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Staff Report   
City of Manhattan Beach 

  
 

TO:  Honorable Mayor Ward and Members of the City Council 
 
THROUGH: Geoff Dolan, City Manager 
 
FROM: Richard Thompson, Director of Community Development 
  Eric Haaland, Associate Planner 
 
DATE: July 5, 2006 
 
SUBJECT: Appeal of Planning Commission Denial of a Sign Exception for Installation of Two 

Electronic Changeable Copy Signs Above the Entrance to the American Martyrs 
Parking Garage, Located at 624 15th Street. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the City Council uphold the decision of the Planning Commission denying 
the subject request. 
 
FISCAL IMPLICATION: 
There are no fiscal implications associated with the recommended action. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
The Planning Commission, at its regular meeting of April 26, 2006, DENIED (3-1, 1 absent) a 
request for 2 new 25 square-foot electronic wall signs located on a parking structure wall facing 15th 
Street. The applicant subsequently filed an appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision of 
denial, which requires the City Council to act upon the application.  
 
Changeable copy signs, other than a single church or school monument sign, are not permitted by 
the city’s sign code. Changeable copy signs differ from typical fixed-copy signs identifying a 
business or entity occupying a given location. Changeable copy provides more detailed messages 
and scheduling information that change frequently. These signs usually attract more attention and 
have more aesthetic issues than typical signs. The city’s sign code (MBMC Chapter 10.72) permits 
the one existing monument sign with changeable copy at the main church building, in addition to 
one maximum 20 square foot fixed-copy wall sign on each primary building of the church facility. 
The request therefore also exceeds code allowances for wall signs by proposing 2 wall signs (1 max. 
permitted), of 25 square feet (20 square feet permitted), on a parking structure (not a primary 
building).  
 
The applicant had proposed 2 new 25 square-foot wall signs located on a parking structure wall 
facing 15th Street. The signs are both programmable electronic (LED) message cabinets with a fixed 
panel across the top reading “American Martyrs Catholic Church”. The sign would communicate 
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messages to 15th Street traffic and people across the street at the church’s gymnasium and school 
facilities regarding various events, activities, and programs. The easterly sign would face directly 
north and the westerly located sign would face northwest as they occupy opposite sides of an angled 
point in the parking structure wall. 
 
The Planning Commission may approve an exception to the sign code if a sign proposal meets 
specified criteria, however it could not find that the proposal would be without detriment to the 
surrounding neighborhood, is necessary for reasonable use of the church facility, and is consistent 
with the intent of the City’s sign code. The Commission expressed concerns for lighting intensity, 
safety, and general obtrusiveness of the proposed LED signs. Four members of the public stated 
concerns for the signs’ visual obtrusiveness.  
 
The applicant felt that the signs were an appropriate method of church communication, would be 
visually screened or limited in intensity, and would be less obtrusive than a conforming monument 
sign previously located across the street from the proposed location. One letter supporting the 
proposal was received after the Planning Commission stated its initial concerns at its March 29th 
meeting. One Commissioner concurred with the applicant and felt the sign exception could be 
approved with restrictions prepared by staff. 
 
A resolution to approve the signs had been drafted by Staff with conditions limiting the hours, 
visibility, motion, and brightness, however, the Planning Commission determined that the 
detrimental effects of the signs to neighborhood aesthetics could not be mitigated by such 
restrictions. In order to approve the sign exception, the following findings must be made: 
 
 A. The proposed sign exception would not be detrimental to, nor adversely impact, the neighborhood 

or district in which the property is located. 
 B. The proposed sign exception is necessary in order that the applicant may not be deprived 

unreasonably in the use or enjoyment of their property; 
 C. The proposed sign exception is consistent with the legislative intent of this title. 
 
The sign exception process does not require a public hearing and the Planning Commission’s 
decision of denial is reflected in the attached April 26, 2006 Minutes excerpts. A courtesy notice was 
provided to nearby neighbors in this case since the proposal is within a residential district, and the 
same noticing has been done for the subject appeal consideration before the City Council. Staff 
reports and additional draft Minutes excerpts from the Planning Commission’s proceedings are also 
attached to this report for reference. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
The alternatives to the staff recommendation include: 
 

1. CONDUCT the appeal proceeding and UPHOLD the Planning Commission's DENIAL 
of the sign exception request. 

 
2. CONDUCT the appeal proceeding and APPROVE of the sign exception request with 

appropriate conditions. 
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Attachments: 

