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     CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH 
   DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  
  
TO:  Planning Commission 
   
FROM: Richard Thompson, Director of Community Development 
 
BY:  Jason Masters, Assistant Planner 
  Esteban Danna, Associate Planner 
 
DATE: May 14, 2014 
 
SUBJECT: Consideration of a Use Permit Amendment, Variances and Sign Exception 

Amendment to construct an addition to an existing two-story commercial building 
and other site improvements located at 1500 North Sepulveda Boulevard. 
(Manhattan Beach Toyota/Scion) 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission CONDUCT the continued public hearing, 
DISCUSS the project and ADOPT the Draft Resolution APPROVING the project with 
conditions. 
 
APPLICANT      
Manhattan Beach Toyota/Scion (Darrel Sperber)    
1500 N. Sepulveda Boulevard 
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266    
 
BACKGROUND 
The subject property is currently developed with single story buildings, except the rear of the 
main building, where the Parts Department is located is two-story.  The applicant proposes to 
demolish 10,351 square feet of the existing 22,096 square foot single story main building and 
construct a 17,896 square foot two-story addition at the front of the building.  A new canopy 
totaling 2,640 square foot is also proposed which will result in 32,281 total square feet of new 
building and canopy.  
 
The applicant is proposing to lower the grade of the finish floor of the front of the building by up 
to five feet and extend 21 feet closer to Sepulveda Boulevard.  The proposed building will 
function as a Toyota/Scion showroom, parts area, customer lounge and sales and operations-
related offices. 
 
At its regular meeting of April 9, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted the public hearing, took 
public testimony, discussed the issues, and continued the public hearing to May 14, 2014.  The 
Commission directed staff to continue working with the applicant to provide design alternatives to 
address the issues that were identify.  
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The Commission requested additional information on the Height and Landscaping Variances, and 
directed that further conditions and restrictions be placed on the project to minimize impacts. Staff 
was directed to work with the applicant to lower the proposed height of the building, increase 
landscaping, provide additional trees at the rear of the property, identify and mitigate noise and 
lighting issues, provide specific signage details, provide information regarding the air conditioners, 
address glare from glass at the front façade, and verify LEED Silver compliance.  
 
The Planning Commission also requested that the applicant met with neighbors to discuss adjacent 
residents’ concerns regarding noise, lights, height of the proposed building and construction impacts.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Project is Categorically Exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA), pursuant to Section 15332.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Neighborhood Meetings 
The applicant hosted two neighborhood meetings two weeks apart.  A copy of the agenda and 
minutes of the meetings are attached for your reference (Exhibit D).  According to the applicant, 
they discussed the following topics, all which have been addressed through project redesigns and 
conditions of approval. 
 
Noise 
Residents voiced concern about vehicles in the rear of the property, noise from air conditioning 
units and air tools.  The applicant noted that they are diligent about responding to complaints and 
encouraged residents to voice them.  They indicated they were exploring alternatives for 
relocating the AC units, and installing sound reducing insulation into the parapets.  Accordingly, 
the revised plans show the relocation of the AC units to the existing roof above the parts 
department which lowers the units about three feet, and the AC units will be smaller and quieter 
than the previously proposed units.  They also agreed that the AC units will be programmed to 
shutdown no later than 8:00pm each day.   A resident also commented that more landscaping in 
the rear would help to minimize noise concerns.   
 
Lighting 
Residents noted that there have been some improvements to the existing lighting that limit off-
site illumination.  The applicant stated that an Engineer was preparing a lighting study, and that 
adjustments to lighting have been accomplished.  They also noted to neighbors that on-site 
lighting is necessary for both safety and security purposes.  One resident noted that they would 
continue to take photographs to assist with the lighting improvements.  The applicant also 
provided a letter from their glass contractor confirming that no glare will result from the glass 
windows at the front of the proposed building. 
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Height 
Some residents were receptive to the newly proposed lowered height, while others were opposed 
to any increase in height.  The applicant agreed to place smaller AC units on the second story 
roof of the parts department in a colony of 14 units with an automatic shut off at 8 pm. They also 
explained the contour of the roof and portal height.  The height of the parapet wall was reduced 
by approximately 5 ½ feet and is proposed to slightly exceed the height of the smaller AC units.   
 
Construction Impacts 
Residents were concerned with construction impacts; the applicant noted that the project would 
last approximately six months, and would comply with noise, dust and equipment storage 
requirements.  The work and equipment will be staged at the front of the property and the 
construction area will be fenced and screened to mitigate dust impacts and ensure safety. 
  
Code Requirements 
The Planning Commission requested Staff to work with the applicant regarding appropriate Code 
requirements as follows: 
 
Variance to exceed maximum allowable height 
The Planning Commission requested that the applicant explore design alternatives to lower the 
height of the proposed building including relocation of the proposed AC units possibly onto the 
ground level.  The applicant is now proposing to relocate the AC units onto the roof of the existing 
second story parts area, which would lower the proposed building height by 5 ½ feet.   
   
The maximum allowable height on the site due to the flat roof is 22 feet above the average of the 
four lot corner elevations, which is 159.60’. The existing building height is 162.06’ which is about 
2 ½ feet above the maximum height.  The applicants have redesigned the proposed building, and 
relocated the proposed air conditioning units.  The redesigned roof will be approximately three feet 
higher than the existing roof at 165.10’ which is about 6 ½’ above the maximum allowable height.  
The redesigned parapet extends two feet above the proposed roof at 167.10’ to shield AC 
equipment, and reduce resulting noise impacts.  This new parapet design is almost 5 ½ feet lower 
than the previously proposed parapet height.  The proposed Portal (front entry/sign) was lowered   
slightly from the previous proposal (from 170.75’ to 170.41’) and exceeds the maximum height 
allowed by code (159.60’) by almost eleven feet. The Variance findings regarding the building 
height are discussed in the attached Draft Resolution. 
 
Variance to provide less than required landscaping 
The Planning Commission requested that the applicant explore options for increasing the amount 
of landscaping to meet the intent of the code.  This included providing additional trees at the rear 
of the property adjacent to the residential neighborhood.  In the Commercial General district, 8% 
(18,960 square feet) of the property must be landscaped.  The applicant has revised the project 
and proposes to provide 5.4% or 12,829 square feet of landscaping which requires a Variance 
application.  This is 1,116 square feet more than the previous submittal of 5%, or 11,713 square 
feet, of landscaping area.  Currently the property contains approximately 2.5%, or 5,900 square 
feet of total landscaped area, while the newly proposed project provides a 6,929 square foot 
increase as shown on the following chart: 
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LANDSCAPING 
Required Existing Initial proposal Current proposal 
8% 2.5% 5% 5.4% 
18,960 sq. ft. 5,900 sq. ft. 11,713 sq. ft. 12,829 sq. ft. 

 
The applicant has expanded the landscaping along the perimeter of the property.  Pursuant to 
MBMC Section 10.60.070 (D.1) the parking lot is required to provide perimeter landscaping 10 
feet wide adjacent to Sepulveda Boulevard, and five feet wide adjacent to neighboring 
properties.  Furthermore, five percent (5%) of the parking lot area, excluding the perimeter 
planting strips is required to be devoted to interior landscaping distributed throughout the 
parking lot.  As proposed, the project does not meet the perimeter landscaping requirement or the 
five percent parking lot area requirement.  However staff believes that the project meets the 
intent of the requirement by providing additional landscaping along the south, west and eastern 
property lines, and distributed throughout the parking lot area.  
 
Code also requires a minimum of one (1) tree for every six (6) spaces or 21 trees total, which is 
shown on the landscaping plan and included in the draft Resolution as a condition of approval.  
Combined with the existing ten (10) trees at the rear of the property the applicant will be 
providing no less than 31 trees.  The applicant will be nearly doubling both the amount of 
landscaping and trees planted on the property which meets the intent of the Code.  The Variance 
findings are discussed in the attached draft Resolution. 
 
Sign Exception Amendment/Master Sign Program 
The applicant wishes to amend the 2004 Sign Exception and create a Sign Program to maintain 
the existing pole sign which was permitted on May 17, 2011, install new signage on the 
proposed building and obtain approval for temporary banner signs for planned sales events 
throughout the year.  While the Planning Commission did not object to the new dealership 
signage, they did request that the Temporary Sign Program be limited to the Code maximum of 
90 days per year.  The Sign Exception Amendment/Master Sign Program requests: 
 

1. Installing new Dealership-ID signage – The existing Sign Exception allows for a 
maximum of 1,232 square feet of total sign area.  The project involves installing 256 
square feet of new signage on the proposed building and maintaining all other existing 
signage on the property which includes the 667 square foot pole sign, and 73 square feet 
of existing signage on the used car building. This will result in a total sign area of 996 
square feet which is less than the maximum allowed for under the approved sign 
exception.   
 

2. Temporary Sign Program-   MBMC Section 10.72.050 (A.8) states that sites consisting 
of a minimum of two acres predominantly occupied by retail uses are eligible for a 
temporary sign program to establish site specific temporary sign standards specifically 
for allowable area and duration of display. An application for a temporary sign program 
can be reviewed and approved by the Community Development Director or may be 
incorporated into a Master Sign Program. The following performance standards shall 
apply:  

Page 4 of 110
PC MTG 5-14-14



5 
 

a. Placement of signs shall be oriented toward a commercial street and away from 
residential homes.  

b. The temporary sign program shall specify sign design guidelines and sign area 
allocations to be applied to the entire site.  

c. The duration of sign display authorized in a temporary sign program shall not 
exceed a total of ninety (90) days per calendar year.  

d. Prohibited signs or devices shall be consistent with those provided in subsection E 
of Section 10.72.070, including but not limited to signs placed on public property 
and large inflatable tethered objects.  

As part of the Master Sign Program, this project involves a Temporary Sign Program     
allowing up to four 30 square foot maximum banners to be installed at street side 
locations for a maximum of ninety (90) days per calendar year.  Note that the Code limits 
the number and size of temporary signs and 90 days is the maximum allowed per year. 

 
Public Input 
The applicant initiated two neighborhood meetings to discuss the issues and identify possible 
solutions as previously discussed in this report.  Since the last public hearing, Staff has received 
four written comments. The public comments focus on existing noise and lighting issues, height, 
landscaping, view impacts from the new facility and construction related concerns. 
 
Existing operational concerns expressed include lighting that is not shielded and is shining directly 
into homes, noise from the service bays, noise from compressors and air tools.  The applicant has 
been working with the adjacent neighbors to address these issues including updated, shielded and 
downward facing lighting, keeping the compressor door closed at all times and modernizing air 
tools.   Staff has included as a condition of approval (Condition No. 5) that the security lighting for 
the site shall conform to Code requirements and shall include glare prevention design; lighting shall 
be properly shielded to avoid shining beyond any residential properties.  Other conditions restrict 
service hours and air tool operations to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday through Friday 
and between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays. (Condition No’s 13-19) 
 
Nearby residents wanted to ensure that the proposed parapets include sound proofing materials 
and do not simply visibly block the AC units and that the units themselves are shut off every 
night at a reasonable hour.  The applicant agreed to have the units programmed to shutoff every 
evening at 8pm.  Accordingly, Staff has included as a condition of approval that the proposed 
roof-mounted air conditioning units shall be permitted to operate hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., 
Monday through Friday and between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturday. (Condition 
No. 18) 
 
Other comments received where in opposition of the Variance applications, indicating that the 
additional height is unnecessary and will block views. 
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CONCLUSION 
Staff believes that the project as clarified by the new graphics, and conditioned in the attached draft 
Resolution, addresses the comments previously made by the Planning Commission, and the public, 
and as conditioned the Code required findings for approval of the project can be met. The attached 
draft Resolution includes typical and specific findings and conditions for approving the Use Permit 
Amendment, Sign Exception and landscape and height Variances.  
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct the continued public hearing, discuss the 
revised plans, additional information, and proposed draft Resolution for the subject applications, 
discuss the findings and conditions, and adopt the attached Draft Resolution approving the project. 
 
EXHIBITS 

A. Draft Resolution No. PC 14-XX 
B. Application Materials  
C. April 9, 2014 Planning Commission Minutes 
D. Toyota Neighborhood Meetings Agendas and Notes 
E. Lighting and glass supporting documentation 
F. Vicinity Map 
G. Plans 
H. Public Comments 
I. Previous approvals: 

 CC Resolution No. 4398 
 CC Resolution No. 4848 
 PC Resolution No. 04-20 
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RESOLUTION NO. PC 14-XX 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
MANHATTAN BEACH APPROVING A USE PERMIT AMENDMENT, 
VARIANCES AND SIGN EXCEPTION AMENDMENT TO 
CONSTRUCT AN ADDITION TO AN EXISTING SINGLE-STORY 
COMMERCIAL BUILDING AND OTHER SITE IMPROVEMENTS 
LOCATED AT 1500 NORTH SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD (Manhattan 
Beach Toyota/Scion) 

 
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. Pursuant to applicable law, the Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach conducted 
duly noticed public hearinSg on April 9, 2014 and May 14, 2014 received testimony, and 
considered an application for a Use Permit Amendment, Variances, and Sign Exception 
Amendment to allow a two-story addition to an existing single-story commercial building located on 
the properties legally described as Lots 1 through 8 in Block 6 of Tract No. 7514 located at 1500 
North Sepulveda Boulevard in the City of Manhattan Beach. 
 

B. The proposed two-story building addition will be closer in grade elevation and distance to the 
existing sidewalk adjacent to Sepulveda Boulevard. The applicant is proposing to lower the 
existing grade of the front of the building, adjacent to Sepulveda Boulevard.  Redesign of the 
dealership is consistent with Toyota Corporation’s Image II nationwide design guidelines which 
require that the dealership be updated this calendar year.   The proposed first floor area closest 
to the street will function as a Toyota/Scion showroom, while the remainder at the rear will 
accommodate the parts area, customer lounge and other sales and operations-related offices. 
The second floor offices will only be accessible through the interior of the proposed structure, 
and will contain the remainder of the businesses offices.   
 

C. A Use Permit Amendment, Variances to exceed maximum allowable height and to provide less 
than required landscaping area, and a Sign Exception Amendment, including a new Sign 
Program, are required. 

 
D. The applicant for the subject project is Darrel Sperber, Dealer Principal of Manhattan Beach 

Toyota.  
 

E. Pursuant to Manhattan Beach Municipal Code (MBMC) Section 10.16.030(B), a Use Permit is 
required for projects with a proposed building area exceeding 5,000 square feet or lot area 
exceeding 10,000 square feet. 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT A
PC MTG 5-14-14
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F. Pursuant to Manhattan Beach Municipal Code (MBMC) Section 10.16.030, a Variance is required 
for projects within the General Commercial (CG) zone that provide less than the required 8% 
minimum site landscaping. 
 

G. Pursuant to Manhattan Beach Municipal Code (MBMC) Section 10.16.030(F), a Variance is 
required for projects exceeding the maximum building height of 22 feet above the average of 
the four property corner elevations. 
 

H. Pursuant to Manhattan Beach Municipal Code (MBMC) Section 10.72.050, a Sign Exception 
Amendment is required to modify signs exceeding two square feet per one lineal foot of 
property frontage. 

 
I. The project is Categorically Exempt (Section 15332) from the requirements of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 

J. 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. 

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

encourages commercial uses such as vehicle sales and services that serve City residents and 
visitors. 
 

L.  The zoning designation for the property is CG (General Commercial). 
 

M. The zoning districts surrounding the property are CG (General Commercial) to the north, south and 
west and RS (Residential Single Family) to the east. The existing land use for the property is 
commercial. 
 

N. Pursuant to Section 10.84.060(B) of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code the following findings 
for the Variances are made: 

 
1. Because of special circumstances or conditions applicable to the subject property—including 

narrowness and hollowness or shape, exceptional topography, or the extraordinary or 
exceptional situations or conditions—strict application of the requirements of this title would 
result in peculiar and exceptional difficulties to, or exceptional and/or undue hardships upon, 
the owner of the property;  

 
Variance to Height: 

Special circumstances applicable to the subject property include exceptional topography and 
large lot size. There is a significant elevation change with an almost 22 foot elevation change 
between the southwest and southeast property corners. The lot size is 237,000 square feet 
in an area district with a minimum required lot size of 5,000 square feet.  
 
The existing non-conforming building would not create new circumstances or impacts to 
neighbors’ privacy, light, ventilation, or aesthetics. Application of building height 
requirements for the existing building and the addition would result in exceptional difficulties 
and/or undue hardships upon the owner of the property, since substantial changes would be 
needed to portions of the building that currently do not conform and where no changes are 
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proposed. Bringing the non-conformities up to current standards would also preclude the 
applicant from complying with the Toyota Corporation’s Image II nationwide design 
guidelines.  
 

