
StAT!! OF CALIFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 
GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
Filed: 11/9/01 South Coast Area Office 

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590-5071 

49th Day: 12/28/01 
180th Day: waived 

e Tu 12e AB 884 deadline 7/16/02 f. 
Staff: PE-LB , S. 
Staff Report: 5/23/02 

RECORD PACKET COPY Hearing Date: 6/11-14/02 
Commission Action: 

STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR 

APPLICATION NUMBER: 5-01-432 

APPLICANT: California Department of Transportation 

AGENTS: Stephanie Reeder; Aziz Elattar; Ron Kosinski 

PROJECT LOCATION: Route 90 from Coastal Zone boundary to halfway 
between Culver Boulevard and Mindanao Way, a point 1,934.7 feet west of the westerly 
edge of the proposed bridge over Culver Boulevard, Palms Mar Vista-del Rey District, City 
of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct a 58.6-foot wide, four lane, 436 foot long 
bridge over Culver Boulevard partially located within the coastal zone; extend Route 90 
Freeway 1,020 feet west of the westerly edge of the proposed bridge; install one 38.4 foot 
wide, 1 ,020 foot long eastbound ramp and one 38.4 foot wide, 771-foot long westbound 
ramp in the 18.83 acre undeveloped median between Route 90's present east and 
westbound roadways in order to connect the bridge to existing roadways that now extend 
between Culver Boulevard and Mindanao Way (Modified East Alternative). The bridge 
and its ramps would bridge over a small willow-mulefat dominated area, avoid all fill and 
shading of the Marina Drain and minimize disturbance of other vegetated areas. As part 
of the project, the applicant proposes to enhance the biological quality of the Marina Drain, 
the 1.81-acre freshwater wetland found in the uncovered drain that exists on the site, to 
enhance other areas of the site, to remove invasive introduced plants from the site, and to 
use native vegetation in planting the engineered slopes that will support the new ramps. 
The applicant also proposes a system of pretreatment swales that will enhance the quality 
of water discharged from the 2.3 acres of new pavement and from 4.8 acres of existing 
paved areas. The application includes a request for after-the-fact authorization for 
demolition of a retail pottery store and RV/boat storage facility. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff is recommending APPROVAL of the revised project (the Modified East Alternative) 
with conditions. The resolution is found on page 7. During its initial project review, the 
applicant investigated conceptual plans for four alternative alignments of the ramps (the 
initially preferred alternative, termed "Original" in the chart below, and the "Bridge", "East", 
and "West" alternatives.) The applicant submitted the Original alternative, which provided 
the most direct route across the median, as its proposal. When the Original alternative 
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proved to result in wetland fill, the applicant decided to pursue the Bridge Alternative, an 
alternative that would not result in wetland fill, although it would result in profound shade in 
an open water area. At the February, 2002 hearing on the Bridge Alternative, the 
applicant indicated that it could modify its second alternative, the East Alternative, to 
correct some safety problems so that it could provide an alternative that did not shade 
wetlands. This "Modified East Alternative " would result in no fill or shading of the Marina 
Drain, which contains the open water wetlands on the site. However, investigations 
conducted in April 2002 revealed that this alternative would shade a small 0.04-acre patch 
of willows. In addition, the fill supporting the ramps would divide the strip into three 
discrete sections, and would also separate the wetlands on the site from Area C Playa 
Vista by the fill for its ramps. 