P.C. Minutes excerpts, dated 3/29/06 & 4/26/06 
P.C. Staff Report, dated 3/29/06 & 4/26/06  
Plans & lighting details (separate) 
 

(NAE) – not available electronically 
 
c:  Absolute Sign, Inc., Applicant 
 American Martyrs Church, Property owner  
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Mr. Warren said that he feels coordinating the signage for the center would be a good idea.  He 
suggested that the pole sign be left at its current size in order to include space for all of the 
tenants and to include space on the bottom to state “Parking in Rear.”  He indicated that making 
the existing sign smaller would not allow enough signage for all of the tenants.  He indicated that 
he would not be opposed to continuing the item in order to address the signage further.       
 
Commissioner Schlager indicated that he would like for the cabinet of the pole sign to be 
reduced, and he would also like to see the signage for all three businesses cleaned up.    
 
Chairman Simon suggested that the applicant work with staff to determine the limits of the 
signage that is permitted and to reach a solution that satisfies everyone on the property.   
 
Commissioner Bohner said that he would be more inclined to be favorable towards a smaller 
cabinet than the existing sign.  He indicated that he does not feel that a single sign advertising all 
of the businesses and nothing else would be very attractive.  He said that he would be more 
supportive of a smaller sign and a clean up of the corner for all three businesses.   
 
The Commissioners indicated that they would want the signage to remain within the permitted 
guidelines of 90 square feet.    
 
A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Schlager/Lesser) to CONTINUE the issue for a Sign 
Exception Regarding the Retention of an Abandoned Pole Sign at 2100-2118 Highland Avenue 
to the meeting of May 10, 2006, to allow the applicants the opportunity to work with staff on 
developing a sign plan for the subject site. 
 
AYES:  Bohner, Lesser, Schlager, Chairperson Simon 
NOES:  None 
ABSENT:   Savikas 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
B. Consideration of a Sign Exception Regarding the Installation of Two Electronic 

Changeable Copy Signs Above the Entrance to the Parking Garage of a Church at 
624 15th Street 

 
Associate Planner Haaland summarized the staff report.  He said that the proposal is for two 
programmable LED wall signs of 25 square foot each to be located on the wall above an existing 
parking structure entrance facing 15th Street.  He said that the proposal is in addition to an 
existing monument sign and wall signs for the American Martyrs church facility.  He said that 
the intent of the proposed signs is to display messages regarding upcoming events and activities.  
He indicated that the project requires a sign exception for changeable copy on a sign other than a 
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church/school monument sign; for a sign to be located on a parking structure; for multiple wall 
signs on a given structure; for a wall sign area greater than 20 square feet; and for any motion or 
lighting effects.  He commented that the item is not a public hearing; however, the immediate 
neighbors were provided notice because the property is located in a residential area.   
 
In response to a question from Chairman Simon, Associate Planner Haaland commented that 
staff has received no comments regarding the proposal from the adjacent neighbors.   
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Associate Planner Haaland stated that 
public school construction and signs are regulated by the school district which has its own 
process for plan review and inspection. 
 
Director Thompson indicated that the State Architect’s Office has jurisdiction over construction 
of schools and hospitals.   
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Associate Planner Haaland indicated that 
private schools and churches are not exempt from the regulations of the Sign Code but are 
allowed to have changeable copy on a single monument sign.  He indicated that signs are 
regulated by land use and not by the zone in which they are located.      
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Schlager, Associate Planner Haaland indicated that 
the Commissioners may wish to establish hours that the sign would be permitted to operate.  He 
stated that there has been no formal analysis of safety concerns resulting from the location of the 
signage above the parking garage.                                                                                                                             
 
Mark Byrnes, representing the applicant, commented that the church is subject to all of the City 
codes, and they went through a very rigorous process of approval for their gymnasium and 
parking structure.  He said that their sign is smaller than the existing Pacific School sign and 
would not have an impact on the surrounding residents.  He said that they would not object to a 
condition prohibiting scrolling text on the signs.  He indicated that they have proposed hours for 
operation of the sign from 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.  He pointed out that signs are important for 
churches to inform their congregation of upcoming events.  He indicated that the existing 
monument sign for the church is specifically used to display mass times.  He commented that the 
proposed signs would be in a location across the street from a previously existing sign.  He stated 
that the main problem with the previous sign was that vandals would break into the cabinet, and 
vandals would not be able to interfere with the proposed signs.  He indicated that because of the 
placement of the signs they would not be visible by any neighbors.  He said that the sign is 
operated by computer, and the text can easily be changed.   
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Schlager, Mr. Byrnes pointed out that the 
previous monument sign located across the street created more of a safety concern because any 
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driver whose attention was drawn to the sign would look in the opposite direction from cars 
exiting the garage.   
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Mr. Byrnes stated that consideration has 
not been given to upgrading the existing monument sign in front of the church.  He commented 
that the existing monument sign is at a good location for displaying information regarding the 
church, and the intent of the proposed signage is to display information regarding events for the 
school and community as well as the church.       
 
