the things that you didn't do than
by the ones you did do. So throw off the bowlines. Sail away from the safe harbor. Catch the
trade winds in your sails. Explore. Dream. Discover."

Mark Twain



From: Shrihar
To: Natalie Amos
Cc: Kur
Subject: Re: 2986 Liberty - Invoice
Date: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 10:16:33 PM
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Hi Natalie,

I wanted to provide some context for my previous question regarding the distribution of the virtual hearing information

After the city’s notice was sent out, one of the adjacent neighbors came to our home with the notice in hand and entered the house without permission before speaking with us in a confrontational manner  Since then, flyers have also been left at several nearby homes stating that the project could negatively impact property values and
encouraging others to get involved

Because of this, it appears there may be an effort to bring in individuals who are outside the city’s official notification radius for the project

Looks like they have friends in HoA and got it broadcasted through an email to the entire distribution list  The below text was sent out in email to all residents of the community yesterday !

I wanted to clarify one concern regarding the upcoming virtual hearing  My understanding is that the city’s notification requirement applies to neighbors within the specified radius (390 / 500 feet) of the property

I am concerned that sharing the meeting information more broadly may result in participation from individuals who are not within the notification radius  My worry is that this could unintentionally lead to unnecessary crowding or disruption during the hearing

If it is not legally required to notify or include neighbors outside the designated radius, I would respectfully request that the meeting information be shared only with those residents who fall within the required notification area  This may help ensure the hearing remains focused and orderly

Kindly let me know

Thank you 

Shrihari

On Tue, Mar 10, 2026 at 5:08 PM Shrihari Achayath wrote:
Hi Natalie,

Is the virtual meeting open to everyone, or only for those who raised the concern in the stipulated timeline ? Just trying to understand the process

Thanks,
Shrihari

On Mon, Mar 9, 2026 at 10:20 AM Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca gov> wrote:

Thank you, Shrihari  I hope it was a productive meeting

Natalie Amos, AGBP

Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department

D: 925-931-5613

O: 925-931-5600

namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

From: Shrihari Achayath
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 10 03 AM
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca gov>
Cc: Kurt Hereld
Subject: Re: 2986 Liberty - Invoice

Hi Natalie,

We actually connected with Gioia Tornaghi and my wife has exchanged numbers  But no problem in sharing mine too

Thanks,

Shrihari

On Mon, Mar 9, 2026 at 9:27 AM Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca gov> wrote:

Hi Shrihari,

The neighbor requesting to connect with you is Gioia Tornaghi, who indicated they reside at  I will share your phone number and preferred time of contact with them, and anyone else excluding Ekaterina and Alex as you requested

Take care,

Natalie

Natalie Amos, AGBP

Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department

D: 925-931-5613

O: 925-931-5600

namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

From: Shrihari Achayath < > 
Sent: Thursday, March 5, 2026 1:38 PM
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca gov>
Cc: Kurt Hereld 
Subject: Re: 2986 Liberty - Invoice

Hi Natalie,

May I know which neighbor requested this information before it is shared? Please do not get me wrong  I ask because we had a difficult experience after the city sent out the notice to neighbors

One of the neighbors came to our home with the notice in hand  My elderly mother, who is visiting us, opened the door, and before we could come to the door, the person entered the home without permission or asking my mother and began yelling things like “Are you crazy?” at my wife for trying to extend the home  They
created a scene in front of my children and my mother and did not respond to my repeated requests to calm down  The person also said things such as, “We will hire a lawyer and you will have to pay for our lawyer too  You will see,” and then left  slamming our front door hard

Because of that experience, I would not feel comfortable sharing my personal contact information with that individual or engaging with them directly, as I am unsure what kind of behavior to expect  The only reason I did not pursue a police report at the time was because we ultimately have to continue living in the same
community  I do have Ring camera recordings showing the person arriving with the notice and leaving a few minutes later after the incident

I am perfectly fine sharing my contact number with other neighbors  Any neighbor (except Ekaterina Utova and her spouse, Alex Utov, from ) may contact me at + outside of office hours, preferably after 5:30PM and before 8PM, and I would be happy to explain the project and answer any
questions  If it is them who wanted the number, I have to think about it





Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department

D: 925-931-5613

O: 925-931-5600

namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

From: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2026 8:26 AM
To: Kurt Hereld < >
Subject: Re: 2986 Liberty - Invoice

Hi Kurt,

Apologies for the rough voicemail I left this morning, and then my phone decided I was done and ended the call  I'm working remotely today and was calling to inform you of neighborhood opposition with the proposed project at 2986 Liberty  A request for a hearing has been made by a handful of neighbors, though I'll be
sending them the plans to review and requesting they review them and reconnect to discuss before proceeding with a hearing request

I'll reconnect with you once I've had an opportunity to have further dialogue with the those requesting the hearing  Please let me know if you'd like me to connect with the property owners to give them a status update or if you want to connect with them as there likely won't be a resolution in the next couple of days

Take care,

Natalie

Natalie Amos, AGBP

Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department

D: 925-931-5613

O: 925-931-5600

namos@cityofpleasantonca gov

City of Pleasanton | P O  Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

From: Kurt Hereld
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2026 4:16 PM
To: Natalie Amos
Subject: Re: 2986 Liberty - Invoice

Here you go Natalie  thanks for your help

The Owner is taking care of the invoice  hopefully tomorrow

Kurt

On Mon, Feb 23, 2026 at 1:46 PM Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca gov> wrote:

Hi Kurt,

The only thing I would need from you is to have you sign the portion on the application form for the digital plan release (page 2) and return it to me  Attached is the invoice for payment either by phone at 925-931-5630 or during in-person hours (Mondays 9a-4p or Tues/Weds/Thurs 9a-1p)

Thanks,

Natalie

Natalie Amos, AGBP

Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department

D: 925-931-5613

O: 925-931-5600

namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

--

-Thanks & Regards,

Shrihari A

"Twenty years from now you will be more disappointed by the things that you didn't do than by the ones you did do  So throw off the bowlines  Sail away from the safe harbor  Catch the trade winds in your sails  Explore  Dream  Discover "