 Variance to Landscaping: 
Special circumstances applicable to the subject property include exceptional topography and 
significant lot size. The lot size is 237,000 square feet in an area district with a minimum 
required lot size of 5,000 square feet.   
 
The currently non-conforming lot landscaping would not create new circumstances or 
impacts to neighbors’ or motorists and pedestrians aesthetics. Application of landscaping 
requirements for the existing or proposed site would result in exceptional difficulties and/or 
undue hardships upon the owner of the property, since substantial changes would be 
needed to add over 7,000 square feet of landscaping to a site that currently does not 
conform and most of which no changes are being proposed. Bringing the non-conformities 
up to current standards would also create an undue hardship upon the owner of the property 
as it would require less parking area for customers, employees, vehicle stock, and impede 
vehicular access. 

 
2. The relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public good; without 

substantial impairment of affected natural resources; and not be detrimental or injurious to 
property or improvements in the vicinity of the development site, or to the public health, 
safety or general welfare; and  

 
Variance to Height: 

Relief may be granted without detriment to the public good, impairment of natural resources, 
or to the detriment or injury of properties or improvements in the vicinity, or to the public 
health, safety or general welfare. While the proposed addition will exceed the maximum 
allowable height, the existing maximum building height of the parts storage area, which is not 
changing, is 2.5’ above the maximum height.  Furthermore, all other code requirements 
except landscaping will be met.  The proposed building size will result in the property having 
a total square footage 19% of the maximum allowed floor area factor (1.5 FAF allowed by 
Code).  The structure will be kept near the front of the lot, and will not be expanding towards 
the residential district at the rear of the property which minimizes negative impacts to 
neighbors since it allows for greater light, air, and privacy with a large parking lot and service 
bay buildings between the proposed structure and the rear property.   
 

 Variance to Landscaping:  
Relief may be granted without detriment to the public good, impairment of natural resources, 
or to the detriment or injury of properties or improvements in the vicinity, or to the public 
health, safety or general welfare. The amount of landscaping will be increased significantly at 
both the front and rear of the lot including additional planting areas at the street frontage, and 
1,116 square feet of new landscaping and 21 additional trees at the rear property line in 
addition to the existing 10 trees which will be maintained. As a result, the lot will get much 
closer to meeting the minimum site landscaping requirement.  Furthermore, if only 
considering the front portion of the lot, the landscaping requirement would come within one 
percent of the minimum required.     
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3. Granting the application is consistent with the purposes of this title and will not constitute a 
grant of special privilege inconsistent with limitations on other properties in the vicinity and in 
the same zoning district and area district. 

 
Variance to Height: 

Granting the application is consistent with the purposes of this title and will not constitute 
granting of a special privilege inconsistent with limitations on other properties in the vicinity 
and in the same zoning district and area district because the height of the building would not 
be inconsistent with surrounding properties. The height being proposed would otherwise be 
allowed by code if it were relocated to the southwest property line, the lowest portion of the 
lot, and reduced in height by approximately two feet.  The non-conforming height is pre-
existing, compatible with surrounding buildings, and does not affect the adjoining properties.  

  
 Variance to Landscaping: 

Granting the application is consistent with the purposes of this title and will not constitute 
granting of a special privilege inconsistent with limitations on other properties in the vicinity 
and in the same zoning district and area district because the less than minimum landscaping 
would not be inconsistent with surrounding properties. The amount of landscaping required 
by code could only be attained if the property were to reduce or remove building square 
footage or parking spaces.  The non-conforming landscaping is pre-existing, compatible with 
surrounding buildings, and does not affect the adjoining properties.  

 
O. Pursuant to Section 10.84.060 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code the following findings for 

the Use Permit are made:  
 
1. The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of this title and the 

purposes of the district in which the site is located. 
 

The proposed building is located within the General Commercial district. The proposed uses 
are consistent with MBMC Section 10.16.010 which states that the district is intended to 
provide opportunities for the full range of retail and service businesses deemed suitable for 
location in Manhattan Beach, including businesses not permitted in other commercial 
districts because they attract heavy vehicular traffic or have certain adverse impacts; and to 
provide opportunities for offices and certain limited industrial uses that have impacts 
comparable to those of permitted retail and service uses to occupy space not in demand for 
retailing or services. 

 
2. The proposed location of the use and the proposed conditions under which it would be 

operated or maintained will be consistent with the General Plan; will not be detrimental to the 
public health, safety or welfare of persons residing or working on the proposed project site or 
in or adjacent to the neighborhood of such use; and will not be detrimental to properties or 
improvements in the vicinity or to the general welfare of the city. 

 
The proposed uses pose no detrimental effects to the public health, safety, or welfare of 
persons working on the proposed project site or on the adjacent properties.  The General 
Plan of the City of Manhattan Beach poses certain goals and policies which reflect the 
expectations and wishes of the City with respect to land uses.    The subject property is 
located within the General Commercial land use category.  The General Commercial 
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category provides opportunities for a broad range of retail and service commercial and 
professional office uses intended to meet the needs of local residents and businesses and to 
provide goods and services for the regional market. The General Commercial category 
accommodates uses that typically generate heavy traffic. Therefore, this designation applies 
primarily along Sepulveda Boulevard which is where the proposed project is located.  The 
maximum floor area factor for the General Commercial Category is 1.5:1.  Sepulveda 
Boulevard is the major commercial corridor in the City, with primarily regional-serving and 
large-scale businesses, such as Manhattan Beach Toyota, the project applicant.  Ensuring 
quality design is especially important along this corridor to avoid monotonous and 
overbearing buildings, which the proposed design is consistent with.  The project is also 
consistent with the following Goals and Policies of the General Plan:   

 
Policy LU-3.2:  Promote the use of adopted design guidelines for new construction in 

Downtown, along Sepulveda Boulevard, and other areas to which 
guidelines apply. 

 
Policy LU-3.5:  Ensure that the sign ordinance provides for commercial signage that is 

attractive, non-intrusive, safe, and consistent with overall City aesthetic 
goals. 

 
Goal LU-6:  Maintain the viability of the commercial areas of Manhattan Beach. 

 
Policy LU-6.2: Encourage a diverse mix of businesses that support the local tax base, 

are beneficial to residents, and support the economic needs of the 
community. 

 
Policy LU-6.3:  Recognize the need for a variety of commercial development types and 

designate areas appropriate for each.  Encourage development 
proposals that meet the intent of these designations. 

 
Goal LU-8: Maintain Sepulveda Boulevard, Rosecrans Avenue, and the 

commercial areas of Manhattan Village as regional-serving commercial 
districts. 

 
Policy LU-8.2:  Support the remodeling and upgrading needs of businesses as 

appropriate within these regional serving commercial districts. 
 

3.  The proposed use will comply with the provisions of this title, including any specific condition 
required for the proposed use in the district in which it would be located; 

 
The proposed retail and office uses on the site will be in compliance with applicable 
provisions of the (CG) General Commercial zone and the required notice, hearing, and 
findings for the Use Permit, Sign Exception and Variances.  The purpose of the CG zone is 
to provide opportunities for a wide range of regional serving retail and service businesses 
deemed suitable for location in Manhattan Beach.  This includes businesses not permitted in 
other commercial districts because they attract heavy vehicular traffic or have certain 
adverse impacts. 
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4. The proposed use will not adversely impact nor be adversely impacted by nearby properties. 
Potential impacts are related but not necessarily limited to: traffic, parking, noise, vibration, 
odors, resident security and personal safety, and aesthetics, or create demands exceeding 
the capacity of public services and facilities which cannot be mitigated. 
 
The proposed project will not adversely impact nearby residents or commercial properties as 
they are related to traffic, parking, noise, vibration, odors, personal safety, or aesthetics, or 
create demands exceeding the capacity of public services and facilities. The proposed uses 
will provide the required off-street parking and will not create an additional demand for public 
services and facilities which cannot be mitigated. The use is the continuation and upgrade of 
an existing automobile sales and service use.  Conditions of Approval and standard 
Manhattan Beach Municipal Code requirements will limit any potential adverse impacts. 
 

P. Pursuant to Section 10.72.080 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, the following findings 
are made regarding the Sign Exception application. 

 
1. The proposed sign exception would not be detrimental to, nor adversely impact, the 

neighborhood or district in which the property is located. Potential impacts may include, but 
are not limited to, design;  

 
a. The site is surrounded directly by commercial uses on the north, south and west and by 

residential uses to the east.  Most adjacent residential and commercial uses are separated 
from the subject site by distance, parking lots, topography, landscaping and/or physical 
development and would not be impacted by the proposed sign exception, as conditioned. 
The proposed sign exception would be consistent with the General Commercial zoning 
districts, since it will provide uniform site signage that is attractive and outdated signage will 
be removed. Clear consistent signage will direct visitors to the site which is clearly visible 
from the surrounding public rights-of-way, but not visible from surrounding commercial or 
residential properties.   
 

b. The scale, size, and function of the proposed construction at this site is such that the 2004 
Master Sign Program needs to be updated to install new signage consistent with Toyota’s 
nationwide design guidelines on the proposed building and obtain approval for temporary 
banner signs for planned sales events throughout the year without negatively impacting the 
experiences of pedestrians, drivers and passengers, or residential land uses. 
 

c. Tenants benefit from signage that attracts visitors but doesn’t detract from well-designed 
exterior building facades. The proposed signage will be consistent with the updated building 
wall materials and colors, without creating aesthetic or light/glare impacts.    

 
d. The proposed signs will enhance the auto dealership by providing a consistent visual identity 

with Toyota’s nationwide design guidelines, and will appear more visually attractive than the 
existing signs. 
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e. The rolling topography of Sepulveda Boulevard alleviates adverse impacts generally seen 
with increased signage, as visibility is limited. 

 
2. The proposed sign exception is necessary in order that the applicant may not be deprived 

unreasonably in the use or enjoyment of their property;  
 

a. A comprehensive Master Sign Program for the Toyota site will allow the applicant to install 
signage compatible with the proposed architecture and site design. 

 
b. The enhanced signage increases the potential for visitors to readily identify the location on a 

state highway with high speeds and traffic volumes.  
 
c. The sign exceptions will promote and advertise certain sales events without impacting the 

experiences of pedestrians, drivers and passengers, or adjacent residential land uses.   
 
d. The Project will be enhanced by one Master Sign Program with consistent signage.  

Furthermore, the sign exception will not result in a change to the perceived number or 
density of signs across the entire site since the proposed 923 square-feet of proposed 
signage is less than the 1,232 square feet allowed for under the existing sign exception. 

 
e. The exception is warranted since the auto dealership is the largest retail property of its kind 

in the City, and fronts a state highway which provides adequate access.  The signs are 
necessary to attract and guide visitors from Sepulveda Boulevard. 

 
3. The proposed sign exception is consistent with the legislative intent of this title;  

 
a. The exceptions, as conditioned, will promote preserving the character and quality of the area 

consistent with the character of Area District II.  
  
b. The signage will use high quality and attractive materials, blending with the architectural 

theme of the dealership expansion, while enhancing and supporting the retail commercial 
environment of Sepulveda Boulevard.   

 
c. The proposed sign program is consistent with the Sepulveda Development Guide. 

 
Q. The proposed project is consistent with the Sepulveda Boulevard Development Guidelines. This 

project is consistent with the said guidelines as follows:  
 
The Sepulveda Boulevard Development Guidelines encourage thoughtful development while 
considering vehicular and pedestrian traffic and circulation, safety, aesthetics, and other 
development related impacts.  Reciprocal Access is generally encouraged between neighboring 
sites within the same block to improve safety and circulation. However, due to the topography 
and width of this and neighboring properties, it is not an appropriate design requirement for the 
subject project. Similarly, Right-turn pockets and Driveway Throats can also improve safety and 
circulation. However, due to the relatively lower traffic volume to and from this site, and the 
proposed driveway expansion, they will not be required or recommended by the City Traffic 
Engineer for this project.  Additionally, all Caltrans requirements will be met by the project.  The 
proposed building will be more visually desirable than the existing dealership due to its closer 
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orientation to Sepulveda Boulevard, more attractive building design, and improved signage, and 
will not create any residential nuisances as no improvements are proposed near the residential 
district adjacent to the rear of the property.  Pedestrian access to the property will be improved 
from a new accessible path from the existing sidewalk to the proposed building.   
 

R. This Resolution, upon its effectiveness, constitutes the Use Permit, Variances, and Sign 
Exception for the subject property and supersedes all previous resolutions pertaining to the subject 
use, including Resolution Nos. PC 345, CC 4398, CC 4848, PC 04-20. 
 

SECTION 2. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby APPROVES the subject 
Use Permit and Variances, and Sign Exception subject to the following conditions: 
 
Site Preparation / Construction 
1. The project shall be in substantial compliance with the submitted plans and project description as 

approved by the Planning Commission on May 14, 2014. Any substantial deviation from the approved 
plans and project description must be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission.  If an 
elevator is not required as determined by the Building Official, the plans shall be designed to 
accommodate a future elevator and submitted to the Community Development Director for review and 
approval prior to the issuance of building permits. 
 

2. The project shall comply with MBMC Section 9.36.050 which requires that a LEED checklist and 
supporting documentation be submitted indicating points meeting a minimum LEED ‘Silver’ level 
incorporated into documentation for a building permit.   

 
3. All electrical, telephone, cable television system, and similar service wires and cables shall be installed 

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. 
 

4. All defective or damaged curb, gutter, street paving, and sidewalk improvements on Sepulveda 
Boulevard shall be removed and replaced with improvements as required by and subject to the 
approval of the Public Works Department and Caltrans. Approval of an Encroachment Permit final by 
the State Department of Transportation (Cal Trans) shall be submitted prior to Building Department 
Final Inspection.  Right-of-way trees shall be replaced if required by Caltrans. 
 

5. Security lighting for the site shall be provided in conformance with Municipal Code requirements and 
shall include glare prevention design; lighting shall be properly shielded to avoid shining beyond any 
residential properties. 

 
6. A Traffic and Parking Management and Construction Plan shall be submitted in conjunction with any 

construction and other building plans for review by the Community Development, Police and Public 
Works Departments prior to the issuance of building permits.  The plan shall provide for the 
management of all construction related traffic during all phases of construction, including but not limited 
to delivery of materials and parking of construction related vehicles. Staging of construction material 
and equipment on the site shall also be provided on the plans, and shall be located to minimize impacts 
to the residential neighborhood to the east. 
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Public Works 
7. All easements for sewer lines, sewer manholes and water mains shall be maintained, subject to the 

approval of the Public Works Department.  The business and/or property owner shall provide 
easement agreements to all City water mains on site where now there are none existing, subject to 
the provisions above and/or the approval of the Director of Public Works.  All new structures shall 
maintain a minimum clearance from any sewer main, sewer main hole and any water main subject 
to the Director of Public Works approval. 
 

8. A covered trash enclosure, with adequate capacity for refuse and recycling, shall be provided on the 
site subject to the specifications and approval of the Public Works Department, Community 
Development Department, and City’s waste contractor. A trash and recycling plan shall be provided 
as required by the Public Works Department.   

 
Commercial Operational Restrictions 
9. The subject site may include up to 68,266 square feet of commercial uses.  
 
10. The Fire Department Connection (FDC), fire suppression valve, and related equipment shall be 

incorporated into the design of the project and screened from off-site views to the extent reasonably 
possible. 

 
11. Test driving of vehicles shall be limited to commercial streets such as Sepulveda Boulevard, 

Manhattan Beach Boulevard, Artesia Boulevard, Aviation Boulevard, Highland Avenue, Rosecrans 
Avenue, Marine Avenue, and Valley/Ardmore. No vehicle testing shall be permitted on residential 
streets. 

 
12. All vehicle painting will be conducted within the confines of an enclosed building as prescribed by 

local ordinances.  The filters on the paint spray booth must be changed and maintained as 
prescribed by the manufacturer and a record of the filter changes shall be maintained and submitted 
at the time of review. 

 
Noise 
13. The public address system shall not operate prior to 7:00 a.m. nor after 6:00 p.m., 5 days a week, 

Monday - Friday. All existing speakers in the service bay area shall not operate on weekends and 
holidays. 
 

14. Car sales and associated work shall be permitted only between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., 
Monday through Friday and between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays. 

 
15. The Service Department and associated work shall be permitted only between the hours of 7:00 

a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday through Friday and between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on 
Saturdays. 
 

16. Auto body/fender repair and associated work shall be permitted only between the hours of 7:00 a.m. 
to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.  All body and fender repair will be conducted not less than 190 
feet from the property line of the nearest residence.  The use of pneumatic and other similar tools 
shall be permitted only between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday through Friday and 
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays. 
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17. There will be no new opening on the east side of any service building with the exception of air intake 
and pedestrian doors with automatic closers. 

 
18. The roof-mounted Air Conditioning Units on the main sales building shall be permitted to operate 

hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday through Friday and between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 
p.m. on Saturdays. 
 