Tish Scialampo, indicated that LED is an acronym for light emitting diode, and there is a matrix 
on all LED signs according to the number of diodes.  She indicated that the sign can basically be 
programmed in any manner that is desired.  She indicated that the sign also has an internal 
regulator to adjust the brightness according to the amount of light outside.  She indicated that the 
signs can be regulated so that the light level is reduced, and it does not emit the same type of 
glare as a flashlight.  She commented that the number of churches, schools and other facilities 
that are utilizing LED signs instead of traditional fluorescent lighting is increasing in part 
because of more efficient energy usage.  She indicated that the LED signs consume considerably 
less energy than traditional signs. 
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Schlager, Ms. Scialampo commented that the 
illumination of LED signs are not measured in foot-candles as is other types of lighting.  She 
said that she is not very familiar with the measurement of the radius of light output from LEDs 
because they are relatively new to the field.   She said that she is not certain if the amount of 
light output reduces over time with LED lighting as it does with traditional parking lot lamps.   
 
In response to a comment from Commissioner Bohner, Ms. Scialampo said that the amount of 
light from the signs could be reduced if there were complaints from nearby residents.   
 
Director Thompson commented that staff can include a condition to address the amount of 
lighting from the signs from creating an impact to the neighbors. 
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Ms. Scialampo indicated that the parking 
structure was chosen because everyone parks in the structure and it would be the most 
centralized location for the signs. 
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Director Thompson indicated that 
neighbors are typically not provided notice for sign exception applications; however, notice was 
provided to the surrounding properties in this case.     
 
Commissioner Bohner pointed out that noticing for the proposal was done over and beyond the 
requirements of the law.   
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Linda Cohen, a resident of the 600 block of 15th Street, indicated that the signs would be visible 
from the front of her property.  She commented that they would shine into her home. 
 
Carol Wahlberg, commented that a number of residents in the area are parishioners of 
American Martyrs and would not want to speak out against any proposal being made by the 
church.  She said that the sign would be intrusive, and an electronic sign in a residential 
neighborhood is inappropriate.  She indicated that she felt the previous sign across the street 
from the parking structure created a distraction and was a hazard to drivers.  She commented that 
it would set a dangerous precedent to begin allowing electronic signs in neighborhoods, and she 
is troubled that it is felt signage is necessary in order to display messages to school children.  She 
indicated that signage detracts from the beauty of the coastal community.  She stated that e-mail 
is a better method of providing information regarding events than signage.   
 
Commissioner Bohner stated that the signs are excellent in his opinion and he is surprised that 
the signage on the church campus is so minimal.  He said that he does not find the signs to be 
obtrusive in any manner, and they are directed to the school and restricted from residential areas.  
He commented that a sign placed at any location in the area would be in the proximity of 
someone’s home.  He also pointed out that the lighting level of the signs can be easily adjusted.  
He indicated that the church has attempted to minimize the exposure to residents.  He 
commented that the proposed signs would basically inform of social activities of the school and 
church events and would serve a different function than the sign for the church.                                                     
 
Commissioner Schlager stated that precedents are important and a decision made on one project 
may have a negative effect on the community tomorrow.  He stated that LED signs are bright 
and are quite visible.  He said that he appreciates that the church is located in a residential 
community and the signs would be visible from homes.  He said that there could also be a safety 
concern with drivers looking at the signs located over a parking garage with cars driving in and 
out and also with children in the area.  He indicated that he supports the church and the school, 
but he is having difficulty in supporting the proposed signs.       
 