Mark Twain

--

-Thanks & Regards,

Shrihari A

"Twenty years from now you will be more disappointed by the things that you didn't do than by the ones you did do  So throw off the bowlines  Sail away from the safe harbor  Catch the trade winds in your sails  Explore  Dream  Discover "

Mark Twain

--

-Thanks & Regards,

Shrihari A

"Twenty years from now you will be more disappointed by the things that you didn't do than by the ones you did do  So throw off the bowlines  Sail away from the safe harbor  Catch the trade winds in your sails  Explore  Dream  Discover "

Mark Twain

-- 
-Thanks & Regards,

Shrihari A

"Twenty years from now you will be more disappointed by the things that you didn't do than by the ones you did do  So throw off the bowlines  Sail away from the safe harbor  Catch the trade winds in your sails  Explore  Dream  Discover "

Mark Twain

-- 
-Thanks & Regards,



Shrihari A

"Twenty years from now you will be more disappointed by the things that you didn't do than by the ones you did do  So throw off the bowlines  Sail away from the safe harbor  Catch the trade winds in your sails  Explore  Dream  Discover "

Mark Twain



From: Natalie Amos
To: "Michelle 
Subject: RE: Another remod quest
Date: Monday, March 16, 2026 10:10:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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Hi Michelle,

There have been properties within the Shadow Cliffs subdivision that have expanded or created new
second-floor space and windows over time. However, the City’s readily accessible digital records
primarily date back to approximately 2011. At this time, we do not have the resources available to
conduct a comprehensive search of archived permit files in our storage facility prior to that date.

If you would like to review permit history for properties in the neighborhood from May 2011-current
2026, you are welcome to search available records through Building and Safety Division permits,
which allows the public to look up permits by address.

Please also know the comments and materials you have submitted have been provided to the Zoning
Administrator.

Kindest regards,
Natalie

Natalie Amos, AGBP
Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department
D: 925-931-5613
O: 925-931-5600
namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

From: Michelle Tornaghi 
Sent: Wednesday, March 4, 2026 1:01 PM
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>
Subject: Another remod quest



Hi Natalie,
I sent you an email yesterday about the card we received in the mail about the request for
remodel and addition to a two-story home right behind our home at . I hope
you saw the pictures and how it would impact our natural light to the left of our yard. We
already have their entire whole house blocking any kind of natural light or privacy to the middle
back of our yard. And we have a small section of natural light to the right of their house. It
seems a little bit excessive that they want to take out 2/3 of our natural light and privacy. I
believe that is a bit selfish.

My question to you and I hope you reply back is, is there any other two-story construction that
was requested and permitted in our small shadow cliff community with Homes built so close
to one another??If so, I would like the addresses so I can view these homes and the impact it is
made on these families myself. My daughter who is living in the home presently has a toddler
and a newborn to arrive in two months. Living through the hassle of the next-door
constructionconstruction of a two-story home that could take over a year to complete would
be quite a hardship to her and a small growing family, with all the noise, dust,  lack of privacy,
and  lack of natural light. I truly believe that a two-story addition is not being neighborly or
community conscious in our small shadow cliff neighborhood. There is going to be a
homeowners association meeting for the neighborhood at The end of March, and this matter
will be brought up to the community and the board. I am sure there will be many more upset
family members than just the two that are impacted directly. I ask you and your department to
please reconsider,  and  not allow this remodel addition to be approved. If you have any
questions, please contact me. 
Michelle Tornaghi 



From: POD
To:
Cc: Alfredo Vasquez; Natalie Amos
Subject: Re: City Clerk Form submitted on City of Pleasanton
Date: Monday, March 16, 2026 1:52:28 PM
Attachments: Ord. 1139.pdf

Afternoon Michelle,

Your email inquiry submitted to the planner-on-duty (POD) account was forwarded to me for a
response. The POD account receives a high volume of general inquiries, and it can take some
time for items to be routed to the appropriate staff member. I am responding through the POD
account to maintain continuity within this email thread.

As referenced in the March 3 email to you and your family members, Ordinance 1139 outlines
the development standards applicable to this subdivision. The referenced ordinance, attached,
was also included in the March 3 email. As in the previous email, the proposed project exceeds
the minimum requirements and remains below the maximum standards for rear and side yard
setbacks, building separation, height, and floor area ratio applicable to this development.

With regard to views and sunlight that you raised, the City of Pleasanton does not have sky
view or view easements.

Any construction activity is required to adhere to Best Management Practices established
under the California Building Code, which address items such as dust and debris control.
These requirements are overseen and enforced by the City’s Building and Safety Division. In
addition, construction activity must comply with the noise standards outlined in the
Pleasanton Municipal Code. @Alfredo Vasquez, Senior Building Inspector, please provide
Michelle with information on Building’s requirements for dust and debris control for additions
to single-family homes.

If you have further questions, please email me directly.
 
The communication chain below will also be included in the project record and provided to the
Zoning Administrator.
 
Kindest regards,
Natalie

Planner on Duty  
Planning Division, Community & Economic Development Department 
D: 925-931-5600  
C: 925-437-4009 
pod@cityofpleasantonca.gov 

  
City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566 





Planning Division, Community & Economic Development Department 
D: 925-931-5600  
C: 925-437-4009 
pod@cityofpleasantonca.gov 

  
City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566 

   

Permit Center In-Person Hours 
Mondays: 9 am to 4 pm
Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays: 9 am to 1 pm
Fridays: Closed

From: City of Pleasanton <noReply@www.cityofpleasantonca.gov>
Sent: Saturday, March 7, 2026 2:26 PM
To: Pleasanton City Clerk <pleasantoncityclerk@cityofpleasantonca.gov>
Subject: City Clerk Form submitted on City of Pleasanton

Your
Name

Michelle Tornaghi

Your
Email

Subject Request for R1 building codes for addition of a one story
to two story

Message Hi
I would like to request height guidelines, side and back
yard set Backs, and floor ratios for a two story remod in
shadow Cliffs. And all remod building codes. Plus any
guidelines for noise, dust, and debris.
Thank you!