19. The owner/management of the automobile dealership shall provide appropriate supervision to 
reduce/eliminate activities that generate excessive noise disturbances to the abutting residential 
properties.  Activities that generate excessive noise, not necessary to the normal operation of the 
business, shall not be permitted in the rear parking area. 

 
Sign Exception 
20.  A master sign program shall be submitted to the Community Development Department and 

approved prior to any new signs being installed or existing signs altered or replaced on the property. 
The program shall provide location, size, height, illumination characteristics, color, and design of all 
signs, new or existing.  Total primary site sign area shall not exceed 1,232 square feet, including 
pole sign area being counted twice as specified by the sign code. 

 
21. Prohibited signs or devices shall be consistent with those provided in subsection E of MBMC 

Section 10.72.070, including but not limited to signs placed on public property and large inflatable 
tethered objects.  

 
Landscaping 
22. A detailed site landscaping plan (consistent with the approved Use Permit plan) utilizing Medium, 

Low, and Very Low water use plants per Water Use Classification of Landscape Species 
(WUCOLS) plants shall be submitted for review and approval concurrent with the Building Permit 
application.  The landscaping plan shall indicate the maintenance (and subsequent replacement if 
necessary) of the ten (10) existing trees and twenty-one (21), 24-inch box size trees at locations 
distributed throughout the parking lot area.  All existing landscape areas shall be properly planted 
and continuously maintained. 

 
23. A minimum 8-foot high block wall shall be maintained along the full length of the rear (east) property 

line. 
 
24. A low pressure or drip irrigation system shall be installed in the landscaped areas, which shall not 

cause any surface run-off. Details of the irrigation system shall be noted on the landscaping plans. 
The type and design shall be subject to the approval of the Public Works and Community 
Development Departments. 
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Procedural 
25. This Use Permit, Variances, and Sign Exception shall lapse two years after its date of approval, unless 

implemented or extended pursuant to 10.84.090 of the Municipal Code. 
 

26. 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. 

 
27. Applicant shall defend, indemnify, and hold the City, its elected officials, officers, employees, 

volunteers, agents, and those City agents serving as independent contractors in the role of City 
officials (collectively “Indemnitees”) free and harmless from and against any and all claims 
(including, without limitation, claims for bodily injury, death, or damage to property), demands, 
obligations, damages, actions, causes of action, suits, losses, judgments, fines, penalties, liabilities, 
costs, and expenses (including, without limitation, attorneys’ fees, consequential damages, 
disbursements, and court costs) of every kind and nature whatsoever (individually, a “Claim,” 
collectively, “Claims”), in any manner arising out of or incident to:  (i) this approval and related 
entitlements, (ii) the City’s environmental review of this project, (iii) any construction related to this 
approval, or (iv) the use of the property that is the subject of this approval.  Applicant shall pay and 
satisfy any judgment, award or decree that may be rendered against City or the other Indemnitees 
in any such suit, action, or other legal proceeding arising out of or incident to this approval, any 
construction related to this approval, or the use of the property that is the subject of this approval.  
The City shall have the right to select counsel of its choice.  Applicant shall reimburse the City, and 
the other Indemnitees, for any and all legal expenses and costs incurred by each of them in 
connection therewith or in enforcing the indemnity herein provided. Applicant’s obligation to 
indemnify shall not be restricted to insurance proceeds, if any, received by Applicant or 
Indemnitees.  This indemnity shall apply to all Claims and liability regardless of whether any 
insurance policies are applicable.  Nothing in this Section shall be construed to require Applicant to 
indemnify Indemnitees for any Claim arising from the sole negligence or willful misconduct of the 
Indemnitees.  In the event such a legal action is filed challenging the City’s determinations herein or 
the issuance of the coastal permit, 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. 
 

28. This permit and rights conferred in this approval shall not be effective until the property owner signs and 
returns an affidavit accepting the conditions of approval. The property owner shall file this affidavit with 
the Community Development Department within 30 days of this approval and prior to issuance of any 
development or building permits pursuant to this approval. 
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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 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 May 14, 
2014 and that said Resolution was adopted by the 
following vote: 
 
AYES:  
 
NOES:  
 
ABSTAIN:  
 
ABSENT:  
 
 
 
                                                
RICHARD THOMPSON 
Secretary to the Planning Commission 
 
 
 
                                             
Rosie Lackow 
Recording Secretary 
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CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH 
PLANNING COMMISION 

MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING  
APRIL 9, 2014 

 
A Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach, California, was held 
on the 9th day of April, 2014, at the hour of 6:30 p.m., in the City Council Chambers of City Hall, at 
1400 Highland Avenue, in said City.   
 
1.  ROLL CALL  
 
Present:  Andreani, Gross, Ortmann, Paralusz, Chairperson Conaway 
Absent:  None 
Staff Present: Richard Thompson, Community Development Director 

Eric Haaland, Associate Planner 
Ed Kao, Senior Civil Engineer 
Tony Olmos, Director of Public Works 
Jason Masters, Assistant Planner 
Rosemary Lackow, Recording Secretary  

 
2. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION  
 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – March 12, 2014 
 
The following changes were requested by the Commission:  

 
Commissioner Gross requested on Pg. 5, second to last paragraph, the 4th sentence be revised to read 
“Regarding the wall on the west side that diminishes westerly southerly and is visible….”  
 
Commissioner Andreani requested on Pg. 5, that the first paragraph be revised to read:  
“Commissioner Andreani, based on Attorney John Strain’s letter attached to the Staff report, wanted to 
clarify her remarks relative to alcohol licensing as she believes there has been misunderstanding and 
misinterpretation by both staff and the applicant. She did not mean that they the Shade Hotel could or 
should operate only with a Type 66 (in-room minibar or controlled access cabinet) ABC license.  She 
contacted the ABC in 2005, 2010 and most recently on March 6, 2014 she did so because she wanted to 
understand about the what other liquor license options are available with a Type 66 license. The ABC 
confirmed there are options other than the Type 47 license that can be used along with the Type 66 
license.  She doesn’t want anyone to think that she wants or expected the hotel to operate only with 
Type 66 license, but there were (in 2005) and are options to choosing the Type 47 license.  There are 
other options.”  
 
Commissioner Paralusz requested that the last paragraph on Pg. 4 be revised to read:    
“Commissioner Paralusz stated informed that she believes it is very unlikely she will be present at the 
April 23rd meeting due to an out of state work commitment.  She was very hopeful she could be present 
to help bring this issue to closure but thanked Staff for all their hard work and also lots of thanks 
thanked the neighbors for being tireless advocates for their neighborhood.  And Commissioner Paralusz 
also give gave credit to Mr. Zislis for working things out continuing to try to work things out with the 
neighborhood.  She stated that Shade Hotel is very important to the community but that so is the 
neighborhood and that both need to thrive and co-exist peacefully.  She wished everyone good luck.    
 
A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Andreani / Paralusz) to APPROVE the minutes of March 12, 
2014, as amended.   
 
AYES:  Andreani, Gross, Ortmann, Paralusz, Chairperson Conaway 
NOES:  None 
ABSENT: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
 

EXHIBIT C
PC MTG 5-14-14

Page 23 of 110
PC MTG 5-14-14



 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of      
April 9, 2014  Page 2 of 11 

 
 

4. PUBLIC HEARING 
 

04/09/14-2. Application for a New Coastal Development Permit to Repair and/or Replace 
Pedestrian Access Stairs and Retaining Walls, as Well as Build New ADA 
Compliant Ramps as Part of The Strand Pedestrian Access Improvement 
Project.  
 

Commissioner Gross recused himself, on advice from the City Attorney because his residence is on the 
Strand.  Commissioner Gross left the chambers. 
 
Director Thompson introduced the hearing item and stated that the presentation would be by the 
Department of Public Works, represented by Director Tony Olmos and Senior Civil Engineer Ed Kao who 
proceeded with a detailed report and slide presentation.  

 
In response to a question from Commissioner Andreani, Director Olmos explained that the “pathway to the 
sea” project has already been approved through the CIP process (Capital Improvement Program), that a 
contract is expected to be awarded in May, and construction completed by Memorial Day.  

 
Director Thompson confirmed Commissioner Paralusz’s understanding that a Coastal Development 
Permit is only required for the project because it is located in the coastal zone.   
 
In response to a suggestion by Chair Conaway that consideration be given for adding handrails on the 
stairs at a height for young children, Mr. Kao stated that the focus has been to meet all ADA 
requirements, and that staff would discuss this with the City’s ADA consultant, and see if this is 
required and whether the project budget can accommodate this additional feature. 
 
Chairperson Conaway opened the public hearing. There being no one present wishing to speak, 
Chairperson Conaway closed the public hearing 
 

COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
 
Commissioner Paralusz summarized that she is very happy to see that this project is finally and 
expeditiously going to be constructed. She wholeheartedly supports and has no changes to the draft 
resolution.   Commissioner Andreani echoed Commissioner Paralusz’s remarks and stated she thought 
the resolution is well written.  Chairperson Conaway stated his agreement and emphasized that he is 
very happy to see that beach access will be improved.  
 

ACTION 
 
A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Ortmann / Paralusz) to APPROVE the Coastal Development 
Permit for the subject project, per the submitted draft Resolution.    
 
AYES:  Andreani, Ortmann, Paralusz, Chairperson Conaway 
NOES:  None 
ABSENT: None 
ABSTAIN: Gross  
 
Director Thompson announced that this item is approved.   Commissioner Gross rejoined the 
Commission.  
 
 

04/09/14-2. Consideration of a Resolution Approving a Use Permit Amendment and 
Variance for Proposed Market with Off-Site Alcohol Sales and On-Site 
Tastings, Parking Deck, and other Site Alterations to an Existing Retail 
Center, Manhattan Place, at 1133 Artesia Boulevard (McKinley Malak 
Architects, Inc.) 
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Director Thompson introduced the item, noting that the public has been re-noticed in advance of this 
hearing.  Associate Planner Eric Haaland gave a power point presentation with slides.  
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Ortmann regarding project signage, Mr. Haaland explained 
that Staff recommends approval at this time.   
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Ortmann, Mr. Haaland addressed the project driveways and 
Commissioner Ortmann’ s suggestion that there is opportunity for consolidation of driveways which might 
improve offsite traffic turning movements.  Associate Planner Haaland explained that the subject retail 
center site does not have direct access to the driveway on Sepulveda Boulevard. 
 
In response to concern expressed by Commissioner Gross, who stated that he has visited the site, that a 
possible requirement to notch the westerly wall may result in loss of one or two parking spaces. Associate 
Planner Haaland stated that the project architect has been analyzing the westerly wall and will have some 
new info to present tonight.     
 
In response to an inquiry from Commissioner Andreani as to the proposed finding of public necessity or 
convenience, on page 2 of the draft resolution, Mr. Haaland explained that this language comes from the 
state Department of Alcohol Beverage Control, and that the finding is required from the City by ABC due 
to the number of other alcohol licenses already existing in the City.  Mr. Haaland also confirmed that 
although the applicant is now proposing a new pole sign, this would require a separate filing for a Sign 
Exception.   
 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Chairperson Conaway opened the public hearing.   
 
Hany Malak, project architect, explained that updated plans that he is now providing were not available 
until tonight.   He described a new proposal to open up the west wall and “dress” it with a “green screen”.  
He also noted that there is some landscaping proposed at the corner of the site and described the existing 
reciprocal access agreements and driveways serving the center. The applicant agrees to all conditions, 
except number 17 where the applicant would like to conduct tastings from 11:00 am to 8 pm instead of 
11:00 am to 7 pm.    
 
In response to Commissioner Gross, Mr. Malak explained that plants being proposed on and near the west 
wall will be on the bank property and the applicant knows that the plants will have to be replaced when the 
parking structure is built.  This requires agreement and cooperation by the bank property owner.  Mr. 
Malak indicated this work will be done. 
 
In response to Commissioner Gross, as to whether the landscaping being discussed on bank property is 
required, Director Thompson indicated that this can be addressed in the adopted resolution as a condition.  
 
In response to a question from Chairperson Conaway, Mr. Haaland confirmed that the project does comply 
with applicable landscaping requirements.  
 
In response to Commissioner Paralusz, Associate Planner Haaland noted that other retail uses that have 
approved alcohol tasting, and there is some variety in the closing times ranging between 7pm and 9pm.   In 
response to Chair Conaway, Mr. Haaland explained that the closing hour recommended is for the tasting 
activity, not the overall store use.    
 
In response to Commissioner Gross, Director Thompson noted that staff can add language in condition 6 
that requires the applicant/owner to install and maintain landscaping along the west wall.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 25 of 110
PC MTG 5-14-14



 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of      
April 9, 2014  Page 4 of 11 

 
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 

Ida, neighbor, stated that she would like more details on how the tastings will take place.  Chairperson 
Conaway stated that he would ask the architect to address and respond to this question.   
 
Charles Castello, nearby property owner stated his concern about adding another alcoholic beverage 
outlet in the area. He asked about the identity of the property owner and proposed tenant.  
 
Chair Conaway invited the applicant to address the stated questions and concerns.  
 
Hany Malak, representing the applicant stated he is not at liberty to say who the tenant is since 
negotiations are still pending.  Regarding the proposed retail alcoholic sales, he noted there would be sales 
only, and no consumption besides tasting on the premises.  There is to be no seating, just an isolated area 
where one stands and tastes and then makes a purchase and leaves.  Mr. Malak noted that Manhattan 
Place LLC is the owner, and is not present tonight.   
 
To Commissioner Paralusz, Mr. Malak clarified that the applicant is in discussion with a “high end food 
retailer” and the lease deal is in place, but just not yet signed.   
 
There being no other persons wishing to speak, Chair Conaway closed the public hearing.  
 

COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
 
Commissioner Gross indicated that he is comfortable with the draft resolution subject to the discussed 
changes made to conditions 1 and 6.  He has no strong feelings either way about the tasting closing hour. 
 
Commissioner Paralusz stated she is in favor of the project as an aesthetic enhancement of this corner, and 
is persuaded by the neighbors’ comments and believes the closing time for tastings should stay as 7 pm.   
 
Changes to the draft resolution conditions were discussed. It was agreed that in condition 1, the notching 
should be not required and language revised and/or inserted as determined appropriate by staff.  In 
condition 6 it was agreed to add a requirement for the owner to be responsible for coordinating the 
landscaping installation and maintenance with the adjoining bank property owner.  
 
Commissioner Andreani noted she is also in favor of the project generally and it will be an excellent 
improvement and favors not extending the hour of tasting to 8 pm, and agrees with discussed changes to 
conditions 1 and 6.  Commissioner Andreani also suggested that, for clarity, Staff add reference to the 7pm 
closing time for tasting to condition 16 regarding overall operating hours.     
 
Commissioner Paralusz concurred with Commissioner Andreani’s proposed changes.  
 
Commissioner Ortmann, believes the project will be a nice addition to this corner of the City, and doesn’t 
have any strong feeling regarding the request to extend the tasting hours.  
 
Chair Conaway clarified for the neighbors that the Commission takes its responsibility in reviewing and 
approving new projects very seriously and they are very aware of alcohol saturation levels in the city.  He 
has read the resolution wording and noted that this approval limits this space to grocery store with 
incidental beer and wine tasting not service, and the physical space where tasting will occur is also limited. 
To clarify, he noted that the conditional uses approved stay with the land but even under a different owner, 
a radically different use, such as a nightclub, cannot occur without a public hearing and Commission 
approval.   He agrees with changes discussed to conditions 1 and 6, and the language to be added to 
condition 16 about tasting, and does not support extending the tasting hour to 8 pm.  
 
Commissioner Gross clarified the prior use at the space was retail grocery store and this proposal actually 
returns the building use back to retail food and beverage that it was prior to a health club.  
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ACTION 
 
A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Gross/Andreani) to APPROVE the Subject Use Permit 
Amendment and Variance for the subject project, per the draft Resolution as amended in conditions 1, 6, 
and 16.     
 
AYES:  Andreani, Gross, Ortmann, Paralusz, Chairperson Conaway 
NOES:  None 
ABSENT: None 
ABSTAIN: None  
 
Director Thompson announced the project is approved and that this decision will be placed on the City 
Council consent calendar on May 6, with a recommendation to Receive and File.  
 

 
04/09/14-4. Consideration of a Use Permit Amendment, Variances and Sign Exception 

Amendment to Construct an Addition to an Existing Two-Story Commercial 
Building and Other Site Improvements Located at 1500 North Sepulveda 
Boulevard. (Manhattan Beach Toyota/Scion) 

  
 

Commissioner Paralusz announced she is recusing herself due to a financial conflict of interest and then 
she left the chambers.   
 
