
 

Any writings or documents provided to a majority of the Design Review Board regarding any item on this agenda 
will be made available for public inspection in the office of the City Clerk located at 825 Imperial Beach Blvd., 
Imperial Beach, CA  91932 during normal business hours. 

 

NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC 
SPEAKERS ARE REQUESTED TO COMPLETE A "REQUEST TO SPEAK" FORM PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF 
THE MEETING AND SUBMIT IT TO THE SECRETARY.  "REQUEST TO SPEAK" FORMS ARE LOCATED IN THE BACK 
OF THE COMMUNITY ROOM.  PERSONS ADDRESSING THE COMMITTEE ARE LIMITED TO THREE (3) MINUTES. 

 
AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT 

The City of Imperial Beach is endeavoring to be in total compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).  If you require 
assistance or auxiliary aids in order to participate at DRB meetings, please contact Larissa Richards at (619) 628-1356, as far in  
advance of the meeting as possible. 

 

 

  
AGENDA 

 
CITY OF IMPERIAL BEACH 
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

REGULAR MEETING  
 

       THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 17, 2016 – 4:00 P.M. 
 

Council Chambers 
825 Imperial Beach Blvd. 
Imperial Beach, CA 91932 

 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0 CALL TO ORDER 
Roll Call: Nakawatase, Pamintuan, Bowman, Smith, Voronchihin 

 
2.0 PUBLIC COMMENTS 
The Public may address the Board for up to three (3) minutes on any subject within the Design Review Board’s 
jurisdiction.  In accordance with State law, the Board may not take action on an item not scheduled on the 
agenda.  If appropriate, the item will be referred to staff or placed on a future agenda. 
 
3.0 CONSENT CALENDAR 
All matters listed under Consent Calendar are considered to be routine by the Design Review Board, and will 
be enacted by one motion.  There will be no separate discussion of these items, unless a Board Member or 
member of the public requests that particular item(s) be removed from the Consent Calendar and considered 
separately.   
3.1 APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 18, 2016 REGULAR AND SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES AND THE 
OCTOBER 20, 2016 REGULAR MEETING MINUTES. 
 
4.0 BUSINESS FROM THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
4.1 REPORT: T-MOBILE (APPLICANT); CONSIDERATION OF DESIGN REVIEW CASE (DRC 160038) FOR 

THE EXPANSION OF A WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY AT 600 PALM AVENUE (APN 
625-140-21-00).  MF 1208. 

 
5.0 INFORMATIONAL ITEMS/REPORTS 

NONE.    
 

6.0 ADJOURNMENT 
 
 ______________/s/___________________  

LARISSA RICHARDS  
        ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT  
 

 



 

 
MINUTES  

 
CITY OF IMPERIAL BEACH 
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD  

 
AUGUST 18, 2016 

REGULAR AND SPECIAL MEETING 4:00 P.M. 
 

 
City Council Chambers 

825 Imperial Beach Blvd. 
Imperial Beach, CA 91932 

                                                                                                                 
1.0   CALL TO ORDER 
Chairperson Nakawatase called the meeting to order at 4:03 P.M. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Board members Present: Nakawatase, Pamintuan, Bowman, Smith, Voronchihin    
Board members Absent: None 
Staff Present:     City Planner Foltz, Recording Secretary Richards  
  
2.0  PUBLIC COMMENTS 
None. 
          
3.0  CONSENT CALENDAR 
Board Member Bowman and Chair Nakawatase recommended the following change be made to 
Page 3 of the June 16, 2016 Regular Meeting Minutes: 
“Board Member Bowman and Chair Nakawatase suggested that the comfort station be 
constructed concurrent with street end improvements as a cost avoidance to the City. 
Vice Chair Pamintuan noted that it would be beneficial for the safety of the public to have the 
comfort station placed near a lifeguard tower.” 
3.1  MOTION BY NAKAWATASE, SECOND BY BOWMAN, TO APPROVE THE MAY 19, 
2016 AND AMENDED JUNE 16, 2016 REGULAR MEETINGS MINUTES, AS WELL AS THE 
NOVEMBER 17, 2015 AND MAY 11, 2016 SPECIAL WORKSHOP MEETING MINUTES.  
MOTION CARRIED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE:  
AYES:  NAKAWATASE, PAMINTUAN, BOWMAN, VORONCHIHIN, SMITH  
NOES:  NONE 
ABSENT: NONE 
ABSTAIN: NONE 
 
4.0  BUSINESS FROM THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
4.1 REPORT: STEVEN HAMILTON, L.A. ARCHITECTS (APPLICANT); CONSIDERATION OF 
A DESIGN REVIEW CASE (DRC 160042) FOR A WALK UP AUTOMATED TELLER 
MACHINE AT 896 PALM AVENUE (APN 626-211-07-00).  MF 1211. 
 
City Planner Foltz gave a PowerPoint presentation on the proposed addition of a walk up 
Automated Teller Machine (ATM) at 896 Palm Avenue in an existing planter area. Staff 
recommendations are to reduce signage so that it shall not exceed one square foot per one 
lineal foot of wall face and that a stone base be provided to match the surrounding building 
elevations.  
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Chair Nakawatase requested that Steven Hamilton with L.A. Architects step up to the podium 
for questions from the Board.  
 
Chair Nakawatase inquired about the possibility of relocating the ATM from the proposed 
planter area to the space between Goodwill and Wally’s to provide more visibility and safety. 
 
Steven Hamilton with L.A. Architects stated that the location being proposed is the most 
preferred by the property owner. 
 
City Planner Foltz stated that there are constraints someone would have to consider, such as a 
5’ building separation requirement, so the building would either have to be 5’ away or attached it 
to the existing building. ADA compliance would have to be maintained. Owners may not prefer 
to attach it to the building and leases may have to be amended. Vehicle delivery pick-ups and 
drop-offs may conflict with the different businesses.  
 
Chair Nakawatase closed public discussion at 4:30 P.M. 
 
Board Member Smith stated that the placement of the ATM as a standalone building in the 
parking lot is a safer option at night because it would be more visible from the street.  
 
Board Member Voronchihin stated that the placement of the ATM as a standalone building 
increases the risk of someone attempting to drive into it in order to burglarize it. 
 
Chair Nakawatase requested that Steven Hamilton approach the podium once more for 
questions. 
 
Vice Chair Pamintuan inquired as to what safety elements are going to be in place at the ATM 
as well as the consistency of visitations by the Armored Cars emptying the ATM. 
 
Steven Hamilton stated that the Armored Car will clear out the ATM on a daily basis. He also 
stated that the ATM itself will have numerous cameras installed on it for safety. 
 
MOTION BY PAMINTUAN, SECOND BY SMITH, TO APPROVE THE DESIGN AS 
PRESENTED ALONG WITH STAFF’S RECOMMENDATIONS TO REDUCE SIGNAGE AND 
THE ADDITION OF A ROCK BASE ALONG THE STRUCTURE. 
MOTION CARRIED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE:  
AYES:  PAMINTUAN, BOWMAN, SMITH, VORONCHIHIN 
NOES:  NAKAWATASE 
ABSENT: NONE 
ABSTAIN: NONE 
 
5.0  INFORMATIONAL ITEMS/REPORTS 

 The Mobil gas station approved City Council, however, the applicant is not sure if the service 
bays, will remain due to lack of a tenant. 
 