From: Natalie Amos
To: Craig 
Cc: Ekaterina 
Subject: RE: Comments on Application P26-0136, 2986 Liberty Drive
Date: Monday, March 16, 2026 3:55:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png

Good afternoon Craig,

Thank you for your email and for taking the time to provide comments regarding the proposed project
at 2986 Liberty Drive. Your communication has been provided to the Zoning Administrator and will be
included in the project record.

Regarding views, the City of Pleasanton does not have view or sky easements between private
properties. Any such easements would typically be private agreements recorded on a property’s title,
if they exist.

As you noted, the Planning Division does not oversee and/or enforce Building or Fire Code
requirements. Additionally, the Planning Division does not require or approve construction drawings,
as our review is limited to applicable Planning standards. The plans submitted for Planning review are
used to evaluate compliance with items such as setbacks, building height, building separation, floor
area ratio, and other applicable Planning requirements. Detailed construction drawings are prepared
and submitted later as part of the Building and Safety Divisions construction permit process, after a
project has received a Planning entitlement. The construction permit process has different submittal
requirements and is overseen by the City’s Building and Safety Division.

It is the responsibility of the property owner and their design professionals to ensure all applicable
Building and Fire Code requirements are identified and addressed as part of the construction permit
process and to conduct their due diligence regarding the potential costs associated with
construction.

For projects such as this, Planning approval is required prior to Building’s permit process, and all
active Building and Fire Codes in effect at the time of Building Permit submittal will be applied during
plan check by the City’s Building and Safety Division and Fire Department staff. Building permits for
projects of this nature are often submitted one to three years after Planning approval, at which time
the applicable codes and requirements will be reviewed and enforced by those divisions.

If you would like confirmation or clarification regarding your interpretations of Building or Fire Code
requirements, I would encourage you to share your email with the City’s Chief Building Official and
Fire Marshal, as they are the appropriate staff to have that dialogue with directly to address those
matters. Additionally, I would also encourage you to share your concerns regarding potential
construction costs or requirements associated with the project directly with the property owner, so



they are aware of the considerations you have raised.

Thank you again for providing your comments.

Kindest regards,
Natalie

Natalie Amos, AGBP
Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department
D: 925-931-5613
O: 925-931-5600
namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

From: Craig Mayer 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2026 10:23 AM
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>
Cc: Ekaterina Utova 
Subject: Comments on Application P26-0136, 2986 Liberty Drive

Good Morning Ms. Amos,
I appreciated your email message about the upcoming Zoning Administrator hearing. I may
have a scheduling conflict that will prevent my participation. However, I was pleased to see in
your message that it is not too late to provide additional emails and communications.

While I understand the Planning Division does do not have the primary responsibility for
enforcing the building and fire code requirements of the Pleasanton Municipal Code, I am
concerned that the project architect may not have identified all applicable code requirements
for the property owner, or reviewed the most current adopted codes. It is important that the
owners have a complete understanding of all applicable code requirements, and the
associated costs, before deciding whether to proceed with the project.

I am concerned about this proposed large addition because I own the home at 
. I have lived at this address since June 1987. For almost forty years I have enjoyed the

view of the ridgeline north of Dublin through the patio door in my upstairs master bedroom,



and from my balcony. I have that view through the side yards between the homes across the
street from me, at  and  Liberty Drive. The right side of my view is currently limited
by the existing south wall and roof line of the home at 2986 Liberty Drive. The construction of
the proposed two story addition to the west side of that home will eliminate this view of the
ridgeline.

I want to call your attention to the following incorrect or missing information in the box
labeled "Project Data," in the upper right corner of Sheet A-1 (as received by the Planning
Division on 2/23/26): 

1. The "Code Data" in this box currently includes the statement, "Fire Sprinklers: No."
However, it appears that Pleasanton Municipal Code Section 20.24.160 903.2 3.a will
require the installation of fire sprinklers in both the existing residence and proposed
addition. That is because the modification will result in a 50 percent or greater increase
to the original approved floor area of the existing residence. (Using the areas provided
by the architect in the "Project Data" box, an 816 square feet addition to the existing
1,400 square feet is a 58 percent increase.)

 

2. The "Applicable Codes" information cites the 2022 editions of the California Codes.
Much of this information is incorrect. Pleasanton Ordinance Number 2299, which
adopted later versions of (and amended) many of the codes, is dated 10/21/25. It
became effective on 1/1/26 (before the 2/23/26 date the Planning Division received the
drawings).

 

3. The "Code Data" does not indicate that the project is located in a High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone (Pleasanton Ordinance Number 2293). The "Applicable Codes" listed also
do not include the related Wildland-Urban Interface Code, also adopted by Pleasanton
Ordinance Number 2299.

 
There is no equivalent to the fire safety that fire sprinklers provide the occupants of a home.
However, it can be very expensive to install fire sprinklers. This is especially true when existing
walls or ceilings need to be opened if the owner wants concealed piping to fire sprinklers in
rooms with ceilings on the lower floor (such as the dining room and kitchen). If the staff of the
water utility or fire department require a larger water lead-in and/or water meter to supply
the fire sprinklers, those items can also significantly add to the project cost. In addition, a
larger water meter might more than double the amount of the bi-monthly water service
charge for the life of the home.



The owners may also want to consider whether they want to invest even more money in a
home located in a High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, as designated by the City of Pleasanton and
State of California.

In conclusion, I believe it would be a disservice to the owners if the Planning Division approves
the drawings without requiring these simple corrections to information in the "Project Data"
box. If these matters are deferred now to be addressed later by the Chief Building Official's
and Fire Marshal's plan check personnel, it increases the likelihood the owners will have
already signed a construction contract before knowing all the requirements and costs. Any
changes needed to implement additional requirements might be even more expensive if they
are accomplished with change orders, that did not result from competitive bids.