In April 2002, in preparation for the April Coastal Commission hearing on the "Modified 
East Alternative," the applicant surveyed a 5.6-acre former boat storage yard on the 
eastern end of the project site that were formerly covered with asphalt. (4.93 acres of the 
boat yard are within the Coastal Zone.) In the 16 months afteflhe tenant had vacated the 
site and removed the pavement, a small patch of willows and mule fat had emerged 
(about 1700 sq. ft.) that was unquestionably a wetland. Opportunistic annuals, among 
them wetland obligate and facultative wetland plants including rabbitsfoot (Polypogon), 
sand spurrey (Spergularia), sweet clover (Melilotus) and bristly ox-tongue (Picris) had 
sprung up on significant areas of the site. Other plants such as pampas grass had also 
appeared. The applicant requested an onsite analysis from Dr. John Dixon, Senior Staff 
Biologist. The applicant's consultants, assert that the boat yard site is generally too dry to 
be a wetland but they identified the Arroyo Willow-Mulefat Association at the east end of 
the site as a wetland under the Coastal Act. Pending Dr. Dixon's analysis, the applicant 
was prepared to return to the Bridge Alternative, an alternative that eliminates the wetland 
fill on the Marina Drain and limits the fill in the Spergularia and to some extent, in the 
Picris, Melilotus, and Polypogon (all wetland indicator vegetation), although it would result 
in some shading. 

On May 13, 2002, at the applicant's request, Dr. John Dixon visited the site with the 
applicant's consultants. In his subsequent report, Exhibit 5, he agreed that the willow­
mulefat area identified by the consultants is a wetland, but indicated it is larger than 
originally reported. He also agreed that on the site there are plants that are designated 
"Obligate" and "Facultative Wetland" in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service list of plants that 
occur in wetlands, but concluded that those plants were not functioning as wetland plants. 
As a result, the area was not currently functioning as a wetland. Furthermore, there was 
likely to be a change in the species composition of the vegetative community on the site, 
given natural succession common to newly disturbed areas. He also noted that the 
wetland obligate plants were located on the high, apparently drier, part of the site, and the 
lower, apparently wetter, parts of the site were dominated by ruderal species listed as 
"Facultative". He concluded that, except for the area of the Arroyo Willow-Mulefat 
Association, the site is not a functioning wetland at this time, although he thinks it is 
probable that some additional areas would develop wetland characteristics under normal 
climatological conditions. 
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The staff cannot base a regulatory decision on inconclusive information concerning the 
wetland status of an area that is clearly not presently functioning as a wetland. Therefore, 
the staff will treat only the willow-mulefat area and the open water areas of the site as 
wetland. Therefore, staff is recommending approval of this Modified East Alternative 
because it does not involve wetland fill; it will not shade the open water areas of the site, 
and it will impact the willow mulefat areas by shading only. 

At prior hearings on this project, opponents provided a design of the intersection that 
would consolidate the new ramps on the northern edge of the median, allowing the 
wetlands on the site to eventually link with Area C Playa Vista. The applicant has 
investigated the alternative provided by the opponents (the North Alternative.) The 
applicant states that the North Alternative has a major disadvantage: it results in fill of 0.60 
acres of open water wetland, and shading of 0.01 acres of the patch of willows (Exhibit 1, 
page 3 and Exhibits 8, 9 and 1 0}. The opponents contend, however, the North Alternative 
would be the environmentally superior alternative because it would ( 1) result in the least 
discontinuous on-site wetlands and (2) on the westernmost third of its length it would 
connect with Playa Vista Area C, which is also being considered for retention by the State 
for habitat and wetland restoration and for improvement as a public park. In order to 
approve this North Alternative, the Commission would be required to address the 
inconsistency of the North Alternative with Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. Moreover 
the idea that clustering the travel lanes on the northern side of the Route 90 right-of-way 
would result in a continuous area of state-owned land in Area C is incorrect. The Route 
90 right-of-way is separated from the Area C lands held by the Controller of the State of 
California by a 90-foot wide strip of former Railroad Right-of-way. Two private parties, one 
of which is Playa Capital, own this right of way. (See Exhibit 1, pages 1-3 for exhibits 
showing the Modified East Alternative and the North Alternative.) 