 812 Ocean Lane was approved by the Tidelands Advisory Committee and City Council. 
 

 A pad for the Grocery Outlet will be installed soon. The applicant held a community meeting 
for the consideration of a hotel to be added to Phase 2 for the buildings that they have not 
received tenants at, but no official decision has been made.  
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 Bernardo Shores has received all of the Caltrans permits for right-of-way Improvements.  
 

 The Lighthouse Project is still in plan review. 
 
6.0  ADJOURNMENT 
Chairperson Nakawatase adjourned the meeting at 4:55 P.M. 
 

 
Approved: 

 
 

_________________________ 
Shirley Nakawatase, DRB Chairperson 

 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Larissa Richards, Recording Secretary 
 
 



 

 
 

MINUTES  
 

CITY OF IMPERIAL BEACH 
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD  

 
October 20, 2016 

REGULAR MEETING 4:00 P.M. 
 

 
City Council Chambers 

825 Imperial Beach Blvd. 
Imperial Beach, CA 91932 

                                                                                                                 
1.0   CALL TO ORDER 
Vice Chair Pamintuan called the Regular Meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Board Members Present: Pamintuan, Bowman, Voronchihin, Smith    
Board Members Absent: Nakawatase 
Staff Present:    Assistant City Manager Dush, City Planner Foltz, Recording 

Secretary Richards  
  
2.0  PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Michael Carey spoke in reference to a request that he had brought before City Council on 
Wednesday, October 19, 2016. His request was to have an Ad Hoc Committee created in order 
to discuss issues along Seacoast Drive and the new commercial construction. He stated that 
there are a number of structures being built in our City that are going outside of our City’s zoning 
restrictions.  
         
3.0  CONSENT CALENDAR 
NONE 
 
4.0 BUSINESS FROM THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
4.1 REPORT: IB RESORT; CONSIDERATION OF A DESIGN REVIEW CASE (DRC 150036) 
TO CONSTRUCT A NEW HOTEL (H-1 TYPE) CONSISTING OF 100 ROOMS, RESTAURANT, 
VIEW BAR, COMMERCIAL SPACE, MEETING ROOMS, AND PUBLIC SPACES AT 1060 
SEACOAST DRIVE (APNs 625-380-27-00).  MF 1166. 
 
City Planner Foltz gave a PowerPoint presentation on the proposed H-1 Type Hotel. The applicant 
is proposing a 40’ hotel and roof structures for the housing of the stairways and elevator, 
equipment screening and parapet walls would exceed the height limit. 
 
Board Member Voronchihin inquired about the buildings sprinkler system, the adequacy of the 
water pressure at the location and the necessity of a fire pump. 
 
Architect Gerald Gagnepain stated that the necessity of a fire pump will be determined upon a 
static pressure test. 
 
City Planner Foltz stated that California American Water would make the determination on the 
adequacy of the water pressure at the site.  
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Board Member Voronchihin inquired as to whether the wood paneling proposed would be 
composed of wood plastic veneer or a composite panel.  
 
Architect Gerald Gagnepain stated that the material is a composite panel with wood fiber in it. 
 
Board Member Voronchihin requested a material board be presented for review. 
 
Architect Gerald Gagnepain stated that providing a material board would be difficult and will take 
some time but it is something that they can do. 
 
Board Member Smith inquired whether there are any deviations from the height requirements. 
 
City Planner Foltz stated that the applicant is requesting a deviation from the commercial floor to 
ceiling height requirements which are proposed within the specific plan for the project. 
 
Board Member Bowman inquired about the potential loss of parking spaces on the street with the 
relocation of a bus stop in front of the proposed hotel. She also inquired about the availability of 
public parking within the hotels garage and whether the hotel intends to charge a parking fee that 
will be enough as to not be attractive for day visitors to fully occupy garage parking and limit hotel 
visitors parking. 
 
City Planner Foltz responded that they are relocating the bus stop in front of the building at the 
request of MTS and that no parking spots would be lost. 
 
Assistant City Manager Dush stated that a fee for parking would be determined by the applicant.  
 
Vice Chair Pamintuan inquired about the monitoring of the sewer system by the City. 
 
Assistant City Manager Dush stated that the City would monitor the sewer system and that a 
system with an adequate capacity would have to be in place in order for the project to be 
constructed. 
 
Board Member Smith inquired as to the size of the lot it compared to Pier South. 
 
City Planner Foltz stated that Pier South is on a larger lot that is over one acre in size and the 
proposed project is on a lot a little less than an acre. 
 
Architect Gerald Gagnepain clarified that the lot for the proposed hotel is .86 acres 
 
Board Member Voronchihin inquired as to whether or not a parking study has been conducted. 
 
City Planner Foltz stated that a parking study was completed that provides comparisons to the 
Pier South Resort. He stated that typically Pier South’s parking is approximately 50% parking 
occupancy and invited the architect up to the podium for further clarification. 
 
Architect Gerald Gagnepain stated that a parking study was conducted and the study results 
suggested that parking be increased if the hotel is going to accommodate retail space and a 
restaurant. He stated that more parking spaces were added than the zoning requires. 
 
Kenneth Knudson with Henderson Hospitality stated that his company was one of two developers 
who made presentations for the property 3 years ago. The original applicant was presenting a 
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project that they intended on beginning within 6 months which was an unrealistic time frame. 
Since the original applicant could not meet an originally estimated 6 month time frame Henderson 
Hospitality received the property. He stated that they have added several design features and 
moved several items in order to meet the requests of the City and its residents. He also stated 
that a lot of time and energy has been invested in this project in order to get to this point.  
 
Imperial Beach Resident Randy Putland stated that he has lived in Imperial Beach since 1971. 
He stated that when the project was initially presented, residents were told that the project would 
be a boutique hotel. He felt that Pier South did a great job with 78 guest rooms, public meeting 
rooms and a restaurant. However, this project is now proposing 100 rooms, 2 retail stores and a 
restaurant which he believes is too much for such a small space. He stated that municipal codes 
for heights, setbacks and step backs are put in place for development and that it is hard work 
putting these guidelines in place just to have deviations from those codes requested. He stated 
that the side setbacks from the front are 15’ which allows for a beautiful view corridor and that the 
developer is requesting 5’ setbacks which takes away that view corridor. He requested that the 
board keep an open mind and consider allowing no less than a 10’ deviation from the code. He 
stated that the developer is also requesting deviation on the set back on the west side facing the 
ocean which will pull their building closer to the ocean and take away from an additional view 
corridor. Additionally, he stated that the developer is also requesting use of public property for 
their driveway and parking spaces so that they may be able to accommodate more rooms and 
that he does not believe public property should be given away for private development. He stated 
that a parking study needs to be completed and available for public viewing because the parking 
they are proposing is not adequate. 
 
Imperial Beach Resident Sandy Brillhart stated that she is concerned with the proposed density. 
She also inquired as to whether or not the building is LEED certified and if the parking provided 
is also meant to accommodate employees. Additionally, she questioned whether a transportation 
demand management plan has been put in place by the developer so that their employees arrive 
to work by some other means than driving. She also stated that she is concerned about the 
setback deviations. 
 
Imperial Beach Resident Tom Summers stated that the renderings presented are stunning. He 
stated that Imperial Beach benefits from this development; he has been here since the 1970’s 
and is a proponent for the project. He stated that his biggest concerns are climate change and 
sea level rise. He mentioned that he has been involved in beach replenishment twice, and he 
would like to make sure that the seawall for the proposed project will be adequate. He inquired 
as to whether or not surveys been conducted for the sea wall and questioned if there will be a sea 
wall extension across the street on from the project similar to what was done for the Pier South 
Hotel and whether or not storm surges have been taken into consideration. 
 