I hope to also provide copies of this email message to the Chief Building Official and Fire
Marshal, so they have an opportunity to confirm my interpretations of the codes. However, I
have not yet been able to find their email addresses.

Thank you for this opportunity to enter these comments into your project records.

Craig Mayer

Pleasanton CA

From: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2026 5:14 PM
Subject: March 18 Zoning Administrator (ZA) Hearing - Participation Information

Good evening,

Below is the link for the March 18, 10:00 a.m., Zoning Administrator (ZA) hearing.

Outside of staff and the applicant/property owner, each individual who wishes to speak will be
limited to three (3) minutes. There will be no opportunity to speak more than once. Those wishing to
provide public comment must use the virtual “raise hand” function and will be called upon by the
Zoning Administrator/staff. Public comment is limited to providing comments; questions directed to
staff, the Zoning Administrator, or the applicant/property owner cannot be answered during your
public comment time. The applicant/property owner will be given an opportunity for conclusion
comments at the end of public comments.



Prior to speaking, participants must state their name and address and have their camera turned on.
All participants are expected to remain respectful during the hearing and while providing comments.

The hearing will generally proceed as follows, though the Zoning Administrator may modify the
order at their discretion:

• Staff will provide a brief overview of the project and relevant history.
• The applicant and/or property owner will be allotted up to ten (10) minutes to speak.
• The Zoning Administrator may ask questions of staff and/or the applicant/property owner.
• The hearing will then be opened for public comment. This portion of the hearing is not a dialogue,
but an opportunity for members of the public to provide comments.

Please consider this an acknowledgement that all emails, photos, and phone messages sent to staff
have been received and provided to the Zoning Administrator for consideration. Questions will be
responded to early next week, and in the order received. Be aware that any additional
emails/communication received after Monday may not be responded to before the hearing.

As a reminder, CC&Rs and HOA guidelines, policies, and procedures are civil matters and are not
part of the City’s review process or decision-making. Property owners should contact their HOA
Board directly regarding any questions or concerns related to CC&Rs or HOA requirements.

Kindest regards,

Natalie

ZOOM INFORMATION

You are invited to a Zoom webinar

When: This is a recurring webinar

Topic:  Zoning Administrator Hearing- 3/18/26 at 10 a.m.

Join from PC, Mac, iPad, or Android:

https://cityofpleasanton.zoom.us/j/82098868926 

 



Phone one-tap:

+16694449171,,82098868926# US

+16699006833,,82098868926# US (San Jose)

Webinar ID: 820 9886 8926

International numbers available: https://cityofpleasanton.zoom.us/u/kevvFN9TsW

Natalie Amos, AGBP

Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department

D: 925-931-5613

O: 925-931-5600

namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566



From: Natalie Amos
To: "Gioia 
Subject: RE: Question about front yard building restrictions
Date: Monday, March 16, 2026 3:20:00 PM
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Afternoon Gioia,

Any development on the property would need to comply with the development standards outlined in
Ordinance 1139 for the subdivision.

In terms of potential limitations on where additions could be located, there may be a variety of
factors that affect feasibility, such as easements that restrict development, limitations related to the
existing floor plan layout, or other site-specific constraints the property owner would need to
evaluate.

If you think there may be an opportunity for a compromise, you are welcome to discuss potential
options directly with the property owner. I recall you mentioning you spoke with the property owners
previously and exchanged contact information. Understanding the development standards may help
inform those discussions, but ultimately the feasibility of any alternative configuration would need to
be assessed by the property owner and their design team.

Kindest regards,
Natalie

Natalie Amos, AGBP
Associate Planner, Community & Economic Development Department
D: 925-931-5613
O: 925-931-5600
namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

From: Gioia Tornaghi 
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2026 8:00 AM
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>



Subject: Question about front yard building restrictions

Hi Natalie,

Could you please provide guidance on whether the city has any restrictions on building in the
front yard of a property?

Specifically, we’re trying to understand whether there are any limitations that would apply to
construction extending north into the front yard at 2986 Liberty Dr.

We’re asking because we believe there may be an opportunity to reach a compromise with the
neighbors, and understanding the city’s requirements would help inform that discussion.

Thank you in advance for your help!

Gioia
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Planning Commission

Agenda Report
 May 13, 2026
 Item 5
 

 
 
SUBJECT: P25-0300 
 
APPLICANT:  Guy Houston  
 
PROPERTY OWNER: Mike Ahmadi, GAWFCO Enterprises, LLC 
 
PURPOSE: Appeal of the Zoning Administrator  denial of an application for 

Sign Design Review to rebrand an existing 76 Gas Station and 
Circle K Market to a Shell Gasoline Station and FastFill Market  

LOCATION: 4191 First Street 
 
GENERAL PLAN: Retail/Highway/Service Commercial Business and Professional 

Offices 
 

ZONING: C-C Commercial Central District 
 
DOWNTOWN  
SPECIFIC PLAN:  Downtown Commercial 
 
EXHIBITS: A. Draft Resolution 

B.  Denial Letter dated February 25, 2026 
C. Appeal materials submitted by applicant on March 5, 2026, 

including narrative and project plans  
                                           D.  Location and Notification Map  
 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission deny the appeal and uphold the Zoning 

-0300, based on the findings in Exhibit A. 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
On September 2, 2025, the applicant requested review of a Sign Design Review (SDR) 
application to allow for the installation of new monument, wall, canopy, and pump signage as 
part of a gas station rebranding for a Shell gasoline station located at 4191 First Street (former 
76 Gas Station). In the absence of an approved master sign program, the requested signage 
changes require SDR approval. The Zoning Administrator denied the SDR application (P25-
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0300) on February 25, 2026. The applicant filed an appeal on March 5, 2026, pursuant to 
Pleasanton Municipal Code (PMC) Section 18.144. The application is therefore before the 
Planning Commission for de novo consideration, whereby the Commission is tasked with 
evaluating the application afresh, as if the Zoning Administrator had never taken action. The 
Planning Commission may uphold the denial or approve the SDR with or without modifications. 
 