Director Thompson introduced Jason Masters Assistant Planner who gave the staff report assisted by a 
slide presentation.  Topics focused on the site location and vicinity map, background, and past approvals, 
plans including building elevations, required permits including variances for building height and 
landscaping, signage including temporary sign program and proposed Sign Exception and the proposed use 
permit amendment.    Mr. Masters concluded that the main neighborhood concerns are noise and glare and 
visual impact due to the proposed increased building height.   
 
In response to questions from Commissioner Gross, Assistant Planner Masters stated that the project is an 
addition of 20,536 square feet and there will be a total of 10,000 (approximately) net new square feet. 
Regarding sign total square footage, whether more or less than existing, Mr. Masters stated that this 
information has not been provided on the plans, but staff believes it will be less than existing. Regarding 
building height, Mr. Masters confirmed that the portion of the parts building that will remain is just above 
the 22-foot limit and the top of the roof for the new second floor area will be another 2.9 feet above that. 
The roof of the new building will be almost 6 feet above 22 feet and the parapet adds another 7.25 feet in 
height. If an elevator is to be required, it is estimated to be under the height of the parapet. Finally, Mr. 
Masters confirmed that while thousands of square feet of new landscaping will be added, the site will still 
be around 5%, less than 8% as required.  
 
In response to Commissioner Andreani, Mr. Masters stated that Toyota corporate standards do not override 
the City zoning codes.  Assistant Planner Masters also explained that the elevator issue is an ADA 
compliance matter that is still being investigated.   
 
In response to Chairperson Conaway, Director Thompson explained the purview of ADA by the Building 
Official but the Commission can, if it makes findings, support a requirement for an elevator.  
 
In response to an inquiry from Commissioner Andreani who pointed out her concern for glare from new 
tall windows that face Sepulveda, Director Thompson indicated that Staff would look into this concern.  

 
Commissioner Ortmann commented that he did not see the relevance of the Toyota national standards that 
were mentioned in the written staff report.  In response to Commissioner Ortmann’ s inquiry as to special 
circumstances that would support a landscaping variance, Assistant Planner Masters noted that there are 
not many places where more landscaping can be provided due to the amount of car display area, driveway 
and access and employee parking.  Mr. Masters also cited the fact that the building addition is to be located 
towards the front of the lot in an area that already has a considerable amount of landscaping.  Mr. Masters 
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also explained that the 21 new trees being added would be distributed throughout the property.  
 
Mr. Masters explained to Chairperson Conaway that a Sign Exception is needed in part because of the way 
the code calculates allowed area for pylon (pole) signs and Temporary Signs.  
 
At the invitation of Chairperson Conaway, the applicant made a presentation.   
 
Darryl Sperber, owner of Manhattan Beach Toyota gave a brief history of the dealership and explained 
the Toyota corporate “Image 2” program that affects his dealership and that has the intent of modernizing 
the facility and provide consistent branding of the product and improve the customer experience.  The 
implementation of this program was a condition of the sale when he purchased the dealership.  He is eager 
to make things better for the neighbors.   
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Gross, Mr. Sperber noted that he must upgrade his 
dealership and believes that he can satisfy the requirements of both Toyota and of the City.  
 
In response to Commissioner Ortmann, Mr. Sperber stated they exceed the parking requirement by 79 
spaces.   
 
Associate Planner Danna explained, through the Chair, the rationale for the landscaping exception. 
   
Commissioner Ortmann asked why lighting and glare has not already been resolved for the neighbors, to 
which Mr. Sperber explained that it was his intent to deal with the lighting concerns concurrent with other 
improvements.  

 
In response to Commissioner Andreani, architect Jack Lamphere stated regarding glare that he would be 
amenable to addressing this in an appropriately worded condition.  Secondly, regarding landscaping they 
would consider installing permeable pavement instead.  Mr. Lamphere first suggested an approach 
whereby more landscaping would be provided in the public areas as opposed to the display or storage 
areas.  For example, they want to locate the new trees in areas where the public would most likely benefit 
from seeing them.  Regarding installing permeable pavement, Mr. Lamphere acknowledged they will be 
tearing up 35,000 square feet of pavement and this would be the opportunity to comply with state water 
quality, addressing run-off pollution requirements as well.   Mr. Lamphere indicated that he will meet all 
the state requirements.  Commissioner Andreani clarified that by “permeable” she intends that water could 
soak through the pavement.        
 
In response to Chairperson Conaway, Mr. Lamphere indicated that the L-shaped area in the side yard 
would not work as a place to locate mechanical HVAC equipment because of structural limitations. 

 
In response to Chairperson Conaway, Mr. Sperber stated that the dealership has 75 to 80 employees who 
park onsite and several others either carpool or take public transportation.  
 
Commissioner Gross disclosed that he visited the site and was able to see that the parts department has a 2-
story height and was also able to see the view lines from neighbors to the east.  
 
There being no further questions, Chairperson Conaway opened the public hearing.  
 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
John De France, owner on Magnolia, didn’t get notification on the hearing, and questioned that there is a 
basis for granting the variances and economic hardship is not adequate.  His concerns are the increase in 
service capacity and related impacts, and the height of new building including possibility that the new 
higher wall might amplify noise.  He believes it’s premature to make a decision tonight. While he doesn’t 
want to seem anti-business, he believes the business improvements can be done in a way that also mitigate 
issues, like noise. He would like to see more effort from the applicant to mitigate neighborhood impacts.  
 
Paul Mullin, 1405 Magnolia, believes that in the past lighting impacts have been addressed but over time 
issues have regressed somewhat.  He credits Mr. Sperber with trying to be a good neighbor and he would 

Page 28 of 110
PC MTG 5-14-14



 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of      
April 9, 2014  Page 7 of 11 

 
 

like the conditions to include a requirement that the west side of the site be used for staging during 
construction.  He cited efforts to address noise on this site such as including a condition that the use of 
pneumatic tools end at a specified time.  
 
Randy Kowata, neighbor, stated his concerns related to the height variance for the AC units and believes 
they can be relocated in an area other than the roof and he is also concerned with noise.  There’s a lot of 
sound that bounces around at the rear of the site and he suggests that landscaping be considered as a buffer.   
He requested that the applicant identify and address the neighbors’ impacts and believes the applicant can 
achieve the minimum code requirements. He appreciates that the site will be remodeled.  
 
Kim Robinson, 1504 Magnolia believes it may be possible that the office space that is being added can be 
done elsewhere on the site and is concerned that already excessive noise will only increase.  Regarding 
lighting and illumination she suggests that the applicant provide a detailed lighting plan and she is also 
concerned that construction debris and dust may come onto her property during construction because there 
is a wind tunnel effect that exists and the wind comes towards her home. She would like to see large 
inflated signs not allowed on the dealership roofs and would like the temporary sign program to address 
these and similar advertisements.  Ms. Robinson noted that in 2009 the City Council adopted an ordinance 
requiring a minimum “green building” rating of silver be required for any new project over a certain size 
and wondered if green building standards may be applied. Regarding landscaping she believes some trees 
wells could be placed in the rear and that the trees along the rear of the property are not on the dealership 
site but in a utility easement.   
 
Gus Cardenas, neighbor on Magnolia, noted that wind patterns exist and this also results in carrying 
noise, and he wants this project to avoid the impacts that occurred with the Target project. He would like 
the exterior lighting to be not intrusive and can the buildings have windows that do not face Magnolia? He 
is concerned also with the height variance and does not understand why a commercial site cannot meet 
height codes as required for residential sites.   
 
Chairperson Conaway invited the applicant to address the Commission. 
  
Darryl Sperber appreciates concerns of neighbors, asked his architect or project manager to address 
concerns by neighbors. 
 
Jack Sphere, architect, acknowledged comments about the Target and perhaps no property screening was 
provided.  He believes that the existing AC units are visible and believes that the parapet walls will hide 
the units if permitted with the variance. Now the way the dealership is, the AC units are visible and he 
believes that the parapet walls if allowed with a variance would hide the units and also might mitigate 
noise.  He would consider locating the AC units on the ground but wants to avoid a split system design.  
He has looked into noise and cited the dB level of the AC units would be 95 and decrease with distance 
and depending whether the person hearing is outside our inside their home. The noise level might be 65-70 
dBs if a neighbor is inside their home and then at night the level decreases further to about 55 dB when 
neighbors are mostly inside a home. He believes that the building when first constructed in 1965 was 
already over the 22 foot height limit and it is difficult to meet the City’s strict height limit and still build to 
the Toyota appearance standard.  
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Ortmann as to the number of times Toyota has met with 
neighbors, Mr. Sphere indicate that the owner and project manager would be happy to address neighbor 
issues and would like to see the conditions include the measures that will address their concern and not 
slow the project.  

 
Darryl Sperber, owner,  added that he has been at this location for a number of years, and just recently 
heard about the lighting issue at the rear, and believes that once he knows about  problem or complaint he 
has properly acted to address a problem.  
 
Chairperson Conaway closed the hearing.  
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COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Gross, Associate Planner Danna stated that variances in the 
Sepulveda commercial corridor include: Wells Fargo bank, the “Skechers Building”, the Versailles 
restaurant site, and the “Rite-Aid site” and Manhattan Village mall. He also stated he can get detailed 
information to the Commission regarding heights on other properties if they would like this.   
 
Commissioner Ortmann cautioned that leniency on code standards can result in a “slippery slope” and the 
City can lose the impact of what they can accomplish.  He also suggested that landscaping at the rear might 
have visual and noise benefits.  Mr. Danna responded that he agrees a thicker landscaping screen may be a 
benefit. Commissioner Ortmann stated that he believes this way of framing the landscaping issue is 
different than as expressed in the staff report which is that the site can’t meet the code, because of special 
circumstances. Assistant Planner Masters pointed out that the draft resolution does address landscaping 
maintenance along the rear of the site and noted that the trees along the rear are in an easement behind a 
wall but are on the dealership property and have to be maintained.  

 
Chair Conaway stated that he wanted to address inflatables and it was confirmed by Mr. Masters that this is 
addressed in the resolution.   

 
The Commission started its deliberation with the issue of the corporate requirements and then addressed 
the various issues that arose in the hearing.  It was Commissioner Andreani’s feeling that the corporate 
requirements complicate the project review and believes that the goal is to see if the project can be 
upgraded to meet code first, while recognizing that each property also should be examined for its 
individual characteristics.   
 
Chair Conaway stated that he believes that the city codes come first and that the corporate issues should be 
regarded as guidelines.   

 
Commissioner Ortmann believes the issue of what trumps what is irrelevant because the city codes prevail.  
He also believes that by not meeting in advance with the neighbors the applicant has lost some opportunity 
and perhaps processing time. Meeting with neighbors would have provided a lot of insight.  

 
Commissioner Gross cited Policy LU 8.2 in the General Plan to support the remodeling and upgrading of 
commercial sites and he noted this business is a franchise similar to the Apple store.  The City needs to 
deal with franchises and respect their licenses if we want to keep or attract them.  He also acknowledged 
that it’s a balancing act and they need to also respect the residents who live nearby. There are special 
conditions where there are homes immediately adjacent to commercial, these are typical cases that come 
before the Commission.  There is not always a perfect solution that makes everyone happy, but the 
Commission’s job is to balance the needs of residents and businesses.   Sometimes the applicant does not 
meet with the neighbors and the neighbors only hear of the project just before the hearing.  The applicants 
need to consider the neighbors’ concerns before the hearing.  Commissioner Gross stated that he did not 
have many significant issues with the draft Resolution.  

 
Chairperson Conaway directed that the Commission now move into specifics with the main issues, noting 
that it didn’t sound like the Commissioners overall were ready to make a decision.   
 
Commissioner Gross stated he generally is in support of a height variance.  While usually he looks to 
compare the project with the height of other nearby properties and other parts of Sepulveda, in this case he 
also found the discussion of the parapets and their use in possibly mitigating problems with the AC units 
on the roof, to be compelling.   He does not have a problem with the 5 foot (approximately) roof height 
variance.  

 
Commissioner Andreani stated that she needs more information before deciding about the height variance, 
and acknowledged that the building is known to already be 2 feet over the height limit.    It was clarified 
that the proposed construction will be an increase of 10.5 more feet. She would consider a height variance 
but needs more info, and is concerned about the impact to neighbors and needs to know more about the 
parapet and what it is and why it would be used and whether the degree of height variance can be reduced.   
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Commissioner Ortmann stated his issue with the height variance is that he doesn’t believe the owner has 
looked closely enough into whether the AC units can be located somewhere on the ground floor 
somewhere.  He hasn’t seen any investigation by the owner and architect and basically doesn’t believe he 
has enough information.    
 
Chairperson Conaway stated he agrees with Ortmann and pointed out that when variances have been 
approved in the past it is based on the minimum necessary and often the amount over the limit is a small 
footprint. He also doesn’t believe alternatives have been properly looked into.  He is not ready to approve 
the height and also believes putting the units on the roof is old technology.  He encouraged the owner to 
seek other new technology methods of cooling such as net zero buildings, and passive cooling.   
 
Commissioner Gross indicated that he believes the building style being proposed relates to the degree of 
height variance being requested.  He can support a variance if it represents the minimum needed to meet 
their objective.    
 
Commissioner Ortmann stated that until he understands the function of what the variance serves, he 
doesn’t want to assign a number or a specific amount of height over the limit that he might support.  
 
Chair Conaway directed the discussion to landscaping and whether there is support for less than 8%.   
 
Commissioner Andreani stated she thought more can be done.  For example, she believes more trees are 
desirable, including some to shield the neighbors in the back. She would consider approving less than 8% 
as long as more is done and they address issues at the rear.  
 
Commissioner Ortmann indicated he would be looking at whether the spirit of the law is met and would 
look into how the landscaping accomplishes its purposes. He thinks the owner should meet with neighbors 
to see what they feel is important.  

 
Commissioner Gross indicated that he thinks that the density of landscaping, like of trees is more important 
than just area covered by landscaping. He believes that the 21 trees will be enough, but the trees should be 
the type that will mature and grow high. He agrees that this business has outdoor retail areas where the 
“store” space is the outdoor display area. He is comfortable with the amount of trees as long as they create 
an adequate barrier for the neighbors.  
 
Chair Conaway emphasized that findings for granting variances are very important.  So far he doesn’t see 
the hardship or special circumstances that warrant granting relief from the standard.   He also is 
disappointed that Toyota is not being more proactive with technology and show a desire to meet code 
minimums.   
 
Discussion began regarding resolution conditions. 
  
Commissioner Gross would like to see limits for use of pneumatic tools limits and he would like to see 
noise and light conditions that cover the entire site and that mitigate the neighbor’s concerns as much as 
possible.  
 
Commissioner Andreani believes that equipment noise can be remedied by setting times for operation.  She 
wanted to know if there would be windows at the rear that would refract glare back to the neighbors and is 
still concerned about glare on Sepulveda.   
 
Commissioner Ortmann advised the owner to reach out to neighbors and engage in a dialogue with them to 
resolve issues.  
 
Chair Conaway suggested the discussion be about wrapping up all other issues: signs and glare but 
suggested the issues regarding the elevator which relate to ADA regulations be not discussed.    
 
Commissioner Gross would like confirmation as to how much signage is existing and how much is being 
proposed.   
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Commissioner Ortmann stated he believes that glare can be addressed and he doesn’t feel the signage is a 
significant problem.  
 
Commissioner Andreani would like to know if glare will occur from morning sun shining on glass on the 
east side and from afternoon sun on the Sepulveda side of the building. She is opposed to banner signs and 
believes temporary signs should not be up for 120 days and believes that too many banners along 
Sepulveda will make the corridor look messy. She indicated she does care about the viability of the 
dealership and the corridor. 
 
Chair Conaway stated he is persuaded to consider the issue of signage including temporary banners and 
perhaps banners should be prohibited, and concurs with Commissioner Andreani that more information is 
needed about possible window glare on the west side and would like information from the applicant on the 
type of glass to be used and whether it will be reflective.    
 
Associate Planner Danna indicated that Staff has taken good notes.   

 
Commissioner Andreani thanked staff and the owners for being engaged in this process and acknowledged 
that while it was hoped a resolution could be passed tonight, she hopes they understand that more 
information is needed.  
 
Commissioner Gross suggested to the applicant that there is a strong message from the Commission is to 
get the project as good as possible.  He would also appreciate a better understanding of the owner’s 
perspective. 
 
Chair Conaway thanked neighbors regarding their effort tonight and explained the public noticing, and that 
he generally supports this project, wants it to proceed quickly and believes there is opportunity for this 
project to be resolved to everyone’s satisfaction.  He encourages the applicant and the city to work together 
to address all issues.  

 
Associate Planner Danna noted it is now appropriate for the Commission to reopen and continue the 
hearing to May 14th and it was so ordered by Chairperson Conaway.  
   
Commissioner Paralusz joined the Commission in the chambers.  
 