Imperial Beach Resident Michael Carey stated that back in the 1990’s residents fought the effort 
to put high rises on the beach. He noted that there is a 30’ height limit on the beach. He stated 
that at one point if you called a project a boutique hotel and combined two lots then you can have 
a 40’ height limit instead of 30’. A study was conducted in order to define what a real hotel was 
and a limit on the square ft. was put in place for how large a hotel could be. He stated that a 
specific plan will allow for the extra 10’ height limit if significant items are met and this hotel will 
meet that specific plan. He stated that he expected the developer to have all of the renderings 
available at this meeting and that it is difficult to make comments based off the PowerPoint 
presentation. He requested that a special community meeting with the Architect be held in which 
the renderings be made available for residents. He stated that the proposed hotel feels like an ice 
box if you were to stand outside the front of it.  
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Imperial Beach Resident Silvio Sztain stated that the proposal for the hotel is too high and the 
front is too close to the setback and does not create a feeling of openness. He stated that anytime 
there is an event at the beach people park everywhere and that he does not believe that there is 
enough parking to be able to accommodate hotel and restaurant guests, retail shoppers, as well 
as employees and beach goers. He stated that the density is too high.  
 
Imperial Beach Resident Susan McLaughlin stated that she has lived at her residence in Imperial 
Beach for 7 years. She stated that she is all for the enhancement of the City with everything that 
has been happening in Imperial Beach. She also stated that she is concerned about bus stop 
being moved and that every morning at 5:30 a.m. she can hear the bus. She stated that having a 
bus stop in front of the hotel would be a visual blight and it would wake up hotel guests and that 
the bus stop should not be moved. She believes that setbacks should be left where they are 
because moving them would make the building too maximized. In regards to exterior trash, she 
stated that in current conditions when the beach is busy there are people using her trash and she 
hopes that there is some changes in the public trash maintenance once the hotel is built. She 
requested that sufficient exterior trash bins be made available and that they be they be properly 
maintained. Additionally, she stated that parking needs to be sufficient. She also stated that she 
is a advocate for money coming into the City but that certain items do need to be taken into 
consideration. 
 
Imperial Beach Resident John Miller stated that parking is a big issue, especially during the 
summer. He stated that the parking spots being proposed in the parking garage are not large 
enough for bigger vehicles. He inquired about where a tour group visiting with a bus would be 
able to park.   
 
Imperial Beach Resident Bob Miller stated that he does not believe it will look like a box but he 
understands how the design could give the feeling of a box. He stated that he is in attendance 
representing the Seacoasters and that they are in support of the new hotel. He stated that he likes 
that the proposed hotel allows more for more access to the public. He stated that tourism is the 
best economic engine for the City and he is very pleased that we have been given this opportunity 
and that he is hoping everything works out with any changes that need to be made to the site.  
 
Imperial Beach Resident John Haupt spoke in support of the project. He stated that one concern 
he has is that at 1111 Seacoast the City is going to be doing something with the sidewalk that will 
take away two of the City’s non-permanent parking spots; Parking is already very tight at that 
location. He also stated that there is no handicap parking on Seacoast Drive or on Imperial Beach 
Boulevard. He stated that when the hotel is built there may be parking on their premises but that 
does not necessarily benefit local residents.  
 
Vice Chair Pamintuan closed public discussion at 5:04 p.m.    
 
Board Member Smith questioned if there are any City codes about employee parking and the 
parking space allotment. He also questioned the imposition on hotel guests with the relocation of 
the bus stop. 
 
City Planner Foltz stated that there is not a code in place acknowledging employee parking for 
hotels, only the required amount of parking spaces in total.  
 
Architect Gerald Gagnepain stated that he does not believe the bus stop location will be an 
imposition to the guests.  
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Vice Chair Pamintuan stated that he is a proponent of having a public workshop where residents 
can review the proposed hotel. 
 
Board Member Bowman also stated that she is a proponent for a public workshop with the 
materials being provided. She stated that the project proposed is pushing a lot a small space and 
maxing out of the variances.  
 
Board Member Voronchihin requested the distribution of the public comments and having the 
developer acknowledge all the concerns. 
 
Board Member Smith inquired about the prior meetings outcomes on the project. 
 
Assistant City Manager Dush stated that at the past years meeting comments were provided and 
the architect would be able to detail how comments from the public were addressed. 
 
Architect Gerald Gagnepain stated that part of the submittal packet provided over the past year 
showed step backs and setbacks around the building and also clearly delineates where the private 
space and public space is as well as the view corridors. He stated that they should not have torn 
the buildings down that were standing at the location to show how the encroachment of the 
previous buildings obstructed the views. He stated the demolition may have been detrimental to 
their project, however, there were critters living at the location that needed to be removed. Public 
access was provided in the street end and if people have issues with the view they are welcome 
to visit the site and look at the view and that they kept the seawall down as low as they possibly 
could. They did take all of the public comments from the previous meeting into account. The 
biggest concern raised related to warning of guests about contamination on the beach. Aside from 
that they tried to bring the building in as much as they could, compress as much as they could, 
bring it back from the street as much as they could in order to create a public plaza. He stated 
that they could pull the building closer to the street where there is a 0’ setback on Seacoast Drive, 
and eliminate all of the public plaza on the front side which would open up the back of the building 
and they could eliminate their porte-cochere area which would still meet all the requirements of 
the code. He stated that there are tradeoffs, they can increase the width and go to a 15’ setback 
on the sides and eliminate the restaurant altogether because if you look at the first floor plan there 
is nothing left to take out. The kitchen is already very condensed and the dining is mostly exterior. 
The central courtyard is also very tight. They tried to get in as many public amenities while utilizing 
the site as much as they could.  
 
Board Member Smith stated that the design of hotel is good but the density creates an issue. 
 
Architect Gerald Gagnepain recommends viewing the historical site plan and the density of the 
previous buildings on the site and comparing it to the current hotel proposal. 
 
Vice Chair Pamintuan spoke in support of the wave design and the use of light and shadow. He 
stated that the design is very well thought out and made for density.  
 
Architect Gerald Gagnepain requested that City Planner Foltz send the parking study to board 
members.  
 
MOTION BY BOWMAN, SECOND BY SMITH, TO HAVE THE BOARD RECONVENE TO MEET 
ABOUT PROJECT AT ANOTHER TIME AND TO HAVE A MATERIALS BOARD AVAILABLE, 
THE MINUTES OF THIS MEETING AVAILABLE WITH ALL PUBLIC COMMENT, TO HAVE 
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THE APPLICANT AVAILABLE TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS, PROVIDE THE PARKING 
STUDY, A SEWER MAINTENANCE TIMELINE, AND HAVE AN UPDATED RENDERING 
SHOWING THE LOCATION OF THE PUBLIC SHOWER AND BENCHES.  
MOTION CARRIED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE:  
AYES:  PAMINTUAN, BOWMAN, SMITH, VORONCHIHIN 
NOES:  NONE 
ABSENT: NAKAWATASE 
ABSTAIN: NONE 
 
 
5.0  INFORMATIONAL ITEMS/REPORTS 
None. 
 
6.0  ADJOURNMENT 
Vice Chair Pamintuan adjourned the meeting at 5:52 p.m. 
 
Approved: 
 

 
_________________________ 
Dante Pamintuan, DRB  Vice Chairperson 

Attest: 
 
_________________________________ 
Larissa Richards, Recording Secretary 
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160038), and Site Plan Review (SPR 160038) for the expansion of an existing wireless 
telecommunications facility at 600 Palm Avenue (APN 625-140-21-00), which is located in the 
C/MU-1 (General Commercial & Mixed-Use) Zone.  The project is subject to design review by 
the Design Review Board because the project requires site plan review by the Planning 
Commission (City Council) pursuant to Imperial Beach Municipal Code (IBMC) Section 
19.83.020. 
 