SITE AND AREA DESCRIPTION 
The subject site is an approximately 0.5-acre parcel located at the intersection of First Street 
and Ray Street/Vineyard Avenue. The site contains a gas station and a convenience market 
(shown in Figure 1). Access to the site is provided along the First Street and Ray Street 
frontages. Adjacent uses to the site include detached single-family homes and office buildings 
to the west along Ray Street, commercial tenant spaces to the north along First Street, 
residential to the east along Vineyard Avenue and a variety of commercial uses to the south 
along First Street (shown in Figure 1).  
 
Figure 1: Aerial of the Site and Surrounding Area 

 
BACKGROUND 
Design Review Process 
The PMC Section 18.20.010.B.7. (Design Review) specifies the City's Zoning Administrator 
shall review and make decisions regarding all signs. 
 
Determinations on signs are typically made in one of two ways: 
 
1. Conformance with an approved master sign program; or 
2. Sign Design Review. 
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Master Sign Program
If a sign is proposed within a project area with an approved master sign program (e.g., a 
shopping center, office/business park, corporate headquarters/campus, etc.), the Zoning 
Administrator reviews the proposed signage against the criteria specified in the master sign 
program. If the proposed signage meets the criteria, the proposed signage is approved 
ministerially and any required construction permits may be applied for by the applicant. If the 
proposed signage is found not to conform to the approved master sign program, it is rejected 
by the Zoning Administrator, and the applicant is directed to correct the deficiencies prior. 
 
Sign Design Review 
If the sign is not in a project area subject to an approved master sign program, then as part of 
the SDR process, the Zoning Administrator evaluates the proposed signage against the 
following standards prior to making a determination: 
 

1. Any applicable General Plan policies, specifically: 
 

o Community Character Element Policy 15, Program 15.3: 
 Attractive sign design and higher quality sign materials 
 Attractive colors, minimizing bright franchise colors 

o Community Character Element Policy 16, which "discourages franchise and 
prototype architecture and signage". 

 
2. Any applicable Design Guidelines (such as the Downtown Design Guidelines) and, 

for signs on Main Street, standards in the Downtown Revitalization District 
Ordinance (PMC Chapter 18.74). 
 

3. Any applicable provisions specified in PMC Section 18.96 (Signs). 
 

The City's Sign Ordinance includes basic parameters as to the amount, size, placement and 
lighting of signs (with such standards varying by Zoning District), but lacks strict, objective 
design parameters in many respects, particularly with regard to aesthetics (e.g., colors, 
materials, permissible lighting levels, amount of branding vs. non-branding components, etc.).  
 
Staff provides feedback to applicants through the review process, with comments taking into 
account factors such as the location and visibility of the site, existing signage/sign conditions,
and design/character of the buildings or structures on which the signage is being placed, 
nature of the use for which the signage is proposed, and character, type, and proximity of 
adjacent uses. The City must also consider the reasonable expectation or First Amendment 
right that a business may wish or be entitled to use its corporate colors, business identification,
or branding as part of its signage program. 
 
ZONING ADMNISTRATOR ACTION 
On September 2, 2025, Guy Houston, on behalf of the owners of the gas station at 4191 First 
Street, submitted a Sign Design Review application for signage modifications as part of a 
rebranding process from the former 76 Gas Station to a new Sunoco Gas Station. The scope 
of work also included replacing much of the dead landscaping and removing outdated 
structures like the propane tank holders, bollards, etc.  
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On September 16, 2025, the application was deemed incomplete. While staff indicated general 

comments requested that the percentage/intensity of blue the franchise branding colors be 
reduced in order to be consistent with the existing 76 Gas Station canopy design, which 
features approximately 25 percent orange franchise branding colors. See Figure 2 for the 
existing canopy design and Figure 3 for the design proposed with the September 2025 
proposal.  
 
Figure 2: Previous 76 Branded canopy

 
Figure 3: Canopy Design Proposed with September 2025 Application 

 
 



P25-0300, 4191 First Street                                     Planning Commission
5 of 6 

Over the course of the following weeks, staff communicated with the applicant several times to 
review possible sign design options, lighting options, etc. The applicant decided to switch 
brands from Sunoco to Shell.  
 
After switching brands to Shell Gasoline, the applicant resubmitted a sign package on January 
15, 2026 (See Figure 3). This submittal included less franchise branding colors than the 
Sunoco design, which featured about 25 percent franchise branding color, but still featured a 
predominant amount of yellow and red franchise branding colors on the canopy (approximately 
66 percent of the canopy fascia). As a compromise, staff reached out to the applicant to 
request that the franchise branding color bands be reduced such that franchise branding colors 
do not exceed 33 percent of the total canopy band fascia on each side of the canopy.  
 
Figure 3: Shell Branding 

 
The applicant was unwilling to further modify the canopy signage and requested that the 
Zoning Administrator take action on the application as proposed. As such, the Zoning 
Administrator issued a denial letter on February 25, 2026 (Exhibit B). Note that the Design 
Review findings were updated following the project submittal and Zoning Administrator denial. 
As such, the Zoning Administrator denial letter includes findings for the former Design Review 
criteria outline, whereas the resolution (Exhibit A) utilizes the updated Design Review findings.
The applicant filed a timely appeal on March 5, 2026, pursuant to PMC Section 18.144. 
 
ANALYSIS 
As proposed, the signage fails to meet the intent of two General Plan policies: 

 Community Character Element Policy 15, Program 15.3: 
o Attractive sign design and higher quality sign materials 
o Attractive colors, minimizing bright franchise colors 

 Community Character Element Policy 16, which "discourages franchise and prototype 
architecture and signage". 