5. DIRECTOR’S ITEMS – No items to report 
 
6. PLANNING COMMISSION ITEMS  
 

• Commissioner Ortmann noted the Commission has received letters from a citizen regarding 
Level 10 Fitness.  Commissioner Andreani noted that she has been advised by Director 
Thompson that this is a matter that is being discussed with the City Attorney and is not within 
the purview of the Planning Commission.  
 

• Commissioner Gross reported on a Planning Commission conference he and Chairperson 
Conaway attended and that he found it very worthwhile, and has provided a written summary 
that is available from staff. One issue he found interesting was learning how other city planning 
commissions conduct hearings and one important “take away” is that commissioners should not 
reflect any bias during the public hearing process, including how they ask questions.    
Commissioner Andreani suggested that 3-d models would be good to be required of big projects 
in terms of providing information about a project.   Chair Conaway found it very interesting to 
hear about how to use online technology to increase public input for project hearings and he 
also came away from the conference realizing that staff has done a good job in providing the 
support to the Commission and the public in administering public hearings before the 
Commission.    
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• Commissioner Paralusz inquired about activity at a former preschool project behind Jiffy Lube 
on Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Mr. Danna explained that there has been a remodel  project 
including landscaping to improve the site for a permitted business use.  Commissioner Paralusz 
indicated that she most likely will not be present for the upcoming rotation of the Chair, and she 
expressed her thanks and appreciation to Chairperson Conaway for being an excellent Chair and 
she also congratulated Commissioner Gross for taking on the position of the next Chair. 
Chairperson Conaway expressed his appreciation to all.  
 

7.  TENTATIVE AGENDA – April 23, 2014 
 
1. Rotate Chair 
2. Use Permit Amendment: Shade Hotel 
3. CIP  

 
8.  ADJOURNMENT  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10: 50 pm. to Wednesday, April 23, 2014, in the City Council Chambers, 
City Hall, 1400 Highland Avenue.   
        
        

ROSEMARY LACKOW   
       Recording Secretary 
 
ATTEST: 
       
     
RICHARD THOMPSON 
Community Development Director     
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Town Hall Meeting, April 21, 2014 

Unofficial Notes 

Meeting started about 6:10 pm in the Residents Inn Conference Room 

Present from MBT: Darrell Sperber, Roger Ullen, Brad Sperber, Andrisa Sperber, Joy Anderson, 
Al Wise 

Present from community: 

Jill Halkias    1605 Magnolia Ave 

Paul Mullin    1405 Magnolia Ave 

John DeFrance   1501 Magnolia Ave 

Gus Cardenas    1505 Magnolia Ave 

Randy Kowata   1504 Magnolia Ave 

Kim Robinson    1504 Magnolia Ave 

Darrell Sperber opened with a welcome and explained that MBT was a family‐owned, 
community‐minded, business with antiquated buildings. 

Al Wise shared some modernization goals – safety, improving Sepulveda corridor and attracting 
new business. 

Brad Sperber commented about the family orientation of MBT and the need to enhance our 
customer experience. He also mentioned that Mr. Sperber was spending millions to modernize 
buildings that he does not own – another commitment to both Toyota and the community. 

Roger Ullen began to address the issues based on email notes he had received from Paul 
Mullin. Namely height, noise, lighting, landscaping and construction dust/sound abatement. 

Paul – Noise from the new Target a/c “stirred up a hornet’s nest” when it came to 
neighborhood input on our project. 

Roger ‐ Expressed that the proposed parapets could be insulated with a noise reduction 
material and that with smaller a/c units the line of sight obstruction would now be less that ½ 
of a degree. 

Paul – If a/c were on ground level, no parapets would be necessary  EXHIBIT D
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Kim – The building would still be too high even with the a/c on ground level 

John – Suggested trying to trim a couple more feet off the height 

Darrell – Stated that the building design was started with the height in mind and stated that it 
might be possible to do one of three things to reduce height. 1. Utilize smaller a/c units, 2. Put 
a/c on ground level, 3. Put a/c in a service bay 

Paul – Suggested a/c could go on the lower level of the parts department roof 

Roger – Engineers are looking at this possibility – structural strength and cost an issue. Also 
mentioned portal height and the design by Toyota in keeping with building size requirements 

Jill – The city codes cannot be determined by Toyota 

Kim – Toyota needs to adjust their plans to meet needs of community as every community is 
different. Did we have an interior section E‐W cut diagram? 

Roger – No 

Darrell – Shared that our plans needed to be approved by Toyota 

John – Without the parapets the plan is more palatable. Still concerned about lighting. 

Kim – MBT should ask architect to look at redrawing the plans and commented that one absent 
neighbor is against any increase in height whatsoever. 

John – MBT should really consider putting a/c on lower roof of parts 

Kim – Suggested putting offices inside the service overhang 

John – The a/c doesn’t have to be clustered but placement could be broken up 

Gus – Asked for clarification of 1st story usage vs. 2nd story usage 

Roger – 2nd story is private offices not open to public. MBT has already diminished sound/noise 
by having only 1 service team working late – until 7 pm. Appreciated all the good ideas. 

John – If MBT just stays at the dark blue line or below you should be good 

Roger – Is there a consensus on that? Some heads nodded in agreement 

Kim – No 

Roger – MBT is doing a study on the lighting by an engineer. Adjustments to lighting have 
already been accomplished. 
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Kim – Shared new picture. There has been some improvement. 

Randy – Agreed – some improvement 

Darrell – Up until this time there had been NO complaints about lighting that he was aware of 

Paul – There were changes in years past based on neighbor’s complaints and over the years 
some of the improvements have been undone – maybe due to lights being replaced. He is the 
Neighborhood Watch captain. Neighbors stopped complaining due to “fatigue”. 

Roger – Expressed MBT needed sufficient lighting for safety concerns 

Darrell – MBT will make as many changes as possible after the lighting study comes in. MBT will 
do what it takes to make it better for neighbors while keeping the lot safe for employees 

Kim – Expressed she was excited about the remodel and wants MBT to be successful 

Roger – With no further questions about lighting went on to landscape. Currently MBT is at 
2.5% ‐ current plans call for an increase to 5%. Looking at putting more trees in easement. 
Working with landscapers – getting three bids 

Jill – Offered access to easement through her yard. Knock first but if not home go ahead and 
access easement 

John – Expressed access to easement through his yard as well but would like to be notified in 
advance. 

Roger – Spoke about mitigating construction project – dust, noise and storing equipment 

Jill – Express her reluctance to call and complain but now that she knows us she feels more 
comfortable in calling with a noise complaint. 

Roger ‐ Answered a question about the length of the project – 6 months 

Kim – Planning Commission made it clear they were looking out for environmental concerns 
and made suggestions of a “living wall” or a “green roof” as possibilities for the project 

Roger – Working with Mike Garcia about coming up with a green solution. Promised to send 
email by Tuesday evening and keep the lines of communication open and to have another 
meeting before the next Planning Commission meeting on May 14th. 

Meeting ended about 7:50 pm 

Al Wise 
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Town Hall Meeting 

April 28, 2014 

Unofficial Notes 

In attendance from the community were: John DeFrance, Gus Cardenas, Paul Mullin, Randy 
Kowata, Kim Robinson 

In attendance from MBT were: Brad Sperber, Roger Ullen, Joy Anderson, Al Wise 

Meeting started at 6:20 pm 

Everyone was provided with a 3 page agenda and an additional 8 pages of addendums 

Al Wise opened the meeting with a welcome 

Brad Sperber spoke briefly about the progress MBT has made since last Town Hall Meeting and 
emphasized MBT’s desire to work with the neighborhood with an open door policy 

 HEIGHT 

Roger Ullen began addressing the height issue by stating MBT has agreed to place the smaller 
a/c units on the lower roof of the parts department in a colony of 12‐13 units with an automatic 
shut off of 8 pm. He also explained the contour of the roof and portal height 

Paul did not object to the portal height. Randy agreed 

Paul questioned the height of any parapet wall around the a/c colony and Roger stated it would 
be about 4” over the height of the smaller units 

Brad gave an explanation concerning why the a/c units were moved 

Randy questioned the accuracy of the less than 1 degree view obstruction 

Joy stated that most of the a/c noise was from the cell tower and offered to receive calls if it 
becomes problematic and she would contact the phone company 

John questioned the sound output of the a/c colony 

Brad stated that all the a/c units would not be typically working at the same time and reiterated 
that there would be a timed shutoff 

Roger shared the difference between the large Target units and MBT’s smaller units 

Paul asked about the potential of a solar paneled roof 
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Roger stated he would look into it 

Paul suggested the roof might have some type of ventilation access from the inside 

John questioned the need or lack of need for an elevator and asked where the elevator tower 
might be located on the roof if necessary 

Roger shared that an ADA expert had given him a 5 page report stating an elevator would not 
be necessary due to the upstairs not being a public space but Roger showed him where it might 
be located if it was determined to be necessary 

LANDSCAPING 

Al shared about the visit to Ralph’s home at 1509 Magnolia and the need to reclaim the 
easement 

Roger spoke about irrigation, timers and tree types – mainly Melaleuca trees 

Paul requested that no willows or messy trees be planted 

Roger reaffirmed that the owner of MBT had a what‐ever‐it‐takes attitude to make the east 
landscaping attractive and functional 

Brad suggested that the tree type being considered has a deep root system instead of a wide 
and damaging root system 

John showed pics of the Melaleuca Tree on his phone and suggested the trees would help with 
sound absorption 

Roger said that the easement would need regular maintenance 

John shared that he would like to see more trees in his corner of the project (South‐East) 

Al shared about the possibility of building a new access on the north end of the easement 
through a locked gate 

Kim questioned why MBT does not plan an access through our east wall 

Paul stated that any gate through our wall would increase noise 

Brad expressed that necessary equipment needed to maintain the easement might not fit 
through a gate access 

Roger stated that the access gate needed to be tall enough to keep out any “wrong element” 
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Kim questioned if any more changes had been made in order to meet the 8% landscaping 
requirement 

Brad shared about the critical need for space 

Kim reiterated that there must be something MBT could do to meet the 8% 

Brad emphasized that we had doubled what we currently have in landscape 

John suggested portable containers with shrub trees 

Roger stated that potted plants were being considered 

LIGHTING 

Roger shared about the lighting study underway 

John briefly explained the difference in color (white, yellow, blue) 

Kim and John stated that the lighting was better than it was before and Kim said she would take 
more pictures to assist in the lighting process 

SOUND 

Roger suggested keeping the roll‐up compressor door closed when possible and the installation 
of sound absorbing material inside the compressor room. He also suggested moving night techs 
to a less noisy area 

Brad shared that moving techs would be difficult because of their tools and said that MBT 
would make a more conscious effort to keep noise down 

Paul said he had heard noise sounding like someone was racing in the back lot. 

Joy suggested he call her if it happens again and she would investigate 

Roger asked if the new alarm company was keeping noise down 

Randy answered that it was 

John asked about newer air tools 

Roger answered that newer impact guns might be used 

John suggested that more landscape in back would help to minimize noise 

CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION 
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Roger shared that MBT would do everything possible to minimize the noise and dust during the 
construction project and that he would keep everyone informed throughout the process 

Roger also reported about the glass study that had been conducted and that glass reflection 
would not be an issue 

John requested an updated elevation schematic 

Kim asked if Roger had looked at her email and questioned the details of the glass letter from 
Compton Glass, Inc. 

Brad stated that the glass MBT would be using is specifically designed to eliminate glare 

John asked if there were other local buildings currently using this type of glass 

Paul requested a pdf of renderings 

Brad reiterated MBT’s desire to keep the neighbors happy, meet the city requirements and 
grow a great business 

Kim requested a center section diagram 

Roger stated it would not be available until the plans are done according to our architect 

The meeting ended at 8:15 pm  

Al Wise 
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Angela Soo

From: Paul M. Mullin <paulmullin@mac.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2014 8:03 AM
To: Kimberly Robinson; Anna X (AS) Cardenas; Gus Cardenas; Glen Lucas; Debbie Lucas; John 

DeFrance; John & Jane Kim DeFrance; Rachelle Sanger; Heidi Walsh; Ted Halkias; Ted & 
Jill Halkias; Ian & Jennifer Zieger; Jay & Geri Nakamoto; Andrew Hunter; Justine Hunter; 
Dave Rutan; Michelle & Cyrous Adami; Sam & Betty Steib; Mike & Linda Roth; Isabel 
Mullin; Lynda Galins; Joe Galins

Cc: Roger Ullen; Darrell Sperber; Jason Masters; List - Planning Commission
Subject: Meeting with MB Toyota to discuss issues & concerns with proposed remodel -- 

Monday 4/21 @ 6PM

Darrell Sperber (owner) & Roger Ullen (operations director) from Manhattan Beach Toyota have set up a 
meeting for this coming Monday at 6 PM at the Marriott Hotel (I will confirm the location and get back to you -- 
I think they mean the Residence Inn).  They have asked me to get the word out to anyone if the neighborhood 
who is interested in meeting to discuss the project and concerns they have with it going forward.  Roger and 
Darrell have offered to bring in landscape, lighting, architectural, and related specialists as needed contribute to 
work things out to make sure our concerns are taken into consideration. 
 
At the public hearing on their remodel project for the dealership last week, the MB planning commission strongly 
suggested that MB Toyota to work with the adjacent residential property owners to come up with ways that they 
can mitigate known issues before they come back to the planning commission on : 

• Building Height -- planning commission suggested they look at ways to come up with the MINIMUM 
height variance needed. 

• Roof-mounted Air Conditioners -- our concerns about noise, ways that can be mitigated, and possible 
relocation of AC equipment to the ground level. 

• Lighting -- how can security lighting in the back lot be mitigated so it does not shine into our homes? 
• Landscaping -- What can be done to provide visual screening of the dealership through effective 

landscaping? Look at options and define maintenance. 
• Construction -- siting of equipment and supplies, dust & debris mitigation measures. 

 
If possible, please reply to Roger Ullen (copied on this message) and let him know if you can attend the meeting, 
and if you are unable to attend, what your particular concerns are about the proposed remodel at the MB Toyota / 
Scion dealership. 
 
Thanks for taking the time to engage in the discussion of this project. 
 
 
Paul Mullin, block captain 
1405 Magnolia Avenue 
Manhattan Beach, CA  90266-5218 
c: 310-613-1868 
e: paulmullin@mac.com 
 
 
=========================================  
 
On Apr 16, 2014, at 7:47 PM, Roger Ullen wrote: 
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Hello Kim, 
 
I left a phone message for Paul Mullin tonight and will invite the other neighbors concerned tomorrow, this will 
be the first of several meetings to gain a better understanding of what we are dealing with and what we can do as 
a dealership team along with our neighbors to improve the current concerns brought forth in the Planning 
Commission meeting on April 9th.  I plan to have the first meeting with all concerned on Monday 21st 
at 6:00pm at the Marriot Hotel as this is close for all and should provide a comfortable surrounding.    

 
Thanks, 
Roger Ullen 
 
 
 

On Tue, Apr 15, 2014 at 8:03 AM, KIMBERLY ROBINSON <robinsonk1@mac.com> wrote: 
 
Hi Roger  
 
Thank you for reaching out. We noticed the lights last night after midnight, so I guess the timer 
isn't working, but anyway I took a photo so that you can see. Pointing the lights down doesn't 
seem to do the trick, the lights just reflect more off the B building wall. My bathroom was so 
illuminated that I didn't need to turn on any lights to brush my teeth.  
 

 
Regarding the meeting, I will be around and I am sure the other neighbors would appreciate an update. Perhaps 
we can all connect after Paul gets back in town.  
 
 
Thanks 
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Kim 
 
 

--  
Manhattan Beach Toyota 
Operations Director 
Roger W. Ullen 
Office 310-546-4848 
Cell 209-626-9691 
rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com 
Make it a great Day! 
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Angela Soo

From: KIMBERLY ROBINSON <robinsonk1@mac.com>
Sent: Monday, April 21, 2014 7:23 PM
To: luke3199@yahoo.com
Cc: Galins, Joseph E (AS); paulmullin@mac.com; gusanna@aol.com; 

gustavo.d.cardenas@boeing.com; debbie_lucas@realsimple.com; 
johndefrance@yahoo.com; jwk54321@yahoo.com; rachelleks@yahoo.com; 
jnhwalshfamily@hotmail.com; tjhalk1@yahoo.com; jillhalkias@gmail.com; 
jenzieger@mac.com; geri88@verizon.net; arhunter6@gmail.com; justinecpa@gmail.com; 
daverutan2002@gmail.com; michelleandcy@verizon.net; SandBSteib@aol.com; 
mikeroth418@verizon.net; isabelmullin@verizon.net; lyndagalins@yahoo.com; 
rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com; dsperber@manhattanbeachtoyota.com; Jason 
Masters; List - Planning Commission

Subject: Re: EXT :Meeting with MB Toyota to discuss issues & concerns with proposed remodel -- 
Monday 4/21 @ 6PM

 
 
Last night 
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On Apr 21, 2014, at 6:00 PM, luke3199@yahoo.com wrote: 

Is the meeting happening right now? 
 