The original approval for the wireless facility was provided in 1995 (application DRC 95-11) and 
included the construction of six antennas mounted in pairs in three locations, which were 
required to be painted to match the exterior stucco finish to reduce visual impacts.  The 
proposed expansion would locate one new antenna in each of the three locations (three new 
antennas in total) and remote radio units (RRUs) that would locate on existing roof-mounted 
steel frames.  
 
The design of the 
telecommunications facility 
was examined.  The project 
does not propose to increase 
the height or expand any 
portion of the existing building 
or base station equipment.  
The new façade-mounted 
antennas with associated 
screening are the only 
potential visual impacts for 
the project.     
 
Two options are available for 
the concealment of the 
antennas: 1) locating 
antennas within mounting 
skirts, similar to what is 
currently provided, although 
with better fitting mounts; or 
2) enclosing the antennas 
within Fiberglass Reinforced 
Plastic (FRP) boxes.  Both 
the skirts and FRP boxes 
would be textured and 
colored to match the 
building).  Locating antennas 
within skirts provides 
concealment with a more 
compact appearance; 
however, the face of the 
antenna would be exposed.  
Locating antennas within 
FRP boxes fully encloses the 
antennas; however, the 
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boxes are more bulky in appearance.  The design recommended in this staff report would 
provide skirts for the Alpha (north elevation) and Beta (east elevation) sectors and an FRP box 
for the Gamma sector (west elevation) (see Attachment 2 photosimulations and plans).  
Alternatively, a design with FRP boxes for all antennas at each sector should also be 
considered by the Design Review Board (see Attachment 3 alternate photosimulations and 
plans).   
 
Imperial Beach Municipal Code (IBMC) Section 19.90.070.E states that the visual impact of 
wireless communications facilities must be minimized to the maximum extent feasible, taking 
into consideration technological requirements, through the use of placement, screening, 
camouflage and landscaping, so that the facility is compatible with adjacent uses, existing 
architectural elements, topography, neighborhood landscaping, building materials and other site 
characteristics.  In addition, IBMC Section 19.90.070.G states that facade-mounted antennas 
must be integrated architecturally into the style and character of the structure to which they are 
attached; they must be painted and textured to match the existing structure, and they may not 
project more than eighteen inches from the face of the building or other support structure unless 
approved by a conditional use permit. 
 
The proposed facility would provide three new antennas less than eighteen inches from the face 
of the building that would be concealed within mounting skirts or behind FRP boxes in areas 
with existing antennas that are already mounted within antenna skirts.  The screening would be 
designed to match the texture and colors of the existing building.  The location of the wireless 
facility site is constrained by the layout of the existing antennas and equipment.  As such, there 
are limited opportunities for expansion beyond additional the antennas and equipment proposed 
by the project.  Substantial modifications and alteration to the building may be requested for full 
concealment of the facility; however, such alterations may provide a greater visual impact than 
screening each antenna individually as shown in the plans presented in this report.  
 
General Plan Consistency: 

The proposed development is subject to IBMC Chapter 19.90, “Wireless Communications 
Facilities,” Ordinance 2002-983 and Ordinance 2003-997.  The purpose of the chapter is to 
establish standards for the siting, development and maintenance of wireless communications 
facilities and antenna throughout the city.  The chapter is intended to protect and promote the 
public health, safety and welfare, as well as the aesthetic quality of the city as set forth in the 
goals, objectives and policies of the General Plan.  In addition, the project is located in the 
C/MU-1 (General Commercial & Mixed-Use) Zone.  The purpose of the C/MU-1 Zone is to 
provide areas for mixed-use development, multiple-family dwellings, and for businesses to meet 
the local demand for commercial goods and services. The proposed development meets the 
intent of the C/MU-1 Zone because it provides wireless communication services for the 
community and meets the Development and Design Standards for wireless facilities as outlined 
in IBMC Chapter 19.90.   
 

 C/MU-1 STANDARDS PROVIDED/PROPOSED 

The installation of wireless communications facilities 
may not reduce the number of required parking 
spaces on a proposed site (Section 19.90.070). 

The facility would not remove existing 
parking spaces. 

Wireless communications facilities and accessory 
equipment must meet the required setbacks of the 

The project would not encroach within 
any setbacks of the C/MU-1 Zone. 
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underlying zone, except that in a residential zone, 
the minimum setback for an antenna or equipment 
building from any property line is twenty feet (Section 
19.90.070). 

Wireless communications facilities must meet the 
height requirement of the underlying zone, unless a 
greater height is approved through the conditional 
use permit (Section 19.90.70). 

The facility would provide façade 
mounted antennas that would match 
the height of the existing building and 
existing antennas. The proposed 
facility would not increase the height 
of the existing building. 

A service provider with a wireless communications 
facility in the city must obtain a city business license 
(Section 19.90.070). 

Obtaining a business license would be 
a condition of approval for the project.  

The visual impact of wireless communications 
facilities must be minimized to the maximum extent 
feasible, taking into consideration technological 
requirements, through the use of placement, 
screening, camouflage, and landscaping, so that the 
facility is compatible with adjacent uses, existing 
architectural elements, topography, neighborhood 
landscaping, building materials, and other site 
characteristics (Section 19.90.070). 

The proposed facility would provide 
three antennas that would be 
concealed within skirts or behind FRP 
boxes in areas with existing antennas.  
The screening would be designed to 
match the texture and colors of the 
existing building. 

The colors and materials of wireless communications 
facilities must blend into their backgrounds (Section 
19.90.070). 

The proposed facility would be 
concealed and the screened walls to 
match the existing building. 

Facade-mounted antennae must be integrated 
architecturally into the style/character of the structure 
to which they are attached; they must be painted and 
textured to match the existing structure; and they 
may not project more than eighteen inches from the 
face of the building or other support structure unless 
approved by a conditional use permit (Section 
19.90.070). 

The proposed facility would provide 
three antennas that would be 
concealed within skirts or behind FRP 
boxes in areas with existing antennas.  
The screening would be designed to 
match the texture and colors of the 
existing building. 

Roof-mounted antennae may not exceed the 
minimum height necessary to serve the operator's 
service area, while complying with the building height 
requirements of this title; they must be designed to 
minimize their visibility from surrounding areas; and 
they must be painted and textured to match the 
existing structure or building (Section 19.90.070). 

No roof-mounted antennas are 
proposed.  

Freestanding facilities, including towers, lattice 
towers, and monopoles, are discouraged unless no 
reasonable alternative is possible. If a freestanding 
facility is necessary, it may not exceed the minimum 
functional height and width required to support the 
proposed wireless facility (Section 19.90.070). 

No freestanding facilities are 
proposed. 



Design Review Board Staff Report 
T-Mobile (MF 1208) 
November 17, 2016 

  Page 5 of 5 

T:\Community Development\Master Files\MF 1208 T-Mobile @ 600 Palm Avenue\MF 1208 T-Mobile DRB 111716\111716 MF 1208 
T-Mobile DRB Staff Report 111716.doc 

Proposed freestanding facilities must be stealth 
facilities; they must be painted and designed to blend 
in with the surrounding area; and they must be 
landscaped, if necessary, to minimize visual impacts 
(Section 19.90.070). 