Commissioner Lesser stated that a reason that the parish desires an additional message board is 
because the church is so active with the community; however he is troubled by the proposal.  He 
stated that the Code expressly provides that changeable copy signs are generally prohibited.  He 
indicated that he feels it might be a better option to improve the existing monument sign located 
near the church rather than to add new signage.  He commented that although the signs would be 
in a location that would limit its visibility by the neighbors, they would still be quite visible even 
if dimmed.  He indicated, however, that he would be receptive to learning more about methods 
of restricting the illumination so it would not be as invasive to the neighborhood.  He also 
commented that the Sign Code also provides that the purpose of signs is to provide business 
identification.  He said that the church already has a large monument sign to identify itself and 
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provide information.  He indicated that he has a concern that the tradition of allowing churches 
to have large monument signs might well be exceeded by allowing an LED sign which would be 
beyond what has previously been in any neighborhood of the City.   
 
Chairman Simon stated that he has a concern that the proposal would establish preliminary rules 
for the appropriate locations for such signs.  He commented that the proposed location of the 
signs is centralized to the church facility; however, there are residents who would be impacted.  
He said that there does not seem to be any structure of the proposal by which to base future 
applications.  He indicted that he does not feel he has sufficient information regarding the 
visibility and brightness of the signs to make a decision.  He stated that he has difficulty in 
supporting the request.          
 
Commissioner Bohner commented that he feels the illumination of the sign is a technical issue 
that can be mitigated.  He said that requirements can be set with the help of staff as to the 
appropriate amount of illumination.   He indicated that he does realize that the signs would be 
located near residences, but he feels they can be adjusted to be as minimally intrusive as 
possible.  He pointed out that there is a difference in the monument sign in front of the church 
which is intended to display information regarding services and the proposed signage which is 
intended to provide information regarding school and community events and information.   
 
Director Thompson commented that it would be appropriate to rule against the project if the 
Commissioners feel that such signage is simply not compatible with the area.   He said that that 
if the Commission feels that that it may be possible to mitigate the impacts of the signs, staff can 
draft conditions restricting the brightness, restricting the hours during which the signs are lit, and 
restricting any scrolling text or motion.   
 
Chairman Simon said that he feels a continuance would be beneficial for him to evaluate in his 
own mind the appropriate guidelines for such signs.   
 
Commissioner Schlager said that he has a difficulty approving an illuminated sign in a 
residential area above a garage with cars driving in and out and children walking to and from 
school.    
 
Commissioner Lesser said that he would want to consider further whether there are other 
locations that would be less obtrusive to the neighbors.  He indicated that he would also like for 
further consideration to be given to reducing the size of the signs.  He said that he also would 
support a continuance. 
 
Commissioner Schlager commented that Section 10.72020 of the Code prohibits changeable 
copy signs in general unless a Sign Exception is approved.  He pointed out that the decision 
regarding this proposal can possibly set a standard regarding future projects.  He indicated that 
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he has difficulty approving a sign with illuminated lights within a neighborhood regardless of 
their brightness.  He indicated that he would still be willing to consider the proposed signage 
with more limitations; however, he is more likely to deny the project.       
 
Chairman Simon commented that it would be helpful to see pictures of examples with similar 
signs.   
 
Mr. Byrnes said that they would be willing to work with staff to mitigate concerns regarding the 
signs.   
 
Director Thompson pointed out that the approval of a variance or sign exception by the 
Commission is made very specific to the subject location so that a precedent is not set.  He 
indicated that each request is considered on an individual basis.  He indicated that the findings 
can be formulated so that it is clear that the Commission is specifically granting approval for the 
subject signs.  He commented that staff will have the Traffic Engineer look at the location of the 
signs above the garage in terms of creating a safety hazard.                                                                                     
 
Commissioner Bohner said that a standard can be set as to the illumination that is appropriate 
and can be conditioned to be as minimally obtrusive as possible.  He said that the intent is more 
for school events.  He said that it is not effective on a monument sign for church and school 
events.   
 
A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Lesser/Bohner) to CONTINUE Consideration of a 
Sign Exception Regarding the Installation of Two Electronic Changeable Copy Signs Above the 
Entrance to the Parking Garage of a Church at 624 15th Street to the meeting of April 26, 2006.   
     
AYES:  Bohner, Lesser, Schlager, Chairman Simon 
NOES:  None 
ABSENT:   Savikas 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
AT 8:55 a 5 minute recess was taken.   
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 34 

35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

 
06/0222.1-1 Consideration of a USE PERMIT, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

and VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 065187 to Allow Construction of 
a 34-Unit Commercial Condominium Project for Office and Retail Use at 
1300 Highland Avenue   

 
Associate Planner Haaland summarized the staff report.  He commented that the Commission 
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stated that based on the fact that the applicant was not willing to make the necessary changes, the 
Commission directed staff to prepare a Resolution for denial.   
 