 
Moreover, the project site is located at a prominent entryway to Downtown, where the visual 

The Downtown 
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The proposed canopy design creates an overly franchise-brand-forward visual emphasis that 

The proposed 
canopy color band is disproportionately large (63.8 percent of the canopy height), altering the 
perceived scale and emphasis of the canopy when viewed from the public right-of-way. Rather 
than providing a balanced architectural feature that transitions appropriately with the 
streetscape at a Downtown gateway, the canopy reads as a dominant graphic/franchise 
branding element, which is also discouraged by General Plan Community Character Element 
Policy 16. 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE 
Notice of this application was sent to surrounding property owners and tenants within a 1,000-
foot radius of the subject parcel, and it was published in the Valley Times newspaper on May
1, 2026. At the time this report was published, staff had not received any public comments. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT  
The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 21080(b)(5) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15270, which statutorily 
exempt projects that a public agency intends to deny. Therefore, no additional environmental 
review is required. 
 
SUMMARY/CONCLUSION 
As proposed, the Zoning Administrator found that the proposed SDR is not in keeping with 
other similar gas station signage design concepts throughout the City and is not consistent 
with the General Plan's sign policies. Therefore, staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission adopt a denial of Case No. P25-
0300. 
 
 
Staff Planner: Emily Carroll, Associate Planner, 925-931-5608 or ecarroll@cityofpleasantonca.gov 
 
Reviewed/ Approved By: 
Derek Farmer Assistant Director of Community and Economic Development and Planning Manager 
Eric Luchini, Senior Planner 
Katherine Wisinski, Assistant City Attorney 



RESOLUTION NO. PC-2026-12

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF PLEASANTON 
UPHOLDING THE DENIAL OF AN APPLICATION FOR SIGN 

DESIGN REVIEW TO REBRAND AN EXISTING 76 GAS STATION AND CIRCLE K 
MARKET TO SHELL GASOLINE AND FASTFILL MARKET LOCATED AT 4191 FIRST 

STREET, AS FILED UNDER CASE NO. P25-0300

WHEREAS, on September 2, 2025, Guy Houston, on behalf of the owners Mike Ahmadi, 
GAWFCO Enterprises, LLC submitted a Sign Design Review application to install new 
monument, wall, canopy, and pump signage as part of a gas station rebranding process from 
the former 76 Gas Sation to the new Shell Gas Station located at 4191 First Street (hereinafter 

Parcel No. 94-110-12- ; and

WHEREAS, the Property is designated Retail/Highway/Service Commercial Business 
and Professional Offices 

WHEREAS, the Property is zoned C-C (Central Commercial) District; and

WHEREAS, the Property is designated Downtown Commercial in the Downtown Specific 
Plan; and

WHEREAS, on February 25, 2026, the Zoning Administrator denied the Sign Design 
Review application, filed under Case No. P25-0300; and

WHEREAS, on March 5, 2026, the applicant timely 
decision; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 65905 of the Government Code, the Planning 
Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the Project on May 13, 2026, at 
which time all interested parties had the opportunity to be heard. The Planning Commission 
considered the agenda report dated May 13, 2026, incorporated herein by reference, and all 
written and oral testimony; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Planning Commission of the City of 
Pleasanton does resolve, declare, determine, and order the following:

Section 1: Prior to acting on the Project, and at a properly noticed public hearing, the Planning 
Commission reviewed written and oral agenda reports, conducted a public hearing on the 
Project and took testimony, and received into the record all pertinent documents related to the 
Project
based on the Record Evidence, which is incorporated into this Resolution by reference.

Section 2: The Project does not fulfill the following findings set forth in Pleasanton Municipal 
Code Section 18.20.050.B:
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1. The project's approval is in the best interest of public health, safety, and general 

welfare. 
 
The Project, as designed, is not in the best interest of the general welfare, which 
encompasses not only health, spaciousness, and balance, but also beauty. Berman v. 
Parker (1954) 348 U.S. 26. The proposed canopy composition is not a balanced 
architectural expression because the color band occupies 63.8% of the canopy height, 
making color the primary defining feature rather than the relationship of architectural 
components and materials. The disproportionate band undermines architectural quality 
and the cohesive relationship of building components, colors, and materials. 
 
The project site serves as a prominent Downtown gateway/entry corridor, where the 
streetscape's visual character 
general welfare. The proposed canopy design, specifically the oversized, franchise-
forward color band, creates an overly brand-forward visual emphasis that detracts from 

with the General Plan Community Character Element, including Policy 15 / Program 
15.3 (attractive sign design and higher-quality sign materials and colors, minimizing 
bright franchise colors) and Policy 16 (discourages franchise and prototype architecture 
and signage). As a result, the project does not demonstrate that approval would serve 

policies. 
 

2. The site design, including building placement, parking and circulation, landscape, and 
outdoor space, enhances the pedestrian experience, embraces natural features, 
promotes connections, creates visual interest, and relates to the character of the 
surrounding development. 

 
The proposed canopy treatment relies primarily on a dominant franchise color field 
rather than a context-sensitive architectural composition that reinforces the established 
Downtown entry character. Because the color band is disproportionately large and 
visually dominant from the public right-of-way, it draws attention away from building 
form, materials, and the broader streetscape composition and therefore does not 
enhance the pedestrian experience along this Downtown approach. Further, the 
emphasis on franchise color diminishes the ability for landscaping and streetscape 
elements to complement architectural features, strengthen vistas, and reinforce an 
established gateway character. 
 

3. Architectural considerations, including character, scale, massing, and quality of design, 
have been incorporated to ensure the project integrates with the existing site and has a 
cohesive relationship with the surrounding context. 
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The proposed canopy design creates an overly brand-forward visual emphasis that 

 The 
proposed canopy color band occupies approximately 63.8% of the canopy height, which 
changes the perceived scale and emphasis of the canopy when viewed from the public 
right-of-way. Rather than reading as a balanced architectural feature with subordinate 
branding, the canopy reads as a dominant graphic/branding element, which is not 
compatible with the intended Downtown gateway context and is inconsistent with the 

Community Character Element Policy 16). The disproportionate band undermines 
architectural quality and results in an inappropriate relationship to the site, public views, 
and surrounding development patterns. 
 

4. Exterior lighting, signage, amenities, mechanical equipment, and other architectural 
features are integrated into the design of the site and building. 
 