No freestanding facilities are 
proposed. 

Wireless facility support structures, such as 
equipment buildings, cabinets, cables, air 
conditioning units, and fencing, must be painted and 
textured to match the surrounding physical area and 
screened with landscaping in order to minimize 
visual impacts (Section 19.90.070). 

Equipment is located in an existing 
area screened by a chain link fence 
that would be replaced with a wood 
fence. No expansion of this area is 
proposed.  

No advertising signs may be placed on any facility or 
equipment (Section 19.90.070). 

No advertising signs are proposed. 

Wireless communications facilities located between 
the first public roadway and the ocean, San Diego 
Bay, or the Tijuana Estuary must be visually 
undetectable from Seacoast Drive, Imperial Beach 
Boulevard, public paths, bikeways, beaches and 
public recreational facilities, and must not require the 
construction of shoreline protective devices. If there 
is no feasible alternative that can comply with this 
requirement without resulting in a significant gap in 
communication coverage, then the alternative that 
would result in the fewest or least significant impacts 
to public views, public access and recreation, and 
shoreline processes shall be selected (Section 
19.90.070). 

The proposed facility would not locate 
between the first public roadway and 
the ocean, San Diego Bay, or the 
Tijuana Estuary. 

 
Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: 

Surrounding Areas Surrounding Zoning Surrounding Land Use 

North C/MU-1 (General Comm. & Mixed-Use) Residential 

South C/MU-1 (General Comm. & Mixed-Use) Commercial 

East C/MU-1 (General Comm. & Mixed-Use) Commercial 

West R-1-6000 (Single Family Residential) Residential 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT:  

This project is categorically exempt pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines Section 15301 (Existing Facilities).   

 
COASTAL JURISDICTION:   

The site is located in the Coastal Zone and the City Council will evaluate coastal permit findings.   
 
Attachments:  
1. Design Review Checklist 
2. Photosimulations & Plans  
3. Alternate Photosimulations & Plans 

c: file MF 1208 
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A.  RELATIONSHIP OF BUILDINGS TO SITE AND SURROUNDING AREA 

 
 

 
 

 
 

     1.  The site should be planned to accomplish a desirable transition with the 
streetscape, and to provide for adequate planting, pedestrian movement, and 
parking areas. 

 
 
 

 

√ 

     2.  Site planning should provide landscaped setbacks in scale with 
buildings, an inviting streetscape, usable open space areas, and buffering 
between properties. 

 
 
 

 
 

√ 

    3.  Parking areas should be treated with decorative elements, such as, 
building wall extensions, plantings, trellises, surface patterns, berms or other 
innovative means to largely screen parking areas from view from public ways. 

 
 

 
 

 

√ 

     4.  Whenever the natural or existing topography contributes to the amenity 
and utility of a proposed project, it should be preserved in a manner, which 
enhances and accentuates the project.  Modifications to the topography will be 
considered only when it can be determined that they will contribute to the 
amenity and utility of the project. 

 
 
 

 

 

√ 

     5.  Architectural styles should be made compatible or integrated with 
adjacent buildings by such means as screens, site breaks, colors and 
materials. 

 

√ 

 
 

 

 

     6.  Attractive landscape transition to surrounding properties should be 
provided. 

 
 

 
 

 
√ 

     7.  Harmony in design elements, including texture, lines, and masses is 
required.  Monotony shall be avoided.  Contrasting design elements should be 
repeated where appropriate in a harmonious manner.  For example, vertical 
elements contrast with general horizontal lines and should be used where 
appropriate to make a strong statement. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

√ 

     8.  The height, bulk, mass and scale of each building should be compatible 
with its site and buildings expected to remain or be developed in the 
surrounding area.  Monotony of architectural design is not encouraged. 

 

√ 

 
  

     9.  A project proposed in an area deemed to be in a state of decline or 
blight infestation should be developed in a manner, which will establish and 
improve the aesthetic quality and character of the area. 

 
 
 

 

√ 

 
B.  BUILDING DESIGN, COLORS, AND MATERIALS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

     1.  Evaluation of appearance of a project shall be based on the quality of its 
design and relationship to existing or future surroundings.  Inappropriate, 
incompatible designs shall be avoided. 

 

√ 

 
  

     2.  Existing and proposed structures on the same project site should be 
architecturally and functionally integrated. 

 

√ 

 
  

     3.  Innovative and imaginative design and architecture should be 
encouraged, and inappropriate and monotonous design should be avoided. √ 

 
 

 

 

     4.  Variations of building details, form, line, colors and materials, and setting 
should be employed to create visual interest.     

 

 √ 
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     5.  Monotony of design in single or multiple building projects should be 
avoided.  Variation of detail, form, and siting should be used to provide visual 
interest.  In multiple building projects, variable siting of individual buildings may 
be used to prevent a monotonous appearance.  Variation in wall plan, roof line 
and direction, materials and color may be used to prevent a monotonous 
appearance in buildings.  Wall plan variation is recommended to reduce scale 
and bulk and may often be simple provided by building projections, bay 
windows, and balconies.  Color and landscape materials may be used to 
accent the variation.     

 
 
 √ 

     6.  Window trim, pop-outs, dormers, bay windows, and other features are 
encouraged to provide exterior variation in wall plan and materials. 

 
 
 √ 

     7.  New building components, such as windows, doors, eaves, and 
parapets, shall have good proportions and relationship to one another and with 
wall masses. 

√ 
 
 

 

 

     8.  The architectural theme employed on a particular building should 
normally be executed on all exterior surfaces. 

√ 
 
  

     9. In any design in which the structural frame is exposed to view, materials 
and finishes should be selected for architectural harmony or enhancements of 
the theme, as well as aesthetic quality, durability, and ease of maintenance.   

 
 
 

 

√ 

    10.  Exterior colors which are harmonious and contribute to the aesthetic 
quality of the project should be selected. 

√ 
 
  

    11.  Colors shall be harmonious yet color contrast or contrasting tone is 
encouraged to emphasize architectural detail (see examples in Planning 
Department).  Fluorescent paints and garish colors should be avoided. 

 
 
 √ 

    12.  Materials and colors should be varied where appropriate to provide 
architectural interest.  However, material and color combinations should be 
repeated where necessary to provide contrast and harmony (visual order) to 
the building.  The number of materials should not exceed what is required for 
contrast and accent or architectural features and may generally be limited to 
three. 

√ 

 

 

 
  

    13.  Building materials should not stop abruptly at corners but continue from 
front to side elevations. 

 
 
 √ 

    14.  Parapet walls/mansard roofs should not stop at short distances on side 
elevations, but should continue to visually unify all building elevations, as 
appropriate. 

 
 
 √ 

    15.  Blank walls should be avoided by the use of windows, variation of 
surface plan and materials, and use of shrubbery or trees as landscape 
screening. 

 
 
 √ 

    16.  Mechanical equipment, including solar collectors and panels, or other 
utility hardware on roof, ground, or buildings should be screened from public 
view with materials harmonious with the building, or they should be located so 
as not to be visible from any public ways. 

 √ 
 

 

    17.  Metal fixtures, trims, and devices, exposed to the ocean environment 
are subject to abnormally high corrosion and are discouraged.  

  √ 
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    18.  Continued good appearance depends upon the extent and quality of 
maintenance.  The choice of materials and their use, together with the types of 
finishes and other protective measures, should be conducive to easy 
maintenance and upkeep.   