Commissioner Savikas commented that the Resolution correctly reflects the discussion at the last 
meeting.   
 
Commissioner Lesser indicated that it is unfortunate that the applicant chose not to modify their 
proposal.  He stated that it is simply too large for its location at the corner of Manhattan Beach 
Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard.  He stated that he supports the proposed Resolution as 
drafted.   
 
A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Schlager/Lesser) to ADOPT the draft Resolution 
DENYING a Use Permit and Variance for a Proposed Sav-on Drug Store at 1100 Manhattan 
Beach Boulevard 
 
AYES:  Lesser, Schlager, Savikas 
NOES:  None 
ABSENT:   Bohner 
ABSTAIN: Chairman Simon 
 
Director Thompson explained the 15-day appeal period of the item to the City Council.   
 
B. Consideration of a Sign Exception Regarding the Installation of Two Electronic 

Changeable Copy Signs Above the Entrance to the Parking Garage of a Church at 
624 15th Street. 

 
Associate Planner Haaland summarized the staff report.  He said that concerns expressed at the 
March 29 hearing were regarding lighting intensity, safety, and visual obtrusiveness to the 
neighborhood.  He commented that the applicant had submitted further information regarding 
LED sign lighting and has provided the Commissioners with photos of LED sign examples.  He 
stated that conditions in the draft Resolution for approval of the request include that the signs be 
screened from sensitive neighborhood views and that new trees or other screening may be 
required upon installation or in the future.  He stated that if the Commission determines that 
screening is not feasible in every instance that is desirable, it may be appropriate to consider not 
approving both signs or relocating one or both of the signs to provide better screening.  He 
indicated that there is also a condition prohibiting the sign from using scrolling, flashing and 
changing of colors.  He said that there is also a condition that obtrusive or unsafe brightness be 
prohibited and that the Community Development Director has the discretion to determine 
whether the brightness of the signs is appropriate.  He commented that a condition that 
background lighting not be permitted and that the display not be lit to the maximum extent 
feasible at any time.  He stated that the hours of operation for the signs would be limited from 



PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
April 26, 2006 
Page 3 
 

 3 
 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. daily and the director would have the discretion to modify the signs to 
address any complaints that are raised.  
 
In response to a question from Chairman Simon, Associate Planner Haaland said that any 
decision of the director regulating the signs can be appealed to the Commission.  
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Savikas, Associate Planner Haaland indicated that 
staff would informally monitor the signs and would respond to any complaints that are received.   
He said that a decision would be made by the director regarding any actions that would be taken 
after feedback with the applicant.  He said that the decision of the director could be appealed to 
the Commission if either party objects.   
 
Director Thompson pointed out that an annual site inspection is conducted to make sure there is 
general conformance with the conditions.  He said that staff does rely on residents to come to the 
City if there are any complaints.   
 
Mark Byrne, representing the applicant, commented that his name was misspelled as “Byrnes” 
in the March 29 minutes.  He stated that they will attempt to address any complaints that arise as 
a result of the signs.  He stated that the signs would be further blocked from the residents along 
15th Street as the existing trees near the parking structure grow larger.  He said that the signs 
would be visible from the school parking lot, the school, and the baseball field but would be 
shielded from the residences on 15th Street.  He indicated that they are in agreement with all of 
the conditions. 
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Mr. Byrne said that he is not certain 
whether the parish would consider moving the signs to another location.  He indicated that the 
proposed location was carefully chosen as being the best for visibility at the school while at the 
same time being screened from the residences on 15th Street .     
 
Tish Scialampo, Absolute Sign, stated that the individual pixels on the signs would never all be 
lit simultaneously to the maximum intensity of 6,666 NIT’s, and there would only be a 
percentage lit at one time.  She commented that she has provided the Commissioners with 
pictures of several existing LED signs.   
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Ms. Scialampo indicated that the 
brightness of a traffic light is 2000 NIT’s with all of the pixels being lit simultaneously within a 
small area, whereas only a portion of the pixels of the proposed signs would be lit at once within 
a significantly larger area.   
 
