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       EXHIBIT 10 
Attachment A 

 
 

REVIEW OF STATUS OF TRAFFIC IN THE VICINITY OF MARINA DEL REY 
 

 
 
Overview 
 
During the periodic review, interest was expressed by CCC staff as to the continued 
accuracy of the traffic model upon which the certified Marina del Rey Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) is based.  Specifically, Recommendation #10 calls for a recalculation of 
the DKS/Barton Aschman models, eliminating Playa Vista Phase II development in 
Areas A, B and C and eliminating road widening projects that extend or relocate roads 
onto Playa Vista Areas A, B and C.  The County of Los Angeles has conducted research 
on this question and finds there is no need to build a new traffic model (at an estimated 
cost of $70,000-$100,000) because this information already exists in at least two other 
models.  
 
Further, an understanding of the County’s approach pursuant to the certified LCP, as 
explained below, shows that the levels of development and mitigation measures in the 
area have resulted in a better level of service than estimated in the DKS model used in the 
certified LCP. 
  
The need for a new traffic model 
 
The CCC staff report is based on the impression that the traffic model used in the 1994 
DKS study underestimated traffic conditions in the year 2010.  The report indicates that 
with added development and traffic generated in the area, particularly in the City of Los 
Angeles and Culver City, a new traffic model is needed to more accurately assess current 
conditions and project future traffic conditions.   
 
There also appears to be an assumption in the report that most developers should use 
traffic models for the traffic analysis.  This is not the case.  The vast majority of traffic 
analyses do not need a traffic model, nor do they warrant the expense of a traffic model. 
Traffic models are feasible only for very large developments such as Playa Vista and the 
LAX Master Plan.  
 
Remembering that the DKS model was constructed to ascertain the appropriate 
mitigation, the key question should be whether the DKS model so understates traffic 
conditions that the mitigation measures in the LCP will not achieve the desired results. 
 
 
 
 



Determining whether the DKS model understates traffic conditions 
 
To determine if the DKS traffic model underestimated future traffic conditions in the year 
2010, the results of the DKS model’s volume to capacity (V/C) ratios and levels of 
service (LOS) at intersections were compared to The Village at Playa Vista 2004 traffic 
model.  Both traffic models had a horizon year of 2010.  For comparison purposes, the 
“Without Mitigation” scenario was used for both findings.  Both the DKS and the Playa 
Vista models included the full buildout of the LCP.  Neither model included the SR90 
and the Admiralty Way Widening projects for traffic mitigation, as these are not 
programmed improvements.  Importantly, Playa Vista’s model further included buildout 
of the LAX Master Plan, Continental City and LAX Northside, which would tend to 
increase traffic and identify more impacted intersections.  
 
The table below shows that at every intersection compared, the V/C ratios and LOS for 
the newer, more comprehensive Playa Vista model were lower, and significantly lower in 
most cases.  The LAX model results, while not included here, show similarly improved 
levels of service when compared with the DKS model. 
 

DKS Report Model (1994) vs. Village at Playa Vista Model (2004) Levels of Service 
2010 PM Conditions Without Mitigation 

 
       DKS Playa Vista 

Intersection V/C 
Alt. 8 

LOS 
Alt. 
8 

V/C LOS  
Change 
in V/C 

Via Marina/Washington Bl 1.39 F 1.31 F -.08 
Via Marina/Admiralty Way 1.26 F 1.13 E -.13 
Palawan Way/Admiralty Wy 1.46 F 1.15 E -.31 
Lincoln Bl/Washington Bl* 1.80 F 1.25 F -.55 
Lincoln Bl/Marina Expy 1.41 F 1.11 F -.30 
Admiralty Way/Bali Way 1.30 F 1.08 F -.22 
Lincoln Bl/Bali Way 1.19 F 1.03 F -.16 
Admiralty Wy/Mindanao Wy 1.24 F 1.15 F -.09 
Lincoln Bl/Mindanao Way 1.29 F 1.17 F -.12 
Admiralty Way/Fiji Way 0.80 C 0.66 B -.14 
Lincoln Bl/Fiji Way 1.19 F 0.93 E -.26 
Mindanao/Marina Expy EB 1.35 F 0.89 D -.46 
Mindanao/Marina Expy WB 1.08 F 0.64 B -.44 
Culver Bl/Jefferson Bl* 1.48 F 0.83 D -.65 
Lincoln Bl/Jefferson Bl* 1.47 F 1.10 F -.37 
* Intersection has been improved since the 1994 DKS study. 
 