√ 
 
  

    19.  Materials and finishes should be selected for their durability and wear 
as well as for their beauty.  Property measures and devices should be 
incorporated for protection against the elements, neglect, damage and abuse.   

√ 
 
  

 
C.  LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS AND EXTERIOR LIGHTING 
      Landscape elements included in this criteria consist of all forms of planting 
and vegetation, ground forms, rock groupings, water patterns, and all visible 
construction except buildings and utilitarian structures. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

     1.  An inviting atmosphere should be created in pedestrian oriented areas 
through the use of landscaping, walls, fencing, seating, plazas, statues, 
fountains, and other design features.     

 
 
 √ 

     2.  Grades of walks, parking spaces, terraces, and other paved area should 
provide an inviting and stable appearance for walking and, if seating is 
provided, for sitting. 

 
 
 √ 

     3.  Landscape treatment should be provided to enhance architectural 
features, strengthen vistas and important axis, and provide shade, privacy and 
buffering, soften large surfaces and paved areas, and accent points of interest.  
Where practical, existing trees and drought tolerant plants should be preserved 
and included in the planning and design of the site. 

 
 
 √ 

     4.  Unity of design should be achieved by repetition of certain plant varieties 
and other materials, and by correlation with adjacent developments, where 
appropriate. 

 
 
 

 
√ 

     5.  Plant material should be selected for interest in its structure, texture, and 
color and for its ultimate growth.   

 
 
 √ 

     6.  In locations where plants will be susceptible to injury by pedestrian or 
motor traffic, or other environmental hazards, they should be protected by 
appropriate curbs, tree guards, or other devices.   

 
 
 

 
√ 

     7.  Service and storage yards, trash collection areas, exterior work areas, 
and other places which tend to be unsightly, should be screened by use of 
walls, fencing, planting, or by combinations of these. 

 
 
 √ 

     8.  In areas where general planting does not prosper, other materials such 
as fences, walls, trellises and pavings of wood, brick, stone, gravel, and 
cobbles, should be used.  Carefully selected plants should be combined with 
such materials where possible.  Materials should be harmonious with building 
materials. 

 
 
 √ 

   9.  All plant materials should be selected, arranged, and installed in 
accordance with sound horticultural and landscape architectural practices per 
landscape and irrigation plans. 

 
 
 √ 

 10.  Color and texture of landscape elements should be coordinated with color 
and texture of building materials.  Coarse textures and darker or brighter colors 
may be used where appropriate to reduce perceived distance and size.  Fine 

 
 
 √ 
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textures and light or greyed colors may be used for the opposite effect where 
appropriate. 

    11.  Miscellaneous structures (i.e., structures other then buildings: sign 
posts, railings, etc.) and street furniture located on private property should be 
designed to be integrated with, or harmonious with, the architectural building 
and landscape design proposed for the site.  Materials should be durable and 
compatible with buildings and surroundings in color and scale. 

  
 

√ 

    12.  Exterior lighting should be designed to enhance the architecture of the 
building and landscape and shall be restrained in color and brightness.  Light 
standards and fixtures shall be architecturally compatible and scaled to the 
buildings with consideration for energy efficiency.      

 
 
 √ 

 
D.  SIGN CRITERIA 
      (The same criteria applicable to wall signs shall apply to monument signs.)  
Project, as conditioned 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

     1.  Signs should be designed as supportive elements to land use.  They 
should be used primarily to identify businesses, professional offices and public 
and quasi-public facilities.    

 
 
 

 

√ 

     2.  Signs should be compatible with the nature, scale, character, and 
design of the locale and land uses they serve.  

 
 

 

√ 

     3.  Signs should be part of the architectural concept.  Size, color, lettering, 
locations, and arrangement shall be harmonious with the building design, and 
shall be compatible with approved signs on adjoining buildings.  Signs shall 
have good proportion. 

 
 
 

 

√ 

     4.  Colors should be used harmoniously and with restraint.  Lighting should 
be harmonious with the design.  If external spot or floodlighting is used, it shall 
be arranged so that light source is shielded from view. 

 
 
 

 

√ 

     5.  Identification and directory signs should manifest a high degree of 
artistic order and taste, as well as legibility.  

 
 

 

√ 

     6.  Signs should be characterized by restraint.  Where practical and 
practicable, artistic graphics and fine art displays should be used in lieu of 
"commercial" signs. 

 
 
 

 

√ 

     7.  Signs should place considerable emphasis upon color, harmony, size, 
shapes, letters, materials and character. 

 
 
 √ 

 
 E.  CIRCULATION AND PARKING   

 
 

 
 

 
 

     1.  It is recommended that parking areas be screened from view by the use 
of landscaping, walls, buildings, or other innovative and decorative concepts. 

 
 
 √ 

     2.  Parking areas and trafficways should be enhanced with landscaped 
spaces containing trees or tree groupings which shall be adequately irrigated 
and maintained.  Shrubs should be used only where they will not obscure 
vision. 

 
 
 √ 

     3.  The placement of trees in parkways or paved areas is encouraged.  
 
 √ 
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     4.  Vine covered trellises should be provided where appropriate to provide 
shading and buffering of open parking areas, particularly where tree planting is 
not provided. 

 
 
 √ 

     5.  Parking bays located between the building and the street should be 
separated from buildings by landscaped areas or protected walkways. 

 
 

 
 √ 

     6.  The mass of large parking areas should be improved through the 
employment of landscaping, textural variation, or structural interruption (i.e., 
walls and trellises).  Variation of paving material, texture and color is 
recommended where pedestrian and vehicular areas overlap.  The use of 
stamped concrete, stone, brick or granite pavers, exposed aggregate, colored 
concrete or other methods to divide or improve the effect of large expanses of 
pavement is encouraged. 

 
 

 
 √ 

     7.  Onsite circulation shall be designed to promote adequate security, police 
and fire protection; and, to facilitate postal delivery, moving, trash collection 
and trades services. 

 
 
 √ 

     8.  The layout of offstreet parking areas and onsite circulation systems 
should place emphasis on: 

 A) Convenience and proximity to the units served. 
 

 
 √ 

 B) Safety.  
 
 √ 

 C) Screening and separation of buffering from common uses areas, 
residential units and recreation areas. 

 
 
 √ 

    9.  Directional signs and graphics should be used to promote public safety 
and convenience.    

 
 

 
 

 
√ 

    10.  Loading, unloading, and delivery service operations should be 
preplanned.  Parking layouts should clearly indicate that these operations 
would not adversely affect customer parking or access. 

 
 

 
 √ 

    11.  The plans of major commercial centers shall be responsive to the 
physical requirements of public transportation and should provide the requisite 
pedestrian ways, bus stops, benches, and shelter. 

 
 

 
 √ 

    12.  Secure bicycle parking facilities are encouraged.      
 
 √ 

    13.  Public or commercial parking areas should be designed for 
convenience and, where feasible, should be directly accessible from two 
streets, or a street and an alley. 

 
 
 √ 

    14.  Pedestrian ways within commercial parking areas should be protected 
from vehicular movements by landscaped areas, curbs, or posts. 

 
 
 √ 

    15.  In multiple family developments, it shall be considered undesirable to 
located off street parking areas between the buildings and the street.  In cases 
where this design solution is utilized by the Architectural Design Review 
Advisory Committee, the parking areas should be screened from view.  
Parking shall be considered between buildings and streets where it does not 
detract from otherwise exceptional design and neighborhood amenities. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

√ 

    16.  It is recommended that all parking or maneuvering areas which are 
perpendicular to building walls be separated by landscaped areas. 