Mr. Byrne pointed out that there is a condition included in the proposed resolution that only 25 
percent of the LED display may be lit at one time.   
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Ms. Scialampo indicated that the computer controlling the signs has the ability to reduce the 
intensity of the lighting to the amount that is determined appropriate.  She said that the intensity 
could be reduced to as low as 2,000 or 3,000 NIT’s. 
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Schlager, Mr. Byrne stated that they felt 10:00 
p.m. is reasonable for the signs to be turned off because it is before most people go to sleep 
which would help to mitigate any possible impacts.     
 
Commissioner Savikas commented that although she was not present at the last hearing, she has 
viewed the DVD of the previous discussion that took place and has also visited the site.   
 
Dr. Vic Cohen, a resident of 15th Street, stated that the location is an especially dangerous place 
for a sign designed to gain the attention of drivers.  He stated that the site is a very busy location 
where many cars and pedestrians are trying to cross without a crosswalk, signal, or stop sign.  He 
indicated that people from the gym, the little league field, and the school parking area are 
constantly darting across, and cars are often double parked on the street.  He indicated that the 
road is barely wide enough for cars to travel in both directions, and there is a curve which 
requires attention to navigate safely.  He commented that the old set of dividing lines on the road 
along the curve are as visible as the new lines when they catch the light of the afternoon sun, 
which is confusing to drivers.  He said that he would strongly want the Commission to 
reconsider allowing the signs in such a dangerous site.  
 
Carol Wahlberg, said that she has the same opinion as at the last hearing and feels the location 
is very dangerous for the same reasons as the previous speaker. She commented that she has 
spoken to several parents with children at the American Martyrs school who do not support the 
proposal.  She stated that it is a dangerous precedent to place such a sign in a residential area.  
She suggested that the signs possibly be placed inside the parking structure to be visible to the 
people as they are entering or exiting the structure.  She indicated that she feels the proposed 
location of the signs is entirely inappropriate. 
 
Mr. Byrne stated that there was previously a sign on the other side of the street that was lighted 
with changeable letters.  He said that his understanding is that there were no accidents at the 
location as a result of the previous sign, and he does not feel there would be a difference with the 
proposed sign.  He pointed out that there is no one in the audience in opposition other than the 
two residents who have raised issues regarding safety.  He pointed out that conditions have been 
imposed to minimize the impact to the neighbors.   
 
Commissioner Schlager indicated that in order for the Commission to approve the proposal, it 
must be determined that the sign must not adversely impact the area.  He said placing a lighted 
sign in a residential district is his biggest concern.  He indicated that he does not have as large of 
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a concern that the sign would be a great safety issue, as people today are used to outside 
distractions while driving.  He commented that he does not believe that the church would be 
deprived or denied unreasonably by not having the signs, and there are other means with which 
to convey upcoming events.  He indicated that he also does not feel that the proposed signs are 
consistent with the legislative intent of the Code.   
 
Commissioner Savikas indicated that the church is a very prominent part of the community.  She 
stated that the goal is to balance the information that the church wants to convey with 
minimizing traffic hazards and improving the community appearance.  She said that part of the 
standards for the signs with which the City must adhere are regarding the size, the number, the 
area of coverage, the lighting, the ability to read the text, and the impact on the community.  She 
commented that the sign is not typical for a residential area and would have a permanent effect 
on the neighborhood.  She indicated that she is concerned with a sign that is lighted and has 
moving text being placed within a residential neighborhood.  She is not sure about the standards 
by which an unsafe brightness would be measured.  She said that not everyone would voice their 
concerns to the City, and measuring on a complaint basis may not be enough.  She said that she 
has reservations with having a lighted sign in the neighborhood and would more likely support a 
changeable sign with lights that are not LED. 
 
Commissioner Lesser indicated that there is a desire by the applicant to have a sign to convey 
upcoming events because they are so active in the community, and the church is very prominent 
in the community.  He commented that the Commissioners received a letter in support from 
former mayor Walt Dougher, whose opinion he respects.  He also complimented the applicant on 
being forthcoming and being willing to provide the Commission with additional information.  He 
indicated, however, that he does have concerns with the proposal.  He pointed out that the Code 
only allows signs on a primary structure with a maximum allowable size of 20 square feet, and 
the proposal is for two 25 square foot signs located on an ancillary parking structure.  He stated 
that the Code also states that the purpose of signs is to provide identification.  He indicated that 
the applicant already has a monument sign for identification, and the proposed sign would be 
secondary signage in order to display upcoming events.  He said that changeable copy signs are 
also discouraged by the Code and are generally prohibited unless a sign exception is granted.  He 
stated that he feels the signs would have a detrimental impact on the neighborhood.  He indicated 
that the Pacific School sign is located within several blocks of the site, which the City had no 
jurisdiction in approving.  He commented that a changeable copy sign changes the character of a 
neighborhood.  He said that he does not believe an exception can be granted due to the applicant 
being deprived unreasonably in the use or enjoyment of their property, as they already have the 
use of the monument sign to provide identification.  He stated that he feels that there are other 
alternatives for achieving the applicant’s goal such as changing the existing monument sign or 
placing the sign across the street.  
 