The “With Mitigation” scenario for Playa Vista, which included projects that were 
funded and committed, would show even lower V/C and LOS levels at several 
intersections.  ATSAC (allowed by the LCP) and ATCS, which were included in the 
“With Mitigation” Playa Vista scenario, would further reduce V/C ratios by 0.10 at all 



intersections.  These values fall well below the congestion projections of the DKS model 
upon which the LCP is based. 
 
This indicates that the older DKS traffic projections estimated more congested traffic 
conditions in 2010.  An explanation for this apparent “over projection” is found in the 
different bases for the two models.  In 1994 when the DKS model was constructed, 
potential development included Playa Vista Phase II development in Areas A, B, C and D 
and the road system associated with the full buildout of Playa Vista.  Ten years later, the 
Playa Vista model included only development in Area D, with a substantial decrease in 
traffic and fewer impacted intersections.  The loss of roadway widenings and extensions 
which had been contemplated in the DKS model, but not in the 2004 Playa Vista model, 
did not offset the substantial decrease in traffic from elimination of the originally-
contemplated development in Areas A, B and C.  
 
On these facts, no recalculation or new model is necessary to evaluate the development of 
Marina del Rey in the context of current and projected traffic conditions, because the 
necessary information already exists, is current, and shows that conditions will be better 
than the DKS model – and the associated LCP-required mitigation – assumed.  The Playa 
Vista model both presents the scenario desired in the staff report and also reports the 
corresponding data for each intersection and link studied in the DKS model.  In all cases, 
intersection performance will be better in the year 2010 than what was shown in the DKS 
model for the LCP. 
 
The County’s approach to traffic studies on individual projects 
 
We believe the assessment of traffic conditions by developers’ traffic studies, without the 
use of traffic models, works well.  This method is used to assess development projects 
throughout the County.  In fact, through this process, the County and the City of Los 
Angeles have required additional traffic mitigation measures not anticipated in the LCP. 
For example, a new mitigation traffic improvement may be required of a project as part 
of its entitlement.  Other traffic transportation projects may be undertaken by the City of 
Santa Monica, City/County of Los Angeles or Caltrans to improve traffic conditions. 
Examples of these are the implemented Rapid Bus Line (Santa Monica Big Blue Bus 
Line No. 3) and the planned exclusive bus lane along Lincoln Boulevard.  Another 
example is the addition of dual left turn lanes installed on all approaches of the 
Lincoln/Washington intersection.  In this way, the street system is not wholly dependent 
on the timing of LCP mitigation alone but also stays in touch with conditions as they 
presently exist. 
 
Finally, the County’s traffic study guidelines are more stringent in terms of identifying 
significant impact from development for mitigation funding purposes (as opposed to how 
“significant impact” is used for CEQA purposes) than existed in 1994.  For the DKS 
study, a development had a significant impact for funding purposes if traffic from the 
development worsened the V/C ratio to exceed 0.85, mid-range LOS D.  This criteria was 
changed in 1997 to mirror the criteria used by the City of Los Angeles.  A determination 
of significant impact for funding purposes is now based on the incremental change in V/C 



at a particular level of service starting from LOS C.  For example, at LOS C, a V/C 
increase of 0.04 results in a significant impact.  At LOS D, a V/C increase of 0.02 and at 
LOS E/F, a V/C increase of only 0.01 is a significant impact for mitigation funding 
purposes. Today’s criteria make it easier for a development to have a significant impact 
requiring mitigation funding. 
 
In summary, projected conditions and service levels are better than when the LCP was 
certified, and traffic studies are more stringent. There is no need to revisit the DKS model 
because the information already exists. 
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