The applicant has provided an analysis of alternatives and asserts that there are no 
feasible alternatives that would be less environmentally damaging than the project as now 
proposed. The applicant further points out that the project does not result in fill or shading 
of the Marina Drain, the open water wetlands on the site, and contends that the presence 
of sand spurrey is not indicative of the presence of a wetland. Caltrans has prepared the 
following table to compare the alternatives that they investigated (see next page): 
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ROUTE 90 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 
WETLAND AREA IMPACTS (Acres) 
(INITIAL ESTIMATE - MAY 17, 2002) 

Modified East* Bridge-Over- West* North* 
Wetland* 

Fill Shad Fill Shad Fill Shad Fill Shad 
ing lng ing ing 

0.10 0.15 0.60 

0.04 0.04 0.04 

0.04 0.14 0.19 0.60 

0.03 0.57 0.08 0.81 0.08 0.75 0.08 ' 1.11 

0.03 0.65 0.08 1.09 0.08 1.13 1.1 1.11 

Original Design 

Fill Shad 
ing 

0.17 

0.04 

0.21 

1.14 0.11 

1.56 0.11 

r- Assumes that the Alternative "Bridges Over" the wetland and vegetation areas instead of fill whenever 
possible. 
!Source: Caltrans staff 

As proposed, the project includes a plan to improve water quality. The applicant has 
provided a water quality enhancement program that will pretreat all drainage from the 2.3 
acres of new pavement and the 4.8 acres of the existing roadways before it enters the 
wetland. The applicant has also proposed to enhance the biological quality of the Marina 
Drain, and other areas of the former boat yard, to remove invasive vegetation that exists 
on the site and to use vegetation that is native to the areas in planting fill slopes and 
elsewhere in the project area. In addition, the applicant has provided a lighting plan that 
will minimize overspill of light onto habitat areas. The applicant proposes to install lighting 
at intersections only. 

Finally staff notes that the level of service at this intersection is currently Level F during 
evening rush hour (stop and go). According to the applicant, this level of congestion can 
increase accidents. The applicant has already installed improved signals and re-striped a 
turn lane to improve this intersection, and feels that a partially grade-separated 
intersection is the next step to improving the capacity of the intersection. This intersection 
is a link in a major commuter route from the South Bay to down town business areas. The 
project is necessary to improve existing travel on the road and to improve access to the 
coast, but it is also necessary to maintain existing access when the first phase of the , 
Playa Vista development is complete. This first phase of Playa Vista is located outside the 
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Coastal Zone, and the Commission does not have the power to reduce the level of traffic 
that it generates. This project is intended to reduce the impacts of this traffic (See Traffic 
Analysis Section B, page 21 ff). 

Staff is recommending approval with conditions requiring that the applicant carry out and 
expand its habitat enhancement and water quality proposals, control siltation during 
construction and protect of water quality after construction, control project lighting, and 
provide biological and archaeological monitors during construction. The Marina Drain in 
the median discharges directly into the portion of the Marina Drain that is located on Area 
C Playa Vista, which is directly southwest of the project. The enhancement of 18.8 acres 
and removal of invasive plants directly upstream from Area C Playa Vista will have a 
beneficial effect on restoration efforts in Area C, if any take place, and on other areas 
down stream of this site. 

The applicant has provided a feasible alternative that would be the least environmentally 
damaging of all feasible alternatives that were considered, and has also proposed 
mitigation measures that protect and restore the biological productivity of the sensitive 
resources that have been identified on site. The motion to carry out the staff 
recommendation is found on Page 7. 

APPROVALS RECEIVED: 

1. Categorical Exclusion CEQA, Caltrans 
2. Department of Fish and Game 1601 permit (Streambed alteration agreement 

Notification Number 5-265-00, 6/27/01) 
3. City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
4. California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, Conditional 

Certification for proposed State Route 90/Culver Boulevard Fly-over project (Corps 
Project 2000-06124-PJF), unnamed tributary to Ballona Creek, Marina del Rey, Los 
Angeles County (File No. 00-133) (401 Conditional Certification) 

STAFF NOTE ON JURSDICTION. 