Chairman Simon stated that he agrees with most of the comments of the other Commissioners 
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regarding their concerns of the signs.  He commented that the subject location is surrounded by a 
residential area; however, the residences are far removed from the area in which the signs would 
be located.  He indicated that he feels the design of the signs is discrete, as opposed to a “Las 
Vegas” sign, and well designed for the intended use.  He stated that signage for churches is 
typically in a different category because they traditionally utilize signage to advertise their 
activities, and the applicant has indicated that there is a need for them to better inform their 
members regarding upcoming events.  He commented that he is not convinced that the proposed 
signs would create a great safety concern, as there has not been a history of accident or safety 
problems arising from the previous sign across the street.  He indicated that any issues of traffic 
control in the area should possibly addressed in a manner other than by a Sign Ordinance.  He 
stated that he feels he can make the necessary findings to approve the proposal.   
 
Commissioner Savikas commented that the impact would not only be to the immediate neighbors 
at home but also the residents who would drive by the site and view neon-like signs in the 
middle of a darkened area where there is not a large amount of street lighting.  She said that she 
is not necessarily opposed to a changeable copy sign at the location but rather to the LED signs.  
 
Commissioner Schlager indicated that he appreciates that the applicant and staff have gone 
through great lengths to make the project work, particularly with the conditions that have been 
included.  He stated, however, that his largest concern is placing any lighted sign near or close to  
any residential district.                                                                                                                                               
    
Commissioner Lesser indicated that he would be favorably disposed towards another application 
of upgrading the former monument sign that could incorporate some protections against 
vandalism.   
                                                  
A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Schlager/Savikas) to DENY the proposed draft 
Resolution approving a Sign Exception regarding the installation of two electronic changeable 
copy signs above the entrance to the parking garage of a church at 624 15th Street. 
 
AYES:  Lesser, Schlager, Savikas 
NOES:  Chairman Simon 
ABSENT:   Bohner 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
Director Thompson explained the 15-day appeal period and stated that the item will be placed on 
the City Council’s Consent Calendar for their review on May 16, 2006. 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 39 

40 
41 

 
06/0426.1 Consideration of a USE PERMIT and COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 



































RESOLUTION NO. PC 06- 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
MANHATTAN BEACH APPROVING A SIGN EXCEPTION FOR THE 
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 624 15th STREET (American Martyrs Church) 
 
 

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH DOES 
HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby makes the 
following findings: 
 

A. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach, on March 29, and April 26, 
2006, received testimony, and considered an application for a sign exception for an existing 
church facility on the property located at 624 15th Street in the City of Manhattan Beach. 

 
B. The Assessors Parcel Number for the property is 4171-036-040. 

 
C. The applicant for the subject project is Absolute Sign, Inc., sign contractor for the owner of 

the property, American Martyrs Church.  
 

D. Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the Manhattan Beach 
CEQA Guidelines, the subject project has been determined to be exempt (Class 1) as minor 
modifications to an existing facility per Section 15301 of CEQA. 

 
E. The project will not individually nor cumulatively have an adverse effect on wildlife 

resources, as defined in Section 711.2 of the Fish and Game Code. 
 

F. The property is located within Area District II and is zoned RS, Residential Single-Family. 
The surrounding private land uses beyond the church facility consist of single-family 
residences. 

 
G. The General Plan designation for the property is General Commercial.  

 
H. Approval of the sign exception, subject to the conditions below: will not be detrimental to, 

nor adversely impact, the neighborhood or district in which the property is located since the 
signs are primarily visible from church property and shall be restricted from obtrusive 
lighting or motion, is necessary for reasonable use of the subject property since the signs can 
effectively provide information to church members and the community, and is consistent 
with the intent of the City’s sign code in that the signs will not be obtrusive to the neighbors 
or public and do not result in large quantities of sign area for the site considering its large 
area and quantity of street frontage; as detailed in the project staff report. 