Glenn Lucas (310)227-3378 
 
On Apr 21, 2014, at 4:44 PM, "Galins, Joseph E (AS)" <joseph.galins@ngc.com> wrote: 
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Kim, 
 
good picture! I see the same thing from our west windows. 
 
My concern is any degradation to our western view of the SKY. Thus my opposition to 
ANY variance for signage or a second story. If toyota isn't happy with the zoning as‐is, 
they are welcome to vacate the property for something more suitable. Would Reisence 
Inn be interested in expansion? 
 
Joe 
1500 magnolia  
From my Blackberry 
  
From: Paul M. Mullin [mailto:paulmullin@mac.com]  
Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2014 10:02 AM Central Standard Time 
To: Kimberly Robinson <robinsonk1@mac.com>; Anna X (AS) Cardenas 
<gusanna@aol.com>; Gus Cardenas <gustavo.d.cardenas@boeing.com>; Glen Lucas 
<luke3199@yahoo.com>; Debbie Lucas <debbie_lucas@realsimple.com>; John DeFrance 
<johndefrance@yahoo.com>; John & Jane Kim DeFrance <jwk54321@yahoo.com>; 
Rachelle Sanger <rachelleks@yahoo.com>; Heidi Walsh <jnhwalshfamily@hotmail.com>; 
Ted Halkias <tjhalk1@yahoo.com>; Ted & Jill Halkias <jillhalkias@gmail.com>; Ian & 
Jennifer Zieger <jenzieger@mac.com>; Jay & Geri Nakamoto <geri88@verizon.net>; 
Andrew Hunter <arhunter6@gmail.com>; Justine Hunter <justinecpa@gmail.com>; Dave 
Rutan <daverutan2002@gmail.com>; Michelle & Cyrous Adami 
<michelleandcy@verizon.net>; Sam & Betty Steib <SandBSteib@aol.com>; Mike & Linda 
Roth <mikeroth418@verizon.net>; Isabel Mullin <isabelmullin@verizon.net>; Lynda Galins 
<lyndagalins@yahoo.com>; Galins, Joseph E (AS)  
Cc: Roger Ullen <rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com>; Darrell Sperber 
<dsperber@manhattanbeachtoyota.com>; Jason Masters <jmasters@citymb.info>; 
PlanningCommission@citymb.info <PlanningCommission@citymb.info>  
Subject: EXT :Meeting with MB Toyota to discuss issues & concerns with proposed 
remodel -- Monday 4/21 @ 6PM  
  
Darrell Sperber (owner) & Roger Ullen (operations director) from Manhattan 
Beach Toyota have set up a meeting for this coming Monday at 6 PM at the 
Marriott Hotel (I will confirm the location and get back to you -- I think they mean 
the Residence Inn).  They have asked me to get the word out to anyone if the 
neighborhood who is interested in meeting to discuss the project and concerns they 
have with it going forward.  Roger and Darrell have offered to bring in landscape, 
lighting, architectural, and related specialists as needed contribute to work things 
out to make sure our concerns are taken into consideration.  
 
At the public hearing on their remodel project for the dealership last week, the MB 
planning commission strongly suggested that MB Toyota to work with the adjacent 
residential property owners to come up with ways that they can mitigate known 
issues before they come back to the planning commission on :  

• Building Height -- planning commission suggested they look at ways to 
come up with the MINIMUM height variance needed. 

• Roof-mounted Air Conditioners -- our concerns about noise, ways that can 
be mitigated, and possible relocation of AC equipment to the ground level. 

• Lighting -- how can security lighting in the back lot be mitigated so it does 
not shine into our homes? 
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• Landscaping -- What can be done to provide visual screening of the 
dealership through effective landscaping? Look at options and define 
maintenance. 

• Construction -- siting of equipment and supplies, dust & debris mitigation 
measures. 

 
If possible, please reply to Roger Ullen (copied on this message) and let him know 
if you can attend the meeting, and if you are unable to attend, what your particular 
concerns are about the proposed remodel at the MB Toyota / Scion dealership. 
 
Thanks for taking the time to engage in the discussion of this project. 
 
 
Paul Mullin, block captain 
1405 Magnolia Avenue 
Manhattan Beach, CA  90266-5218 
c: 310-613-1868 
e: paulmullin@mac.com 
 
 
=========================================  
 
On Apr 16, 2014, at 7:47 PM, Roger Ullen wrote: 
 
 
Hello Kim, 
 
I left a phone message for Paul Mullin tonight and will invite the other neighbors 
concerned tomorrow, this will be the first of several meetings to gain a better 
understanding of what we are dealing with and what we can do as a dealership 
team along with our neighbors to improve the current concerns brought forth in the 
Planning Commission meeting on April 9th.  I plan to have the first meeting with 
all concerned on Monday 21st at 6:00pm at the Marriot Hotel as this is close for all 
and should provide a comfortable surrounding.    

 
Thanks, 
Roger Ullen 
 
 
 

On Tue, Apr 15, 2014 at 8:03 AM, KIMBERLY ROBINSON 
<robinsonk1@mac.com> wrote: 
 
Hi Roger  
 
Thank you for reaching out. We noticed the lights last night after 
midnight, so I guess the timer isn't working, but anyway I took a 
photo so that you can see. Pointing the lights down doesn't seem to 
do the trick, the lights just reflect more off the B building wall. My 
bathroom was so illuminated that I didn't need to turn on any lights 
to brush my teeth.  

Page 76 of 110
PC MTG 5-14-14



5

 
<image.jpeg>  
Regarding the meeting, I will be around and I am sure the other neighbors would 
appreciate an update. Perhaps we can all connect after Paul gets back in town.  
 
 
Thanks 
 
Kim 
 
 

--  
Manhattan Beach Toyota 
Operations Director 
Roger W. Ullen 
Office 310-546-4848 
Cell 209-626-9691 
rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com 
Make it a great Day! 
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Angela Soo

From: luke3199@yahoo.com
Sent: Monday, April 21, 2014 6:01 PM
To: Galins, Joseph E (AS)
Cc: paulmullin@mac.com; robinsonk1@mac.com; gusanna@aol.com; 

gustavo.d.cardenas@boeing.com; debbie_lucas@realsimple.com; 
johndefrance@yahoo.com; jwk54321@yahoo.com; rachelleks@yahoo.com; 
jnhwalshfamily@hotmail.com; tjhalk1@yahoo.com; jillhalkias@gmail.com; 
jenzieger@mac.com; geri88@verizon.net; arhunter6@gmail.com; justinecpa@gmail.com; 
daverutan2002@gmail.com; michelleandcy@verizon.net; SandBSteib@aol.com; 
mikeroth418@verizon.net; isabelmullin@verizon.net; lyndagalins@yahoo.com; 
rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com; dsperber@manhattanbeachtoyota.com; Jason 
Masters; List - Planning Commission

Subject: Re: EXT :Meeting with MB Toyota to discuss issues & concerns with proposed remodel -- 
Monday 4/21 @ 6PM

Is the meeting happening right now? 
 
Glenn Lucas (310)227-3378 
 
On Apr 21, 2014, at 4:44 PM, "Galins, Joseph E (AS)" <joseph.galins@ngc.com> wrote: 

Kim, 
 
good picture! I see the same thing from our west windows. 
 
My concern is any degradation to our western view of the SKY. Thus my opposition to ANY variance for 
signage or a second story. If toyota isn't happy with the zoning as‐is, they are welcome to vacate the 
property for something more suitable. Would Reisence Inn be interested in expansion? 
 
Joe 
1500 magnolia  
From my Blackberry 
  
From: Paul M. Mullin [mailto:paulmullin@mac.com]  
Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2014 10:02 AM Central Standard Time 
To: Kimberly Robinson <robinsonk1@mac.com>; Anna X (AS) Cardenas <gusanna@aol.com>; Gus 
Cardenas <gustavo.d.cardenas@boeing.com>; Glen Lucas <luke3199@yahoo.com>; Debbie Lucas 
<debbie_lucas@realsimple.com>; John DeFrance <johndefrance@yahoo.com>; John & Jane Kim 
DeFrance <jwk54321@yahoo.com>; Rachelle Sanger <rachelleks@yahoo.com>; Heidi Walsh 
<jnhwalshfamily@hotmail.com>; Ted Halkias <tjhalk1@yahoo.com>; Ted & Jill Halkias 
<jillhalkias@gmail.com>; Ian & Jennifer Zieger <jenzieger@mac.com>; Jay & Geri Nakamoto 
<geri88@verizon.net>; Andrew Hunter <arhunter6@gmail.com>; Justine Hunter 
<justinecpa@gmail.com>; Dave Rutan <daverutan2002@gmail.com>; Michelle & Cyrous Adami 
<michelleandcy@verizon.net>; Sam & Betty Steib <SandBSteib@aol.com>; Mike & Linda Roth 
<mikeroth418@verizon.net>; Isabel Mullin <isabelmullin@verizon.net>; Lynda Galins 
<lyndagalins@yahoo.com>; Galins, Joseph E (AS)  
Cc: Roger Ullen <rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com>; Darrell Sperber 
<dsperber@manhattanbeachtoyota.com>; Jason Masters <jmasters@citymb.info>; 
PlanningCommission@citymb.info <PlanningCommission@citymb.info>  
Subject: EXT :Meeting with MB Toyota to discuss issues & concerns with proposed remodel -- Monday 
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4/21 @ 6PM  
  
Darrell Sperber (owner) & Roger Ullen (operations director) from Manhattan Beach Toyota have 
set up a meeting for this coming Monday at 6 PM at the Marriott Hotel (I will confirm the location 
and get back to you -- I think they mean the Residence Inn).  They have asked me to get the word 
out to anyone if the neighborhood who is interested in meeting to discuss the project and concerns 
they have with it going forward.  Roger and Darrell have offered to bring in landscape, lighting, 
architectural, and related specialists as needed contribute to work things out to make sure our 
concerns are taken into consideration.  
 
At the public hearing on their remodel project for the dealership last week, the MB planning 
commission strongly suggested that MB Toyota to work with the adjacent residential property 
owners to come up with ways that they can mitigate known issues before they come back to the 
planning commission on :  

• Building Height -- planning commission suggested they look at ways to come up with the 
MINIMUM height variance needed. 

• Roof-mounted Air Conditioners -- our concerns about noise, ways that can be mitigated, 
and possible relocation of AC equipment to the ground level. 

• Lighting -- how can security lighting in the back lot be mitigated so it does not shine into 
our homes? 

• Landscaping -- What can be done to provide visual screening of the dealership through 
effective landscaping? Look at options and define maintenance. 

• Construction -- siting of equipment and supplies, dust & debris mitigation measures. 

 
If possible, please reply to Roger Ullen (copied on this message) and let him know if you can 
attend the meeting, and if you are unable to attend, what your particular concerns are about the 
proposed remodel at the MB Toyota / Scion dealership. 
 
Thanks for taking the time to engage in the discussion of this project. 
 
 
Paul Mullin, block captain 
1405 Magnolia Avenue 
Manhattan Beach, CA  90266-5218 
c: 310-613-1868 
e: paulmullin@mac.com 
 
 
=========================================  
 
On Apr 16, 2014, at 7:47 PM, Roger Ullen wrote: 
 
 
Hello Kim, 
 
I left a phone message for Paul Mullin tonight and will invite the other neighbors concerned 
tomorrow, this will be the first of several meetings to gain a better understanding of what we are 
dealing with and what we can do as a dealership team along with our neighbors to improve the 
current concerns brought forth in the Planning Commission meeting on April 9th.  I plan to have 
the first meeting with all concerned on Monday 21st at 6:00pm at the Marriot Hotel as this is close 
for all and should provide a comfortable surrounding.    
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Thanks, 
Roger Ullen 
 
 
 

On Tue, Apr 15, 2014 at 8:03 AM, KIMBERLY ROBINSON 
<robinsonk1@mac.com> wrote: 
 
Hi Roger  
 
Thank you for reaching out. We noticed the lights last night after midnight, so I 
guess the timer isn't working, but anyway I took a photo so that you can see. 
Pointing the lights down doesn't seem to do the trick, the lights just reflect more off 
the B building wall. My bathroom was so illuminated that I didn't need to turn on 
any lights to brush my teeth.  
 

<image.jpeg>  
Regarding the meeting, I will be around and I am sure the other neighbors would appreciate an 
update. Perhaps we can all connect after Paul gets back in town.  
 
 
Thanks 
 
Kim 
 
 

--  
Manhattan Beach Toyota 
Operations Director 
Roger W. Ullen 
Office 310-546-4848 
Cell 209-626-9691 
rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com 
Make it a great Day! 
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Angela Soo

From: Galins, Joseph E (AS) <joseph.galins@ngc.com>
Sent: Monday, April 21, 2014 5:36 PM
To: 'paulmullin@mac.com'; 'robinsonk1@mac.com'; 'gusanna@aol.com'; 

'gustavo.d.cardenas@boeing.com'; 'luke3199@yahoo.com'; 
'debbie_lucas@realsimple.com'; 'johndefrance@yahoo.com'; 'jwk54321@yahoo.com'; 
'rachelleks@yahoo.com'; 'jnhwalshfamily@hotmail.com'; 'tjhalk1@yahoo.com'; 
'jillhalkias@gmail.com'; 'jenzieger@mac.com'; 'geri88@verizon.net'; 'arhunter6
@gmail.com'; 'justinecpa@gmail.com'; 'daverutan2002@gmail.com'; 
'michelleandcy@verizon.net'; 'SandBSteib@aol.com'; 'mikeroth418@verizon.net'; 
'isabelmullin@verizon.net'; 'lyndagalins@yahoo.com'

Cc: 'rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com'; 'dsperber@manhattanbeachtoyota.com'; Jason 
Masters; List - Planning Commission; 'galins@outlook.com'

Subject: Re: EXT :Meeting with MB Toyota to discuss issues & concerns with proposed remodel -- 
Monday 4/21 @ 6PM

All, please consider yourself on cc to my comments; they were meant for jason and the City Council. My home email is 
added on cc. 
 
Ps ‐ Thx to paul for the coordination.  
From my Blackberry 
  
From: Galins, Joseph E (AS)  
Sent: Monday, April 21, 2014 06:44 PM Central Standard Time 
To: 'paulmullin@mac.com' <paulmullin@mac.com>; 'robinsonk1@mac.com' <robinsonk1@mac.com>; 'gusanna@aol.com' 
<gusanna@aol.com>; 'gustavo.d.cardenas@boeing.com' <gustavo.d.cardenas@boeing.com>; 'luke3199@yahoo.com' 
<luke3199@yahoo.com>; 'debbie_lucas@realsimple.com' <debbie_lucas@realsimple.com>; 'johndefrance@yahoo.com' 
<johndefrance@yahoo.com>; 'jwk54321@yahoo.com' <jwk54321@yahoo.com>; 'rachelleks@yahoo.com' 
<rachelleks@yahoo.com>; 'jnhwalshfamily@hotmail.com' <jnhwalshfamily@hotmail.com>; 'tjhalk1@yahoo.com' 
<tjhalk1@yahoo.com>; 'jillhalkias@gmail.com' <jillhalkias@gmail.com>; 'jenzieger@mac.com' <jenzieger@mac.com>; 
'geri88@verizon.net' <geri88@verizon.net>; 'arhunter6@gmail.com' <arhunter6@gmail.com>; 'justinecpa@gmail.com' 
<justinecpa@gmail.com>; 'daverutan2002@gmail.com' <daverutan2002@gmail.com>; 'michelleandcy@verizon.net' 
<michelleandcy@verizon.net>; 'SandBSteib@aol.com' <SandBSteib@aol.com>; 'mikeroth418@verizon.net' 
<mikeroth418@verizon.net>; 'isabelmullin@verizon.net' <isabelmullin@verizon.net>; 'lyndagalins@yahoo.com' 
<lyndagalins@yahoo.com>  
Cc: 'rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com' <rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com>; 'dsperber@manhattanbeachtoyota.com' 
<dsperber@manhattanbeachtoyota.com>; 'jmasters@citymb.info' <jmasters@citymb.info>; 
'PlanningCommission@citymb.info' <PlanningCommission@citymb.info>  
Subject: Re: EXT :Meeting with MB Toyota to discuss issues & concerns with proposed remodel -- Monday 4/21 @ 6PM  
  
Kim, 
 
good picture! I see the same thing from our west windows. 
 
My concern is any degradation to our western view of the SKY. Thus my opposition to ANY variance for signage or a 
second story. If toyota isn't happy with the zoning as‐is, they are welcome to vacate the property for something more 
suitable. Would Reisence Inn be interested in expansion? 
 