 
 

 
 √ 
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F.  MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ENVIRONMENT 

 
 

 
 

 
 

     1.  Multiple family dwelling developers should place cardinal emphasis on 
the protection of residential privacy.  Privacy requires sensitive structural and 
landscaping design, and effective sound-proofing.  It is also dependent upon 
the selection of proper building, screening, and landscaping materials. 

 
 
 √ 

     2.  The site development and design of multi-family development should be 
coordinated with that of existing or potential adjoining and adjacent 
development.  The project design should be consistent with the standards of 
good site planning and spatial relationships. 

 
 
 √ 

     3.  The landscape of a multi-family dwelling should be oriented towards the 
establishment and maintenance of a high order of on and off site 
environmental and aesthetic quality. 

 
 
 √ 

     4.  The design of all multiple units should promote good circulation, 
adequate exterior lighting and noise protection.  The said design should 
minimize hazards, and optimize energy conservation.  Solar orientation should 
be considered to reduce heating requirements.   

 
 
 √ 

     5.  Each building site upon which a multi-family project is developed shall 
provide landscaping and usable open space.  The space developed to 
landscaping may be improved with textured flooring, fountains, ponds, kiosks, 
and sculpture, as well as plant material. 

 
 
 √ 

     6.  Where practicable, large multi-family developments should provide a 
variety of building sizes and arrangements. 

 
 

 
 √ 

     7.  Multiple-family dwelling development shall provide their residents private 
and/or common open space.  Private open space may take the form of patios, 
balconies, courtyards (atria), or gardens.  The establishment of game rooms, 
children's play areas, meeting rooms, and roof gardens should be encouraged 
where appropriate. 

 
 
 √ 

     8.  Usable open space required by the zoning ordinance should be 
distributed throughout the project site. 

 
 
 √ 

     9.  Noise effects on and from all common and private open space should be 
buffered by fences, walls, and/or barriers, which block the line-of-site of the 
noise source. 

 
 
 √ 

    10.  Indoor-outdoor integration can be promoted in projects by the use of 
large windows and sliding glass doors in conjunction with patios, balconies, 
and courtyards.  The said windows and doors, however, should be effectively 
shuttered or draped in order to prevent substantial night-time energy losses. 

 
 
 √ 

   11.  Common open space should be provided in large areas if feasible.  
Large areas of open space can be imaginatively landscaped, well utilized, and 
economically maintained. 

 
 
 √ 
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G.  COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT    

     1.  The land use patterns, circulation, forms and spatial relationships of 
shopping centers and industrial uses should be harmonious with the areas 
they serve or are linked with by major circulation routes. The nature, character, 
and design of the areas should determine the architectural theme, landscape, 
building arrangement, and signing of the mercantile centers.  

  √ 

     2.  Shopping centers should be unobtrusive, low in profile and building 
intensity, and probably casual or informal in theme. Massive buildings, garish 
color schemes, and extensive signing are out of place.  

  √ 

     3.  Vehicular and pedestrian traffic should be separated to create a “village 
atmosphere”. A mall, arcade, or patio form tends to promote effective 
landscaping, customer convenience, and a pleasant environment for shopping.  

  √ 

     4.  Where feasible, customer traffic should not be mixed with truck-service 
traffic. Furthermore, customer parking should be both convenient and ample. 
Employee parking, which is often long-term parking, should be designated in 
order to make customer parking, which is usually short-term in nature, more 
convenient.  

  √ 

     5.  Neighborhood and subneighborhood (or convenience) shopping 
facilities have captive markets, and therefore do not require extensive signing 
or external outdoor advertising. The appurtenant signs employed in these 
centers should be solely oriented towards “shop identification”. Artistic 
graphics, wood-carved signs, gold lead window signs, and symbolic handing 
signs are especially appropriate on the neighborhood and subneighborhood 
scenes.  

  √ 

     6.  While pole signs were popular in the 1950’s and 1960’s, they are a 
principle source of visual pollution and are not appropriate. On the other hand, 
low profile monument signs tend to be consistent with the tenets of good urban 
design, and can provide adequate shopping center identification. 

  √ 

     7.  It is recommended that a minimum of 15% of the gross area of a 
commercial industrial center should be devoted to landscaping. The required 
landscaping may take the form of decorative flooring, masonry walls, 
fountains, sculpture, or clusters of mall furniture, as well as plant material. 

  √ 

     8.  The extensive use of trees within and along the periphery of commercial 
and industrial centers is urged. Trees provide beauty and improve 
environmental quality. They also soften the impact of commercial activity upon 
shoppers and local residents.  

  √ 

     9.  Since commercial and industrial uses are situated in close proximity to 
residential areas buffers are essential. Where abutting directly upon residential 
lands, an appropriate landscaped buffer should be established on the 
commercial/industrial property. Architectural walls or decorative fences should 
be used to protect local residents from the noise and visual impact of 
commercial parking lots.  

  √ 
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    10.  The landscape of commercial projects should not be confined to plant 
material. Textured flooring, masonry, fountains, water features, exterior works 
of fine art, and exterior furniture should be used to promote a project’s visual 
interest, variety and amenity. 

  √ 

   11.  Where feasible, trees with unique structural characteristics should be 
planted. These trees should improve the aesthetic quality of commercial areas 
and compliment adjacent urban forms.  

  √ 

   12.  The use of fountains, water sculpture, and other recycling water features 
provide a cooling effect with respect to the urban environment, and visual relief 
from the impact of hard surfaces. The use of these features should be 
encouraged. 

  √ 

   13.  Planters and tree wells should be designed to protect the plants they 
accommodate and to promote the aesthetic quality of their surroundings.  

  √ 

   14.  Mall furniture should be carefully coordinated with the landscaping and 
works of fine art which share its setting. This coordination requires that each 
mall, enclosure, plaza, or open space be planned as a single design 
composition, and not on an element-by-element basis.  

  √ 
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 PROPOSED FRP BOXES TO BE TEXTURED AND PAINTED

TO MATCH EXISTING BUILDING PER GAMMA SECTOR

 PROPOSED SIDE SKIRTS AND MOLDED CHIN STRAPS TO

BE TEXTURED AND PAINTED TO MATCH EXISTING

BUILDING PER ALPHA AND BETA SECTORS

PROPOSED T-MOBILE PANEL

ANTENNAS W/ PROPOSED

SIDE SKIRTS AND MOLDED

CHIN STRAPS, (2) TOTAL, (1)

PER ALPHA AND BETA

SECTORS



NOTE:

EXISTING EQUIPMENT MOUNTED ON EXISTING BUILDING

ROOFTOP (NOT VISIBLE IN CURRENT VIEW)

 EXISTING T-MOBILE TMAS TO REMAIN (3) TOTAL

 EXISTING T-MOBILE RRUS TO REMAIN (9) TOTAL

EXISTING T-MOBILE PANEL

ANTENNA TO BE RELOCATED,

(1) TOTAL PER BETA SECTOR

EXISTING T-MOBILE PANEL

ANTENNAS TO REMAIN (5) TOTAL,

(2) PER ALPHA & GAMMA SECTOR

AND (1) PER BETA SECTOR

BETA

SECTOR

EXISTING T-MOBILE ANTENNA

SKIRTS TO BE REMOVED,

TYP. ALL SECTORS

PROPOSED T-MOBILE PANEL

ANTENNAS W/ PROPOSED SIDE

SKIRTS AND MOLDED CHIN

STRAPS, (2) TOTAL, (1) PER

ALPHA AND BETA SECTORS

(2) EXISTING T-MOBILE ANTENNAS

ON PROPOSED 10'-0" LONG 2"