The canopy color band functions as a large-format branding device rather than an 
architectural element integrated into the overall design concept. Given its size and 
prominence, the band is not consistent with integrated sign design, and it does not meet 
the record-supported threshold that would keep branding subordinate to architecture 

direction of a band at or below 50% of canopy height). The 
proposal conflicts with General Plan Community Character Element Policy 15 / Program 
15.3 (minimize bright franchise colors; attractive sign design and materials) and Policy 
16 (discourage franchise and prototype architecture/signage). 
 

5. The project, when adjacent to existing residential dwelling units, is designed to minimize 
impacts, including privacy, light, and glare. 
 
The west side of the property is adjacent to residential uses, and the record indicates 
the north and west sides of the canopy are non-illuminated. Accordingly, the proposed 
illumination design is appropriate in relation to nearby residential uses and minimizes 
potential impacts from light and glare. 
 

6. The plan meets the requirements of the municipal code and any other applicable 
guidelines, policies, and standards. 
 
The proposed Project is not consistent with the applicable guidelines or policies 
included in the following: 
 
a. The General Plan. The Project 

Programs, Policies, and Goals, including Community Character Element Policy 15, 
Program 15.3 ttractive sign design and higher quality sign 
materials ttractive colors, minimizing bright franchise colors As proposed, 
the Project
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specifically discouraged by the General Plan.  Additionally, the Project is not 
consistent with Community Character Element Policy 16, which "discourages 
franchise and prototype architecture and signage," insomuch as it relies heavily on 
franchise signage.   
 

b. The Downtown Specific Plan.  Moreover, the Project fails to conform to the 
Downtown Specific Plan, which calls for developments to, amongst other things, 
improve the major gateways into downtown to create a sense of arrival and to 

-G.13.)  
does not improve this major gateway into 

downtown, nor create any sense of arrival or enhance aesthetics, with its use of 
overly bright franchise colors.  

 
Section 3: Findings for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
With respect to CEQA, the Planning Commission finds the Project is exempt from the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21080(b)(5) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15270, which statutorily exempt projects that a 
public agency intends to deny. Therefore, no additional environmental review is required. 
 
Section 4: Based upon the  own independent review of the Record 
Evidence, the Planning Commission hereby finds that the proposed Sign Design Review 
application is inconsistent with the City's General Plan, the Pleasanton Municipal Code, and 

denies the Sign Design Review Application (Case No. P25-0300).  
 
Section 5: The Planning Commission directs the Planning Manager to file a Notice of 
Exemption with the Alameda County Clerk.  
 
Section 6: This resolution shall become effective 10 days after its passage and adoption 
unless appealed before that time. 
 
PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the Planning Commission of the City of 
Pleasanton at a regular meeting held on May 13, 2026, by the following vote: 
 
Ayes: Commissioners  
Noes: Commissioners 
Absent: Commissioners 
Abstain: Commissioners 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_____________________________  ______________________________ 
Derek Farmer     Brandon Pace 
Secretary, Planning Commission   Chair 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Katherine Wisinski  
Assistant City Attorney



COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT    P. O. BOX 520 · 200 Old Bernal Avenue 
www.cityofpleasantonca.gov   Pleasanton, CA 94566-0802 
Planning Building & Safety       Code Enforcement              Permit Center             Traffic Engineering 
(925) 931-5600 (925) 931-5300 (925) 931-5620 (925) 931-5630 (925) 931-5677 

February 25, 2026 

VIA Email:

Guy Houston 
California Gold Advocacy Group 
6300 Village Parkway 
Suite 200 
Dublin, CA 94568 

Subject:    P25-0300, Gas Station Monument, Wall, Canopy Signage 
4191 First Street 
Effective Date: March 7, 2026 

Dear Mr. Houston: 

The City of Pleasanton has completed its Sign Design Review procedure for your proposal to 
install new monument, wall, and canopy signage as part of a gas station rebranding for Shell Gas 
Station located at 4191 First Street. 

Your application has been denied, subject to the following review criteria outlined in Pleasanton 
Municipal Code Section 18.20.030: 

1. Preservation of the natural beauty of the city and the project site's relationship to it;

The project site is located at a prominent entryway to Downtown, where the visual
character of the streetscape contributes to the City’s community identity. The proposed
canopy design creates an overly brand-forward visual emphasis that detracts from the
intended Downtown entry character and does not reinforce the site’s relationship to the
City’s broader aesthetic context and natural/visual setting. General Plan Community
Character Element Policy 15, Program 15.3 requires redevelopment of existing
commercial sites to include attractive sign design and higher-quality sign materials and
attractive colors, minimizing bright franchise colors. Further, Community Character
Element Policy 16 "discourages franchise and prototype architecture and signage".

2. Appropriate relationship of the proposed building to its site, including transition with
streetscape, public views of the buildings, and scale of buildings within its site and



adjoining buildings; 
 
The proposed canopy color band is disproportionately large (63.8% of canopy height), 
which changes the perceived scale and emphasis of the canopy when viewed from the 
public right-of-way. Rather than providing a balanced architectural feature that 
transitions appropriately with the streetscape at a Downtown gateway, the canopy reads 
as a dominant graphic/branding element, which is also discouraged by General Plan 
Community Character Element Policy 16. This results in an inappropriate relationship to 
the site and public views along the corridor. 
 

3. Appropriate relationship of the proposed building and its site to adjoining areas, 
including compatibility of architectural styles, harmony in adjoining buildings, attractive 
landscape transitions, and consistency with neighborhood character; 

At this Downtown entry location, the project should contribute to a cohesive, context-
sensitive character. The dominant franchise color treatment is not compatible with a 
locally integrated architectural approach and does not promote harmony with 
surrounding development patterns that rely on architectural form and materials rather 
than large-format franchise color fields. Accordingly, the proposal is not consistent with 
the intended neighborhood/Downtown character. 
 