Joe 
1500 magnolia  
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From my Blackberry 
  
From: Paul M. Mullin [mailto:paulmullin@mac.com]  
Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2014 10:02 AM Central Standard Time 
To: Kimberly Robinson <robinsonk1@mac.com>; Anna X (AS) Cardenas <gusanna@aol.com>; Gus Cardenas 
<gustavo.d.cardenas@boeing.com>; Glen Lucas <luke3199@yahoo.com>; Debbie Lucas 
<debbie_lucas@realsimple.com>; John DeFrance <johndefrance@yahoo.com>; John & Jane Kim DeFrance 
<jwk54321@yahoo.com>; Rachelle Sanger <rachelleks@yahoo.com>; Heidi Walsh <jnhwalshfamily@hotmail.com>; Ted 
Halkias <tjhalk1@yahoo.com>; Ted & Jill Halkias <jillhalkias@gmail.com>; Ian & Jennifer Zieger <jenzieger@mac.com>; 
Jay & Geri Nakamoto <geri88@verizon.net>; Andrew Hunter <arhunter6@gmail.com>; Justine Hunter 
<justinecpa@gmail.com>; Dave Rutan <daverutan2002@gmail.com>; Michelle & Cyrous Adami 
<michelleandcy@verizon.net>; Sam & Betty Steib <SandBSteib@aol.com>; Mike & Linda Roth 
<mikeroth418@verizon.net>; Isabel Mullin <isabelmullin@verizon.net>; Lynda Galins <lyndagalins@yahoo.com>; Galins, 
Joseph E (AS)  
Cc: Roger Ullen <rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com>; Darrell Sperber <dsperber@manhattanbeachtoyota.com>; Jason 
Masters <jmasters@citymb.info>; PlanningCommission@citymb.info <PlanningCommission@citymb.info>  
Subject: EXT :Meeting with MB Toyota to discuss issues & concerns with proposed remodel -- Monday 4/21 @ 6PM  
  
Darrell Sperber (owner) & Roger Ullen (operations director) from Manhattan Beach Toyota have set up a 
meeting for this coming Monday at 6 PM at the Marriott Hotel (I will confirm the location and get back to you -- 
I think they mean the Residence Inn).  They have asked me to get the word out to anyone if the neighborhood 
who is interested in meeting to discuss the project and concerns they have with it going forward.  Roger and 
Darrell have offered to bring in landscape, lighting, architectural, and related specialists as needed contribute to 
work things out to make sure our concerns are taken into consideration.  
 
At the public hearing on their remodel project for the dealership last week, the MB planning commission strongly 
suggested that MB Toyota to work with the adjacent residential property owners to come up with ways that they 
can mitigate known issues before they come back to the planning commission on :  

• Building Height -- planning commission suggested they look at ways to come up with the MINIMUM 
height variance needed. 

• Roof-mounted Air Conditioners -- our concerns about noise, ways that can be mitigated, and possible 
relocation of AC equipment to the ground level. 

• Lighting -- how can security lighting in the back lot be mitigated so it does not shine into our homes? 
• Landscaping -- What can be done to provide visual screening of the dealership through effective 

landscaping? Look at options and define maintenance. 
• Construction -- siting of equipment and supplies, dust & debris mitigation measures. 

 
If possible, please reply to Roger Ullen (copied on this message) and let him know if you can attend the meeting, 
and if you are unable to attend, what your particular concerns are about the proposed remodel at the MB Toyota / 
Scion dealership. 
 
Thanks for taking the time to engage in the discussion of this project. 
 
 
Paul Mullin, block captain 
1405 Magnolia Avenue 
Manhattan Beach, CA  90266-5218 
c: 310-613-1868 
e: paulmullin@mac.com 
 
 
=========================================  
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On Apr 16, 2014, at 7:47 PM, Roger Ullen wrote: 
 
 
Hello Kim, 
 
I left a phone message for Paul Mullin tonight and will invite the other neighbors concerned tomorrow, this will 
be the first of several meetings to gain a better understanding of what we are dealing with and what we can do as 
a dealership team along with our neighbors to improve the current concerns brought forth in the Planning 
Commission meeting on April 9th.  I plan to have the first meeting with all concerned on Monday 21st 
at 6:00pm at the Marriot Hotel as this is close for all and should provide a comfortable surrounding.    

 
Thanks, 
Roger Ullen 
 
 
 

On Tue, Apr 15, 2014 at 8:03 AM, KIMBERLY ROBINSON <robinsonk1@mac.com> wrote: 
 
Hi Roger  
 
Thank you for reaching out. We noticed the lights last night after midnight, so I guess the timer 
isn't working, but anyway I took a photo so that you can see. Pointing the lights down doesn't 
seem to do the trick, the lights just reflect more off the B building wall. My bathroom was so 
illuminated that I didn't need to turn on any lights to brush my teeth.  
 

 
Regarding the meeting, I will be around and I am sure the other neighbors would appreciate an update. Perhaps 
we can all connect after Paul gets back in town.  
 
 
Thanks 
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Kim 
 
 

--  
Manhattan Beach Toyota 
Operations Director 
Roger W. Ullen 
Office 310-546-4848 
Cell 209-626-9691 
rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com 
Make it a great Day! 
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Angela Soo

From: Galins, Joseph E (AS) <joseph.galins@ngc.com>
Sent: Monday, April 21, 2014 4:44 PM
To: 'paulmullin@mac.com'; 'robinsonk1@mac.com'; 'gusanna@aol.com'; 

'gustavo.d.cardenas@boeing.com'; 'luke3199@yahoo.com'; 
'debbie_lucas@realsimple.com'; 'johndefrance@yahoo.com'; 'jwk54321@yahoo.com'; 
'rachelleks@yahoo.com'; 'jnhwalshfamily@hotmail.com'; 'tjhalk1@yahoo.com'; 
'jillhalkias@gmail.com'; 'jenzieger@mac.com'; 'geri88@verizon.net'; 'arhunter6
@gmail.com'; 'justinecpa@gmail.com'; 'daverutan2002@gmail.com'; 
'michelleandcy@verizon.net'; 'SandBSteib@aol.com'; 'mikeroth418@verizon.net'; 
'isabelmullin@verizon.net'; 'lyndagalins@yahoo.com'

Cc: 'rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com'; 'dsperber@manhattanbeachtoyota.com'; Jason 
Masters; List - Planning Commission

Subject: Re: EXT :Meeting with MB Toyota to discuss issues & concerns with proposed remodel -- 
Monday 4/21 @ 6PM

Kim, 
 
good picture! I see the same thing from our west windows. 
 
My concern is any degradation to our western view of the SKY. Thus my opposition to ANY variance for signage or a 
second story. If toyota isn't happy with the zoning as‐is, they are welcome to vacate the property for something more 
suitable. Would Reisence Inn be interested in expansion? 
 
Joe 
1500 magnolia  
From my Blackberry 
  
From: Paul M. Mullin [mailto:paulmullin@mac.com]  
Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2014 10:02 AM Central Standard Time 
To: Kimberly Robinson <robinsonk1@mac.com>; Anna X (AS) Cardenas <gusanna@aol.com>; Gus Cardenas 
<gustavo.d.cardenas@boeing.com>; Glen Lucas <luke3199@yahoo.com>; Debbie Lucas 
<debbie_lucas@realsimple.com>; John DeFrance <johndefrance@yahoo.com>; John & Jane Kim DeFrance 
<jwk54321@yahoo.com>; Rachelle Sanger <rachelleks@yahoo.com>; Heidi Walsh <jnhwalshfamily@hotmail.com>; Ted 
Halkias <tjhalk1@yahoo.com>; Ted & Jill Halkias <jillhalkias@gmail.com>; Ian & Jennifer Zieger <jenzieger@mac.com>; 
Jay & Geri Nakamoto <geri88@verizon.net>; Andrew Hunter <arhunter6@gmail.com>; Justine Hunter 
<justinecpa@gmail.com>; Dave Rutan <daverutan2002@gmail.com>; Michelle & Cyrous Adami 
<michelleandcy@verizon.net>; Sam & Betty Steib <SandBSteib@aol.com>; Mike & Linda Roth 
<mikeroth418@verizon.net>; Isabel Mullin <isabelmullin@verizon.net>; Lynda Galins <lyndagalins@yahoo.com>; Galins, 
Joseph E (AS)  
Cc: Roger Ullen <rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com>; Darrell Sperber <dsperber@manhattanbeachtoyota.com>; Jason 
Masters <jmasters@citymb.info>; PlanningCommission@citymb.info <PlanningCommission@citymb.info>  
Subject: EXT :Meeting with MB Toyota to discuss issues & concerns with proposed remodel -- Monday 4/21 @ 6PM  
  
Darrell Sperber (owner) & Roger Ullen (operations director) from Manhattan Beach Toyota have set up a 
meeting for this coming Monday at 6 PM at the Marriott Hotel (I will confirm the location and get back to you -- 
I think they mean the Residence Inn).  They have asked me to get the word out to anyone if the neighborhood 
who is interested in meeting to discuss the project and concerns they have with it going forward.  Roger and 
Darrell have offered to bring in landscape, lighting, architectural, and related specialists as needed contribute to 
work things out to make sure our concerns are taken into consideration.  
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At the public hearing on their remodel project for the dealership last week, the MB planning commission strongly 
suggested that MB Toyota to work with the adjacent residential property owners to come up with ways that they 
can mitigate known issues before they come back to the planning commission on :  

• Building Height -- planning commission suggested they look at ways to come up with the MINIMUM 
height variance needed. 

• Roof-mounted Air Conditioners -- our concerns about noise, ways that can be mitigated, and possible 
relocation of AC equipment to the ground level. 

• Lighting -- how can security lighting in the back lot be mitigated so it does not shine into our homes? 
• Landscaping -- What can be done to provide visual screening of the dealership through effective 

landscaping? Look at options and define maintenance. 
• Construction -- siting of equipment and supplies, dust & debris mitigation measures. 

 
If possible, please reply to Roger Ullen (copied on this message) and let him know if you can attend the meeting, 
and if you are unable to attend, what your particular concerns are about the proposed remodel at the MB Toyota / 
Scion dealership. 
 
Thanks for taking the time to engage in the discussion of this project. 
 
 
Paul Mullin, block captain 
1405 Magnolia Avenue 
Manhattan Beach, CA  90266-5218 
c: 310-613-1868 
e: paulmullin@mac.com 
 
 
=========================================  
 
On Apr 16, 2014, at 7:47 PM, Roger Ullen wrote: 
 
 
Hello Kim, 
 
I left a phone message for Paul Mullin tonight and will invite the other neighbors concerned tomorrow, this will 
be the first of several meetings to gain a better understanding of what we are dealing with and what we can do as 
a dealership team along with our neighbors to improve the current concerns brought forth in the Planning 
Commission meeting on April 9th.  I plan to have the first meeting with all concerned on Monday 21st 
at 6:00pm at the Marriot Hotel as this is close for all and should provide a comfortable surrounding.    

 
Thanks, 
Roger Ullen 
 
 
 

On Tue, Apr 15, 2014 at 8:03 AM, KIMBERLY ROBINSON <robinsonk1@mac.com> wrote: 
 
Hi Roger  
 
Thank you for reaching out. We noticed the lights last night after midnight, so I guess the timer 
isn't working, but anyway I took a photo so that you can see. Pointing the lights down doesn't 
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seem to do the trick, the lights just reflect more off the B building wall. My bathroom was so 
illuminated that I didn't need to turn on any lights to brush my teeth.  
 

 
Regarding the meeting, I will be around and I am sure the other neighbors would appreciate an update. Perhaps 
we can all connect after Paul gets back in town.  
 
 
Thanks 
 
Kim 
 
 

--  
Manhattan Beach Toyota 
Operations Director 
Roger W. Ullen 
Office 310-546-4848 
Cell 209-626-9691 
rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com 
Make it a great Day! 
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Angela Soo

From: David Rutan <daverutan2002@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 22, 2014 10:53 PM
To: KIMBERLY ROBINSON
Cc: luke3199@yahoo.com; Galins, Joseph E (AS); paulmullin@mac.com; gusanna@aol.com; 

gustavo.d.cardenas@boeing.com; debbie_lucas@realsimple.com; 
johndefrance@yahoo.com; jwk54321@yahoo.com; rachelleks@yahoo.com; 
jnhwalshfamily@hotmail.com; tjhalk1@yahoo.com; jillhalkias@gmail.com; 
jenzieger@mac.com; geri88@verizon.net; arhunter6@gmail.com; justinecpa@gmail.com; 
michelleandcy@verizon.net; SandBSteib@aol.com; mikeroth418@verizon.net; 
isabelmullin@verizon.net; lyndagalins@yahoo.com; rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com; 
dsperber@manhattanbeachtoyota.com; Jason Masters; List - Planning Commission

Subject: Re: EXT :Meeting with MB Toyota to discuss issues & concerns with proposed remodel -- 
Monday 4/21 @ 6PM

Sorry I couldn't attend the meeting. Here are my concerns: 
 
1. Construction time is reasonable and enforce. About 7 or 8 years ago there was some work being done at MB 
Toyota and there was major noise, like jackhammering, occurring at 6:30 am. On the third day of this I drove 
over and complained at 6:45 am. Whoever I spoke to just said "When are we supposed to get the work done?"  I 
called the police. The work stopped. 
 
2. Repair time is also reasonable. One night Target decided that 12 midnight was an ok time to pound away on 
the air ducts leading to the roof which we could hear quite loudly. I called and complained. The noise continued. 
I called the police, the noise stopped. 
 
3. The units are properly shielded with some sound proofing material, not just shielded to make it look pretty. 
 
4. When the unit is replaced in 10 - 15 years, or more units are put on the roof, the people involved actually 
follow the municipal code and common decency when placing the units and putting new shielding around new 
units, unlike Target keeps doing. 
 
5. When there is a noise complaint, do not tell the caller that they do not handle the complaint at the dealership 
and to call some national number where you end up getting a six digit complaint number for your case and you 
have to explain yourself three times before they get that no, your car is not making noise, the dealership itself is 
making noise.  Target has implemented such a policy. 
 
6. The larger units that will be needed are turned on and shut off at a reasonable time. I doubt the shielding will 
be 100% effective. 
 
7. Any obstruction of a view is taken seriously. The ones of us with view can see a strip of houses and trees as we 
look west. It doesn't take much to obstruct that strip of view. 
 
Thank you for considering my concerns, 
 
Dave Rutan 
1217 Magnolia Ave. 
 
On Apr 21, 2014, at 7:23 PM, KIMBERLY ROBINSON wrote: 
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Last night 
<image.jpeg> 
 
On Apr 21, 2014, at 6:00 PM, luke3199@yahoo.com wrote: 

Is the meeting happening right now? 
 
Glenn Lucas (310)227-3378 
 
On Apr 21, 2014, at 4:44 PM, "Galins, Joseph E (AS)" <joseph.galins@ngc.com> wrote: 

Kim, 
 
good picture! I see the same thing from our west windows. 
 
My concern is any degradation to our western view of the SKY. Thus my opposition to 
ANY variance for signage or a second story. If toyota isn't happy with the zoning as‐is, 
they are welcome to vacate the property for something more suitable. Would Reisence 
Inn be interested in expansion? 
 
Joe 
1500 magnolia  
From my Blackberry 
  
From: Paul M. Mullin [mailto:paulmullin@mac.com]  
Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2014 10:02 AM Central Standard Time 
To: Kimberly Robinson <robinsonk1@mac.com>; Anna X (AS) Cardenas 
<gusanna@aol.com>; Gus Cardenas <gustavo.d.cardenas@boeing.com>; Glen Lucas 
<luke3199@yahoo.com>; Debbie Lucas <debbie_lucas@realsimple.com>; John DeFrance 
<johndefrance@yahoo.com>; John & Jane Kim DeFrance <jwk54321@yahoo.com>; 
Rachelle Sanger <rachelleks@yahoo.com>; Heidi Walsh <jnhwalshfamily@hotmail.com>; 
Ted Halkias <tjhalk1@yahoo.com>; Ted & Jill Halkias <jillhalkias@gmail.com>; Ian & 
Jennifer Zieger <jenzieger@mac.com>; Jay & Geri Nakamoto <geri88@verizon.net>; 
Andrew Hunter <arhunter6@gmail.com>; Justine Hunter <justinecpa@gmail.com>; Dave 
Rutan <daverutan2002@gmail.com>; Michelle & Cyrous Adami 
<michelleandcy@verizon.net>; Sam & Betty Steib <SandBSteib@aol.com>; Mike & Linda 
Roth <mikeroth418@verizon.net>; Isabel Mullin <isabelmullin@verizon.net>; Lynda Galins 
<lyndagalins@yahoo.com>; Galins, Joseph E (AS)  
Cc: Roger Ullen <rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com>; Darrell Sperber 
<dsperber@manhattanbeachtoyota.com>; Jason Masters <jmasters@citymb.info>; 
PlanningCommission@citymb.info <PlanningCommission@citymb.info>  
Subject: EXT :Meeting with MB Toyota to discuss issues & concerns with proposed 
remodel -- Monday 4/21 @ 6PM  
  
Darrell Sperber (owner) & Roger Ullen (operations director) from Manhattan 
Beach Toyota have set up a meeting for this coming Monday at 6 PM at the 
Marriott Hotel (I will confirm the location and get back to you -- I think they mean 
the Residence Inn).  They have asked me to get the word out to anyone if the 
neighborhood who is interested in meeting to discuss the project and concerns they 
have with it going forward.  Roger and Darrell have offered to bring in landscape, 
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lighting, architectural, and related specialists as needed contribute to work things 
out to make sure our concerns are taken into consideration.  
 
