CITY OF SAN DIMAS
DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW BOARD
MINUTES - DRAFT

February 9, 2006 at 8:30 A.M.
245 EAST BONITA AVENUE
COUNCIL CHAMBERS CONFERENCE ROOM

PRESENT

Eric Beilstein (Arrived at 8:37 A.M.)
Scott Dilley

Sandy McHenry

Blaine Michaelis

Jim Schoonover

Larry Stevens (Arrived at 8:36 A.M.)

ABSENT
John Sorcinelli

CALL TO ORDER

City Councilman McHenry called the regular meeting of the Development Plan
Review Board to order at 8:35 a.m. so as to conduct regular business in the Council
Chambers Conference room.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Jim Schoonover moved, second by Blaine Michaelis to approve the Minutes of
January 26, 2006. Motion carried 4.0.0.

HEARING ITEMS

Case No. 06-08

Laura Lockett stated that this was a request to establish a first floor office use
located at 129-131 West Bonita Avenue. (Note agenda and fact sheet have wrong
address. Should have read 129-131 West. Bonita Avenue.)

Sandra Munoz-Harlow, applicant, was present.

Ms. Lockett presented the Board a report outlining first floor office uses in the CG-2
zone since 1990. The primary issue is proliferation of office uses on the ground
floor in the Frontier Village. She stated that Staff has concerns with setting a
negative precedent for the Downtown that would undermine the desire to bring
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pedestrian traffic. The space is currently occupied by Oscar’s Upholstery. The
space is approximately 3,000 s.f. and would be split into two 1,500 s.f. spaces.

Ms. Munoz-Harlow addressed the Board. She stated that her law practice would
generate more pedestrian traffic in the Frontier Village. It has been her intention to
occupy both spaces, one for office use and the other for retail use. She added that
the nature of her practice necessitates a ground floor office.

Councilman McHenry stated that he would be abstaining as this request will
probably go to City Council.

Mr. Stevens stated that based on past determinations made by the Board regarding
office use on the ground floor in this zone he could not approve the request.

The Board considered the request and outcome requests.

Larry Stevens moved, second by Blaine Michaelis to deny based on prior
determinations by the Board. Motion carried 5.0.1. (Sandy McHenry abstained)

Case No. 06-12

Laura Lockett stated that this was a request for the temporary use of a 2,160 s.f.
modular trailer located at 502 Covina Boulevard.

Jeff Smith, Gilead Sciences, was present.

Ms. Lockett presented the request to the Board stating that Gilead intends to use
the temporary trailer for approximately five months.

In response to Mr. Stevens, Ms. Lockett replied that the trailer is needed to
accommodate space needs during construction.

In response to Councilman McHenry, Ms. Lockett replied that extension limitations
can be conditioned.

Larry Stevens moved, second by Jim Schoonover to approve temporary trailer for
six months with ability to request one six month extension if needed. Motion carried
6.0.0.

Case No. 06-14

Michael Concepcion stated that this was a request to install Hardi Board siding to
residential units at Cinnamon Creek Homeowners Association.

Steve Mammen, Condominium Management Services, was present.
Mr. Mammen addressed the Board. He stated to the Board that the T-111 siding

was water damaged by heavy rains. The plan is to replace all T-111 with
Hardipanel. The carports are not part of the request. In response to the Board he



D.P.R.B. Minutes for February 9, 2006

replied that he did not know the HOA's position on battens, but that they were more
concerned on the replacement material and would comply with the Board’s
decision.

Mr. Concepcion presented the Board with the main issue being Hardipanel siding
and the lack of definition and shadow between the vertical “boards”.

In reviewing photos of the property, the Board felt that the use of battens for depth
though could be a problem in smaller areas around windows.

Larry Stevens moved, second Eric Beilstein to approve installation of Hardi-Board
siding with battens. Staff to have discretion on location of battens. Color palettes
submitted are acceptable. Motion carried 6.0.0.

Case No. 05-12 (Continued from January 12, 2006 & January 26, 2006)

Larry Stevens stated that this was a request to revise certain conditions related to
approval of 148,000 sqg.ft. Costco warehouse and retail facility with tire center and
gas station located at southeast corner of Gladstone and Lone Hill.

Peter Clement, Costco Wholesale Real Estate Development Manager, was present

Mr. Stevens presented plans that illustrate the requested changes as they are
different from previously approved plans. Costco has requested these changes
related to “value engineering” concerns. The four basic changes were reviewed:

e Gas Station Canopy: Soffit proposed similar to plans previously not
approved. No decorative lighting under canopy. Simplified beam and truss
details. No gusset pin and plate design. Less open feeling.

e Entry design details for Costco building: Beams and trusses simplified. Box
truss detail eliminated and replaced with nothing. No longer using gusset
plating over main and secondary entries/doors.

e Rear elevation of Costco building: Design simplified with limited accents,
relief or variation. May be willing to use one type of decorative block vs.
precision.

e Corner at gas station: Design simplified. Eliminating public art feature.

Mr. Stevens stated that in looking at these changes, staff generally is not supportive
and is seeking the Board’s input. Staff is more concerned with design at corner and
front elevation than of rear elevation.

Mr. Clement addressed the Board. He explained that the changes being requested
are due to rising costs. Regarding the gas station, they would recess the soffit as
much as possible and use recessed lights. Decorative fixtures would be placed
over the end pieces and possibly install decorative fixtures on the column for
esthetics. Gussett plate detail could be done inexpensively.

Regarding the building trusses, Mr. Clement described the new elevation as a
“clean look” while maintaining same design at the front. Due to rising costs, the
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truss details have been removed. On the rear side of the building, using only one
block would reduce labor costs.

Regarding landscaping at the corner of Lone Hill and Gladstone, Mr. Clement
stated that the public art concept was removed as was any thematic landscaping.
Though a citrus theme remains.

Councilman Mc Henry stated that he was not supportive of citrus at the location as
a landscape tree. Citrus is a high maintenance tree. He was supportive of a mural
or other public art. He questioned increase of cost issues related to open truss
design for the gas station. As for the rear elevation, not a concern as it has low
visibility.

Mr. Beilstein stressed that the corner of Lone Hill and Gladstone was the entrance
to the City and public art and landscaping very important here. It is an opportunity
to make a statement that should not be dismissed. Approving the gas station on the
corner requires some compromise design wise on Costco’s part. He added that he
does not support precision block on the rear of the building.

Regarding the open truss and cost, Mr. Beilstein added that it would be less
expensive to go with the open truss. He asked the Board to think about whether the
gas station should match the Costco building.

City Manager Michaelis stated that dollars should be spent on the front elevation.
He described a “B+” building would at least have trusses. By having the gas station
on the corner that requires good design and landscaping as it is the entrance to the
City.

The Board discussed comments made and reviewed the elevations thoroughly.
The main concerns were the under canopy lighting and soffit, corner theme with
public art and open trusses.

Blaine Michaelis moved, second by Jim Schoonover to revise condition regarding
block for rear elevation of the Costco building to allow precision block with accent
elements around the light fixtures. Motion carried 6.0.0.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 10:50 a.m. to the meeting
of February 23, 2006 at 8:30 a.m.