4. Preservation of views enjoyed by residents, workers within the city, and passersby 
through the community; 
 
Because the site is part of a gateway into Downtown, views from public streets are 
particularly important. The oversized color band draws attention away from building 
form, materials, and the broader streetscape composition, visually interrupting the 
quality of views experienced by passersby. The design therefore does not adequately 
preserve the visual experience along this Downtown approach. 
 

5. Landscaping designed to enhance architectural features, strengthen vistas, provide shade, 
and conform to established streetscape;

 
The proposed canopy treatment relies primarily on a dominant color field rather than 
architectural design that can be complemented by landscaping and streetscape elements. 
By emphasizing franchise color over integrated architectural composition, the canopy 
diminishes the ability for landscaping to serve its intended role—enhancing architectural 
features and strengthening the gateway streetscape. The proposal does not demonstrate a 
design approach where landscaping and architecture work together to reinforce an 
established Downtown entry character. 
 

6. Relationship of exterior lighting to its surroundings and to the building and adjoining 
landscape; 
 



The north and west sides of the canopy are non-illuminated. The west side of the property 
is adjacent to residential uses, as such the proposed illumination is appropriate for the 
site.  
 

7. Architectural style, as a function of its quality of design and relationship to its 
surroundings; the relationship of building components to one another/the building's 
colors and materials; and the design attention given to mechanical equipment or other 
utility hardware on roof, ground or buildings; 
 
The proposed canopy composition is not a balanced architectural expression because the 
color band occupies 63.8% of the canopy height, making color the primary defining 
feature rather than the relationship of architectural components and materials. This 
co
maintain a more proportionate, higher-quality appearance consistent with the 
existing/previous canopy design and the Downtown entry context. The disproportionate 
band undermines architectural quality and the cohesive relationship of building 
components, colors, and materials. 
 

8. Integration of signs as part of the architectural concept; and 

The canopy color band functions as a large-format branding device rather than an 
element integrated into the overall architectural concept. Given its size, the color band is 
not consistent with the intent of integrated sign design. Staff’s support was explicitly tied 

element with subordinate branding; the proposal does not meet that integration 
threshold. General Plan Community Character Element Policy 15, Program 15.3 
requires redevelopment of existing commercial sites to include attractive sign design and 
higher-quality sign materials and attractive colors, minimizing bright franchise colors. 
Further, Community Character Element Policy 16 "discourages franchise and prototype 
architecture and signage". The signage as proposed does not meet the requirements and 
intent of the General Plan.  

9. Architectural concept of miscellaneous structures, street furniture, public art in 
relationship to the site and landscape. 
 
As a Downtown entryway location, the site’s overall public realm experience depends on 
cohesive design among building features and streetscape elements. The proposed 
canopy’s dominant franchise color band does not contribute to a coordinated 
architectural concept that complements the surrounding public realm character; instead 
it introduces a prototype-like visual emphasis that competes with, rather than reinforces, 
the broader streetscape composition. 

Any interested party may file an appeal of this action within 10 days of the date of action. 
Therefore, denial of the Sign Design Review will become effective on March 7, 2025, unless 
appealed prior to that time.



If you have questions, please feel free to contact me at ecarroll@cityofpleasantonca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Emily Carroll, AICP
Associate Planner
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Planning Commission
Agenda Report

 May 13, 2026
 Item 6

 
 

SUBJECT:  Planning Commission Subcommittee List 
 
 
Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Committee 
Advise 
bicycle, pedestrian and trail-related items. The committee reviews and prioritizes potential 
projects and provides input on policies related to bikeways and trails. 
 

 Meeting Time:  Fourth Monday of every other month at 6:45 p.m. 
Meeting Location: Pleasanton Senior Center, 5353 Sunol Blvd., Pleasanton 
Representative: Commissioner Jain 
Alternate: Commissioner Jagoe 
Staff Contacts:  Matt Nelson, Traffic Engineer, 931-5671; Matt Gruber, Landscape 

Architect, 931-5672 
 
Protected Tree Board 

protected tree removal permits. 
 

Meeting Time: As needed 
Meeting Location: City Council Chamber, 200 Old Bernal Ave., Pleasanton 
Representatives: Commissioner Jagoe, Wedge  
Alternate: Commissioner Morgan  
Staff Contact: Sarah Hosterman, Landscape Architect Asst., 931-5514 
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Planning Commission
Agenda Report

 May 13, 2026
 Item 7

 
 

SUBJECT:  Future Planning Calendar 
 

 
P26-0255 - Consider and recommend to the City Council to rezone two properties to allow up 
to ten units on each property, as implementation of the Housing Element.  
 
P26-0222, 4301 Hacienda Drive, Fusion Academy: Application for a Conditional Use Permit by 
Fusion Academy. Fusion currently operates in Suite 120 under CUP P20-0992. Fusion 
requests a CUP to: expand its "Private School" into the adjacent Suite 100, increase the 
students from 40 to 65 students at one time in the facility, and increase the faculty/staff from 20 
to 33 staff/faculty in the facility at one time within the five-story office building. 
 
PUD-152, 231 Old Bernal Avenue: Application for a Planned Unit Development and Certificate 
of Appropriateness to demolish an existing 6,160 square-foot commercial office building and 
construct a three-story four-unit apartment ranging in size from approximately 430 square feet 
to 13,626 square feet with associated site improvements. 
 
PUD-154 et al, Arroyo Lago Vacant lots with APN 946-4634-1 and APN 946-4634-2 located on 
the north side of Busch Road and east of 3333 Busch Road: Recommendation to City Council 
on Applications for Annexation (P25-0115), General Plan Amendment) (P25-0116), Rezoning 
(P25-0018), Planned Unit Development Plan (PUD-154), and Vesting Tentative Subdivision 
Map 8423 for the construction of 189 single-family residential homes and on- and off-site 
improvements.  
 
Update the Objective Design Standards for Residential Multifamily Development - Recommend 
updating the Objective Design Standards for Residential Multi-Family (RM), Central 
Commercial (CC) and Mixed Use (MU) Districts and adoption of an Ordinance amending 
Chapter 18.88 of the Pleasanton Municipal Code.  
 
 
 
 
  