At the public hearing on their remodel project for the dealership last week, the MB 
planning commission strongly suggested that MB Toyota to work with the adjacent 
residential property owners to come up with ways that they can mitigate known 
issues before they come back to the planning commission on :  

• Building Height -- planning commission suggested they look at ways to 
come up with the MINIMUM height variance needed. 

• Roof-mounted Air Conditioners -- our concerns about noise, ways that can 
be mitigated, and possible relocation of AC equipment to the ground level. 

• Lighting -- how can security lighting in the back lot be mitigated so it does 
not shine into our homes? 

• Landscaping -- What can be done to provide visual screening of the 
dealership through effective landscaping? Look at options and define 
maintenance. 

• Construction -- siting of equipment and supplies, dust & debris mitigation 
measures. 

 
If possible, please reply to Roger Ullen (copied on this message) and let him know 
if you can attend the meeting, and if you are unable to attend, what your particular 
concerns are about the proposed remodel at the MB Toyota / Scion dealership. 
 
Thanks for taking the time to engage in the discussion of this project. 
 
 
Paul Mullin, block captain 
1405 Magnolia Avenue 
Manhattan Beach, CA  90266-5218 
c: 310-613-1868 
e: paulmullin@mac.com 
 
 
=========================================  
 
On Apr 16, 2014, at 7:47 PM, Roger Ullen wrote: 
 
 
Hello Kim, 
 
I left a phone message for Paul Mullin tonight and will invite the other neighbors 
concerned tomorrow, this will be the first of several meetings to gain a better 
understanding of what we are dealing with and what we can do as a dealership 
team along with our neighbors to improve the current concerns brought forth in the 
Planning Commission meeting on April 9th.  I plan to have the first meeting with 
all concerned on Monday 21st at 6:00pm at the Marriot Hotel as this is close for all 
and should provide a comfortable surrounding.    

 
Thanks, 
Roger Ullen 
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On Tue, Apr 15, 2014 at 8:03 AM, KIMBERLY ROBINSON 
<robinsonk1@mac.com> wrote: 
 
Hi Roger  
 
Thank you for reaching out. We noticed the lights last night after 
midnight, so I guess the timer isn't working, but anyway I took a 
photo so that you can see. Pointing the lights down doesn't seem to 
do the trick, the lights just reflect more off the B building wall. My 
bathroom was so illuminated that I didn't need to turn on any lights 
to brush my teeth.  
 

<image.jpeg>  
Regarding the meeting, I will be around and I am sure the other neighbors would 
appreciate an update. Perhaps we can all connect after Paul gets back in town.  
 
 
Thanks 
 
Kim 
 
 

--  
Manhattan Beach Toyota 
Operations Director 
Roger W. Ullen 
Office 310-546-4848 
Cell 209-626-9691 
rullen@manhattanbeachtoyota.com 
Make it a great Day! 
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1
* RESOLUTION NO. 4398

2 A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF TH’E CITY OFMANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, DETERMINING COMPLIANCE WITH3 THE CONDITIONS OF AN APPROVED CONDITIONAL USE PERMITAND APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, AS MODIFIED,4 TO ALLOW THE BUSINESS EXPANSION AND CONSTRUCTIONOF NEW FACILITIES FOR THE EXISTING AUTOMOBILE SALES5 AGENCY LOCATED A15OO SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD (ADKINS)

6 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of
7 Manhattan Beach conducted public hearings pursuant to
8 applicable law to review an approved Conditional Use Permit,

9 Resolution No. 345, to determine if violations to the

10 conditions of approval exist and necessitate possible

11 modification or revocation of the permits; and

12 WHEREAS, in addition, the Planning Commission

13 conducted public hearings at the request of the applicant,

14 William Adkins, owner of the business at 1500 Sepulveda

is Boulevard, Manhattan Ford/Volkswagen, to consider an

16 application for a new Conditional Use Permit to allow

17 expansion of the existing automobile sales agency to include

18 a Volkswagen dealership, for the property legally described

19 as a portion of Lot 7, Section 19, formerly of the Redondo

20 Land Company RF14O in the City of Manhattan Beach; and

21 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission adopted its

22 Resolution No. 87—2 on February 11, 1987 (which is now on
file in the office of the Secretary of said Commission in the

24 City Hall of said City, open to public inspection and hereby

25 referred to in its entirety, and by this referenceF -.
26

incorporated herein and made part hereof), approving the

27 Conditional Use Permit to allow the business expansion and

28
construction of new car sales showroom, subject to certain

29
conditions, and, in addition, determining that the existing

30
dealership, auto body, and fender repair services operates in

31
substantial compliance to the conditions of Planning

32
Commission Resolution No. 345; and

1
EXHIBIT I
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Res. 4398

WHEREAS, within the time permitted by law and

2 pursuant to provisions of the Municipal Code, the applicant

3 appealed the decision of the Planning Commission relative to
—7..

4 certain conditions; and

5 WHEREAS, the City Council held a duly noticed

6 public hearing on April 21, 1987, receiving and filing all

7 written documents and hearing oral argument for and against;

8 thereafter on April 21, 1987, the City Council directed that

9 the decision of said Commission as reflected in Resolution

10 No. 87—2 be sustained, and the Conditional Use Permit granted

11 subject to modification of Conditions 1, 3, 7, 11(e), 16(c),

12 and 26.

13 NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

14 MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DECLARE,

15 FIND, DETERMINE, AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS:

16 SECTION 1. That the City Council hereby makes the

17 following findings:

18 1. The purpose of the Conditional Use Permit is toallow the construction of an approximate 5200 square foot
19 sales showroom and sales offices at the northwest corner of

the property to accommodate the addition of a Volkswagen
20 dealership in conjunction with the current Ford automobile

sales agency. The Conditional Use Permit is required bcause
21 the building improvements exceed 5,000 square feet and theproperty size exceeds 10,000 square feet, as well as to
22 maintain the existing auto body and fender repair use.

23 2. Under separate direction by the City Council,the Planning Commission reviewed the Conditional Use Permit
24 (Resolution No. PC 345) and determined that the existingdealership, auto body and fender service operates in
25 substantial compliance with said Resolution No. 345. Theresidents’ complaints primarily centered on noise nuisance
26 and other related issues.

27 3. An Initial Study/Environmental Assessment wasprepared and a Negative Declaration was filed in compliance
28

with all respects of CEQA and City of Manhattan BeachGuidelines, finding no significant environmental impacts
29

associated with the project.

3 4. The property is located on the east side of0 Sepulveda Boulevard between 18th Street and Manhattan Beach
31 Boulevard, is zoned C—2, General Commercial, and is locatedwithin Area District II within the Sepulveda Boulevard
32 Commercial Corridor.

2
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Res. 4395

1 (b) All buildings and other improvementsincluding, but not limited to, parking2 improvements, signs, walls, or other suchsimilar improvements, shall be removed from3 public property and restored on private
property pursuant to all applicable Uniform4 Building Code and zoning standards upon demandJ of the City and/or State of California.5

(c) All structures, upon reconstruction, shall6 maintain an additional five—foot landscapebuffer setback from the new property line.7 The installation of these shall be subject tothe approval of the Community Development8 Department.

9 (d) The construction of any further buildingimprovements or modifications not deemed10 necessary for repair and maintenance on thissite shall cause this agreement to be null and11 void and cause all required building and otherencroachments to be removed and reconstructed12 pursuant to the provisions in Conditions 2 and3 of this document. If said improvements are13 not removed by the property owner, the Cityand/or State shall have the right to cause14 removal with all associated costs borne by theproperty owner.
15

(e) The required removal of all buildings and16 structural encroachments shall be accomplished
within a time frame as specified by the City17 of 4anhattan Beach and the State of Californiawhen a program for the widening of Sepulveda18 Boulevard is to be implemented. The time toaccomplish the removal of the buildings and19 structures shall not interfere withdevelopment of public property. A reasonable20 time period for notification of the propertyowner of removal of improvements shell be21 provided in the covenant and agreementdocument.

2
(f) All expenses to achieve compliance with the23 above conditions shall be fully borne by theapplicant, including attorney fees, should24 litigation occur.

25 (g) This covenant shall run with the land and bebinding to all future land owners/business26 owners. The covenant shall be recorded withthe County Recorder’s Office prior to the27 issuance of a building permit.

28 12. Should the appropriate Encroachment Permitapplication for the retention of improvements within the
29 rights—of—way be denied by Caltrans, the allowances of thiscovenant shall become null and void. If said project shall
30 be pursued by the applicant in light of the denial, allbuildings and structures shall be relocated off the public
31 property, and to maintain a minimum 5—foot setback from thenew property line.
32
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Res. 4398

1 13. All existing landscape planter areas shall be

2
properly planted and continuously maintained.

14. All nuisance and storm water shall be3 contained on site and conveyed through appropriate pipes to
the existing storm drains adjacent to the subject site.4

J 15. The main Sepulveda Boulevard driveway shall be5 modified to replace the “dust pan” design concept utilizing a“curb return design”, as provided in the traffic analysis,6 subject to the approval of the Public Works Department andCaltrans.
7

16. A comprehensive parking/circulation plan shall8 be submitted with the Building Permit application. The planshall provide for, at minimum, the following:
9

-

(a) Queuing lane design/striping shall be provided
10 for the service area similar to the design

proposed in the traffic analysis, subject to
11 the approval of the Pubift Works and Community

Development Departments.
12

(b) A minimum 10 “customer only” parking spaces
13 shall be provided. A minimum one handicapped

space shall be provided.
14

Cc) An “Employee Only” parking area shall be
15 provided. The location of the employee

parking area shall not be adjacent to the rear

16

(east) wall of the property.

17 (d) The location, size, dimension (width/depth),
proposed use, and number of all parking spaces

18 shall be clearly defined on the plan.

19 17. All easements for sewer lines, sewer manholesand water mains shall be maintained, subject to the approval
20 of the Public Services Department.

21 18. All structures (new/additions) shall maintaina minimum 10—foot horizontal clearance from any sewer main or
22 sewer main hole.

23 19. All structures (new/additions) shall maintaina minimum 5—foot horizontal clearance from any water main.
24

20. The business and/or property owner shall
25 provide easement agreements to all City water mains on sitewhere now are not existing, subject to the provisions above
26 and/or the approval of the Director of Public Services.

27 21. Vehicle access, minimum 15 feet wide, shall beprovided to all sewer mains, sewer manholes, water mains, and
28 valves for purposes of maintenance and repair.

29 22. A comprehensive sign program shall besubmitted and approved prior to any new signs being installed
30

or existing signs altered or replaced on the property. Theprogram shall provide the following, at minimum:
31

(a) Location, size, height, illumination
32 characteristics, color, and design of all

signs, new or existing.

6
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Res. 4398

1
(b) All signs shall conform to Code with the2 exception of the existing signs grantedpursuant to the approved Sign Appeal.3
23. All refuse bins shall be fully screened on allfour (4) sides with a minimum six (6) foot high enclosure.Refuse bins shall not be located adjacent to the rear5 property line.

6

24. All painting will be conducted within theconfines of an enclosed building as prescribed by localordinances.

8 25. All body and fender repair will be conductednot less than 190 feet from the property line of the nearest
9 residence.

10 26. There will be no new opening on the east sideof the building with the exception of an air intake and a
11 pedestrian door having an automatic closer.

12 27. The filters on the paint spray booth must bechanged and maintained as prescribed by the manufacturer and
13 a record of the filter changes shall be maintained andsubmitted at the time of review.
14

28. The Conditional Use Permit shall be reviewedevery six months for the first year commencing from theissuance of the Certificate of Occupancy and annually
16

thereafter.

J 1 SECTION 3. This resolution shall take effect

18
immediately.

19
SECTION 4. The City Clerk shall certify to the

20
passage and adoption of this resolution; shall cause the same

21
to be entered in the book of original resolutions of said

22
City; shall make a.minute of the passage and adoption

23
thereof in the records of the proceedings of the City Council

24
of said City in the minutes of the meeting at which the same

25
is passed and adopted; and shall forward a certified copy of

26
this resolution to the Director of Community Development and
the applicant for their information and files.) 27

28

J 29

30

31

32

7
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Res. 4398

1 PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 5th day of
2 May

—, 1987.

3 Ayes: Archuletta, Holmes, Sieber and Mayor DennisNoes: Dougharty
4 Absent: None

Abstain: None
5 /s/ Jan Dennis

Mayor, City of Manhattan Beach,6
California

] : ATTEST:

/s/ John Allan Lacey
10 City Clerk

11

12

13

14

15

16
b

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

• certiriecItobeat:.uec:py •

4 4 of the original of said
26 c’ ‘

dOG

27
* *

28 SEA

ty Clerk of the City of
29 IPOP.ø M nhattan Beach, California

30

31

32

8
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RESOLUTION NO. PC 04-20

RESOLUTION OF TIlE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
MANHATTAN BEACH APPROVING A SIGN EXCEPTION FOR THE

PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1500 SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD (Image

Point)

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 Conmiission of the City of Manhattan Beach, on December 8, 2004, received

testimony, and considered an application for a sign exception for an existing vehicle sales

facility on the property located at 1500 & 1510 Sepulveda Boulevard in the City of Manhattan

Beach.

B. The Assessors Parcel Number for the property is 4166-023-019.

C. The applicant for the subject project is Image Point, sign contractor for Lincoln Mercuxy. The

owner of the property is William J. Adkins.

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.

F. The project will not individually nor cumulatively have an adverse effect on wildlife resources,

as defmed in Section 711.2 of the Fish and Game Code.

F. The property is located within Area District II and is zoned CG, Commercial General. The

surrounding private land uses consist primarily of commercial uses, with single-family

residences beyond.

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 is1zated since similar

signs have existed on-site previously and exist at similar nearby location; is necessaly for

reasonable use of the subject property as a vehicle sales facility since such use is more pole sign

oriented than typical commercial uses, and is consistent with the intent of City’s sign code in

that the subject site is larger than it anticipates; as detailed in the project staff report.

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

Beach Municipal Code.

J. 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 a second pole sign and sign area exceeding the permitted amount,

subject to the following conditions (*indicates a site specific condition):

I

Site Preparation / Construction

I. * The project shall be constructed and operated in substantial compliance with the submitted

plans as approved by the Planning Commission on December 8, 2004, except that the
existing site pole sign (Toyota) shall be relocated to the southerly portionof the site prior to
December 8, 2005. The Community Development Director shall have administrative
authority to issue a sign permit for a relocated pole sign of 18 feet in height above parking
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RESOLUTION NO. PC 04-20

lot grade with an appropriately proportional cabinet size.

2. * Total primary site sign area shall not exceed 1,232 square feet, including pole sign area

being counted twice as specified by the sign code.

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.

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

building permits.

5. * Planting shall be installed at the base of each pole sign on the site of minimum areas equal

to the sign cabinet area of each sign. A landscaping plan shall be submitted for review and

approval concurrent with sign permit application.

6. A low pressure or drip irrigation system shall be installed in the landscaped areas, which

shall not cause any surface run-off. Details of the irrigation system shall be noted on the

landscaping plans. The type and design shall be subject to the approval of the Public Works

and Community Development Departments.

7. Backflow prevention valves shall be installed as required by the Department of Public

Works, and the locations of any such valves or similar devices shall be subject to approval

by the Community Development Department prior to issuance of building permits.

8. * The project shall maintain compliance with the city’s storm water pollution requirements.

9. No waste water shall be permitted to be discharged from the premises. Waste water shall

be discharged into the sanitary sewer system.

10. All defective or damaged curb, gutter, street paving, and sidewalk improvements shall be

removed and replaced with standard improvements, subject to the approval of the Public

Works Department.

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 fmal 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

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
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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 certif,’ that the foregoing is a full, true, and
correct copy of the Resolution as adopted by the
Planning Commission at its regular meeting of
December 8, 2004 and that said Resolution was
adopted by the following vote:

AYES: O’Connor, Simon,
Chairman Montgomery

NOES: Kuch

ABSTAIN: None

ABSENT: Savikas

NOMPSON,
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