STD ANTENNA MOUNTING PIPE

WITHIN PROPOSED SIDE SKIRTS

AND MOLDED CHIN STRAPS, PER

BETA SECTOR

BETA

SECTOR

NOTE:

PROPOSED & EXISTING EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING BUILDING

ROOFTOP (NOT VISIBLE IN CURRENT VIEW)

 PROPOSED T-MOBILE RRUS, (3) TOTAL, (1) PER SECTOR

TYP. ALL SECTORS

 PROPOSED FRP BOXES TO BE TEXTURED AND PAINTED

TO MATCH EXISTING BUILDING PER GAMMA SECTOR

 PROPOSED SIDE SKIRTS AND MOLDED CHIN STRAPS TO

BE TEXTURED AND PAINTED TO MATCH EXISTING

BUILDING PER ALPHA AND BETA SECTORS



NOTE:

EXISTING EQUIPMENT MOUNTED ON EXISTING BUILDING

ROOFTOP (NOT VISIBLE IN CURRENT VIEW)

 EXISTING T-MOBILE TMAS TO REMAIN (3) TOTAL

 EXISTING T-MOBILE RRUS TO REMAIN (9) TOTAL

EXISTING T-MOBILE PANEL ANTENNAS

TO REMAIN (5) TOTAL, (2) PER ALPHA &

GAMMA SECTOR AND (1) PER BETA

SECTOR

EXISTING T-MOBILE ANTENNA

SKIRTS TO BE REMOVED,

TYP. ALL SECTORS

EXISTING T-MOBILE PANEL ANTENNAS

WITHIN PROPOSED FRP BOXES (2)

TOTAL PER GAMMA SECTOR

PROPOSED T-MOBILE PANEL ANTENNAS WITHIN

PROPOSED FRP BOXES, (1) TOTAL, PER GAMMA

SECTOR

GAMMA

SECTOR

GAMMA

SECTOR

NOTE:

PROPOSED & EXISTING EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING BUILDING

ROOFTOP (NOT VISIBLE IN CURRENT VIEW)

 PROPOSED T-MOBILE RRUS, (3) TOTAL, (1) PER SECTOR

TYP. ALL SECTORS

 PROPOSED FRP BOXES TO BE TEXTURED AND PAINTED

TO MATCH EXISTING BUILDING PER GAMMA SECTOR

 PROPOSED SIDE SKIRTS AND MOLDED CHIN STRAPS TO

BE TEXTURED AND PAINTED TO MATCH EXISTING

BUILDING PER ALPHA AND BETA SECTORS





































Attachment 3 - Alternate Photosim & Plans



NOTE:

PROPOSED & EXISTING EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING BUILDING

ROOFTOP (NOT VISIBLE IN CURRENT VIEW)

 PROPOSED T-MOBILE RRUS, (3) TOTAL, (1) PER SECTOR

TYP. ALL SECTORS

 PROPOSED FRP BOXES TO BE TEXTURED AND PAINTED

TO MATCH EXISTING BUILDING, TYP. ALL SECTORS

NOTE:

EXISTING EQUIPMENT MOUNTED ON EXISTING BUILDING

ROOFTOP (NOT VISIBLE IN CURRENT VIEW)

 EXISTING T-MOBILE TMAS TO REMAIN (3) TOTAL

 EXISTING T-MOBILE RRUS TO REMAIN (9) TOTAL

EXISTING T-MOBILE PANEL ANTENNAS

TO REMAIN (5) TOTAL, (2) PER ALPHA &

GAMMA SECTOR AND (1) PER BETA

SECTOR

ALPHA

SECTOR

EXISTING T-MOBILE ANTENNA

SKIRTS TO BE REMOVED,

TYP. ALL SECTORS

EXISTING T-MOBILE PANEL ANTENNAS

WITHIN PROPOSED FRP BOXES (5)

TOTAL, (2) PER ALPHA & GAMMA

SECTOR AND (1) PER BETA SECTOR

ALPHA

SECTOR

PROPOSED T-MOBILE PANEL

ANTENNAS WITHIN PROPOSED

FRP BOXES, (3) TOTAL, (1) PER

SECTOR, TYP. ALL SECTORS



NOTE:

EXISTING EQUIPMENT MOUNTED ON EXISTING BUILDING

ROOFTOP (NOT VISIBLE IN CURRENT VIEW)

 EXISTING T-MOBILE TMAS TO REMAIN (3) TOTAL

 EXISTING T-MOBILE RRUS TO REMAIN (9) TOTAL

NOTE:

PROPOSED & EXISTING EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING BUILDING

ROOFTOP (NOT VISIBLE IN CURRENT VIEW)

 PROPOSED T-MOBILE RRUS, (3) TOTAL, (1) PER SECTOR

TYP. ALL SECTORS

 PROPOSED FRP BOXES TO BE TEXTURED AND PAINTED

TO MATCH EXISTING BUILDING, TYP. ALL SECTORS

EXISTING T-MOBILE PANEL

ANTENNA TO BE RELOCATED,

(1) TOTAL PER BETA SECTOR

EXISTING T-MOBILE PANEL

ANTENNAS TO REMAIN, (5) TOTAL,

(2) PER ALPHA & GAMMA SECTOR

AND (1) PER BETA SECTOR

BETA

SECTOR

EXISTING T-MOBILE ANTENNA

SKIRTS TO BE REMOVED,

TYP. ALL SECTORS

PROPOSED T-MOBILE PANEL

ANTENNAS WITHIN PROPOSED

FRP BOXES, (3) TOTAL, (1) PER

SECTOR, TYP. ALL SECTORS

(2) EXISTING T-MOBILE ANTENNAS

ON PROPOSED 10'-0" LONG 2"

STD ANTENNA MOUNTING PIPE

WITHIN PROPOSED FRP BOX,

PER BETA SECTOR

BETA

SECTOR



NOTE:

EXISTING EQUIPMENT MOUNTED ON EXISTING BUILDING

ROOFTOP (NOT VISIBLE IN CURRENT VIEW)

 EXISTING T-MOBILE TMAS TO REMAIN (3) TOTAL

 EXISTING T-MOBILE RRUS TO REMAIN (9) TOTAL

EXISTING T-MOBILE PANEL ANTENNAS

TO REMAIN (5) TOTAL, (2) PER ALPHA &

GAMMA SECTOR AND (1) PER BETA

SECTOR

EXISTING T-MOBILE ANTENNA

SKIRTS TO BE REMOVED,

TYP. ALL SECTORS

NOTE:

PROPOSED & EXISTING EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING BUILDING

ROOFTOP (NOT VISIBLE IN CURRENT VIEW)

 PROPOSED T-MOBILE RRUS, (3) TOTAL, (1) PER SECTOR

TYP. ALL SECTORS

 PROPOSED FRP BOXES TO BE TEXTURED AND PAINTED

TO MATCH EXISTING BUILDING, TYP. ALL SECTORS

EXISTING T-MOBILE PANEL ANTENNAS

WITHIN PROPOSED FRP BOXES (5)

TOTAL, (2) PER ALPHA & GAMMA

SECTOR AND (1) PER BETA SECTOR

PROPOSED T-MOBILE PANEL ANTENNAS WITHIN

PROPOSED FRP BOXES, (3) TOTAL, (1) PER SECTOR,

TYP. ALL SECTORS

GAMMA

SECTOR

GAMMA

SECTOR
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