 
I. Approval of the changeable copy LED sign request is appropriate in this unique case due to 

the signs’ isolation from neighboring properties and buffering by the surrounding church 
campus and does not imply that other installations would be appropriate. 

 
J. The project shall otherwise be in compliance with applicable provisions of the Manhattan 

Beach Municipal Code. 
 
K. This Resolution, upon its effectiveness, constitutes the Sign Exception approval for the 

subject project. 
 
 
Section 2. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby APPROVES the 
subject Sign Exception for two changeable copy electronic LED wall signs, subject to the following 
conditions (*indicates a site specific condition): 
 
 
1. * The project shall be constructed and operated in substantial compliance with the submitted 
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plans as approved by the Planning Commission on March 29, and April 26, 2006.  
 
2. * Each sign shall not exceed 25 square feet in area or a projection of 12 inches from the 

attached wall surface. No portion of the signs shall rise above or hang below the wall surface 
at the proposed location above a parking structure entrance.  

 
3. All wires and cables shall be installed within related structures or underground to the 

appropriate utility connections in compliance with all applicable Building and Electrical 
Codes, safety regulations, and orders, rules of the Public Utilities Commission, the serving 
utility company, and specifications of the Public Works Department. No rough components 
or finishes shall be visibly exposed. 

 
4. The siting of construction related equipment (cranes, materials, etc.) shall be subject to the 

approval from the Director of Community Development prior to the issuance of any permits. 
 
5. * Planting or other appropriate visual screening from neighboring properties or identified 

public street perspectives shall be maintained or installed on church-owned property as 
determined to be appropriate by the Community Development Director. Existing trees, 
buildings, structures, or adequate replacements shall continue to provide screening and new 
trees/structures shall be provided where screening needs are identified currently or in the 
future.  

 
6. * The use of the LED signs shall be limited to information regarding church and community 

activities, events and programs. Commercial, personal, instructional, or entertainment 
oriented content shall be prohibited. 

 
7. * The signs shall display only still-screen messages. Moving, flashing, scrolling, or color-

changing copy or images shall be prohibited. Each still-screen message shall be displayed a 
minimum of 60 seconds. 

 
8. * The sign displays shall not result in obtrusive or unsafe light intensity or glare impacting 

surrounding properties or public right-of-way as determined by the Community 
Development Director. As a minimum, use of background lighting effects shall be 
prohibited, and a maximum of 25% of the LED display shall be lighted at any time.  

 
9. The sign shall be operated only between 8am and 10pm daily.  
 
10.  The signs or sign operation shall be modified to address neighbor complaints as determined 

to be appropriate by the Community Development Director. 
 
11.  This Sign Exception shall lapse two years after its date of approval, unless implemented or 

extended by the Planning Commission. 
 
12. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21089(b) and Fish and Game Code section 

711.4(c), the project is not operative, vested or final until the required filing fees are paid. 
 

13. The applicant agrees, as a condition of approval of this project, to pay for all reasonable 
legal and expert fees and expenses of the City of Manhattan Beach, in defending any 
legal actions associated with the approval of this project brought against the City.  In the 
event such a legal action is filed against the project, the City shall estimate its expenses 
for the litigation.  Applicant shall deposit said amount with the City or enter into an 
agreement with the City to pay such expenses as they become due. 

 
 
SECTION 3.  Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009 and Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.6, any action or proceeding to attack, review, set aside, void or annul this decision, or 
concerning any of the proceedings, acts, or determinations taken, done or made prior to such 



RESOLUTION NO. PC 06- 
 

 
Page 3 of 3 

decision or to determine the reasonableness, legality or validity of any condition attached to this 
decision shall not be maintained by any person unless the action or proceeding is commenced 
within 90 days of the date of this resolution and the City Council is served within 120 days of the 
date of this resolution.  The City Clerk shall send a certified copy of this resolution to the 
applicant, and if any, the appellant at the address of said person set forth in the record of the 
proceedings and such mailing shall constitute the notice required by Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1094.6. 

 
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and 
correct copy of the Resolution as adopted by the 
Planning Commission at its regular meeting of April  
26, 2006 and that said Resolution was adopted by the 
following vote: 

 
AYES:      
   
 
NOES:  
 
ABSTAIN:  
 
ABSENT:  
 
 
______________________________                          
RICHARD THOMPSON, 
Secretary to the Planning Commission 
 
 
______________________________ 
Sarah Boeschen, 
Recording Secretary 
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