A. COASTAL ZONE BOUNDARY. The project is located on state-owned land located 
in the City of Los Angeles. Not all of the project is located in the Coastal Zone. The 
Coastal Zone boundary follows a projection of the northeastern side of the Alia Road right­
of-way, connecting to the Pacific Electric Railroad right-of-way, then running east along the 
northerly edge of the right-of-way and from there to the southerly edge of the Ballona 
Creek Channel (Exhibit 1 ). The northerly half of the Culver Boulevard/Route 90 
intersection is outside the Coastal Zone, but the eastbound Route 90 roadway and the 
southerly half of the intersection and most of the Route 90 median area west of Culver 
Boulevard are located inside the Coastal Zone. About half of the proposed bridge and a 
sliver of the presently undeveloped median are not in the Commission's jurisdiction, 
however most of the median strip west of Culver Boulevard is located in the Commission's 
jurisdiction, as are the westerly ramps and the wetland enhancement. Exhibit 1 shows a 
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depiction of the location of the Coastal Zone in this area. The proposed development that 
is located within the Coastal Zone requires a coastal development permit. 

B. LOCALLY ISSUED PERMITS UNDER 30600(b). The City of Los Angeles has 
assumed the responsibility of issuing coastal development permits within its boundaries as 
permitted in Section 30600(b) of the Coastal Act, which allows local governments to 
review and issue coastal development permits prior to certification of a Local Coastal 
Program (LCP). Section 30600{b), however, provides that local governments do not have 
jurisdiction to issue coastal development permits under this program to public agencies 
over which they do not normally have permitting authority, such as schools and state 
agencies. Therefore, unlike many other projects that the Commission has reviewed in the 
City, this project has not received a coastal development permit from the City of Los 
Angeles. 

Section 30600 states in part: 

Section 30600 

(a) Except as provided in subdivision (e), and in addition to obtaining any 
other permit required by law from any local government or from any state, regional, 
or local agency, any person, as defined in Section 21066, wishing to perform or 
undertake any development in the coaEtal zone, other than a facility subject to 
Section 25500, shall obtain a coastal development permit. 

(b) (1) Prior to certification of its local coastal program, a local government 
may, with respect to any development within its area of jurisdiction in the coastal 
zone and consistent with the provisions of Sections 30604, 30620, and 30620.5, 
establish procedures for the filing, processing, review, modification, approval, or 
denial of a coastal development permit. Those procedures may be incorporated 
and made a part of the procedures relating to any other appropriate land use 
development permit issued by the local government. 

(2) A coastal development permit from a local government shall not be 
required by this subdivision for any development on tidelands, submerged lands, or 
on public trust lands, whether filled or unfilled, or for any development by a public 
agency for which a local government permit is not otherwise required. 
(Emphasis added) 

The City of Los Angeles does not have permit jurisdiction over development carried out by 
the State Department of Transportation elsewhere in the City of Los Angeles. Therefore, 
the Department of Transportation has applied directly to the Commission forthis coastal 
development permit for the development that is proposed inside the Coastal Zone. 

• 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the Commission APPROVE the permit application with special 
conditions 

MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal 
Development Permit No. 5-01-432 pursuant to the staff 
recommendation. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in approval of the permit 
as conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes 
only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMIT: 

The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed 
development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development as 
conditioned will be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and will 
not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction over the area to 
prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3. Approval of 
the permit complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) 
feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially 
lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on the environment, or 2) there 
are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen 
any significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment. 

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development 
shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or 
authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms 
and conditions, is returned to the Commission office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years 
from the date this permit is reported to the Commission. Development shall be 
pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. 
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 

3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be 
resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided 
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions 
of the permit. 
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Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be 
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all 
future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions. 

Ill. SPECIAL CONDITIONS. 

The permit is approved subject to the following special conditions: 

1. FINAL PLANS FOR PROPOSED MODIFIED EAST ALTERNATIVE. 

2. 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
applicant shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director final 
engineering drawings for the Modified East Alternative generally shown in Exhibit 1. 
Plans shall include the locations of the wetlands areas identified in Exhibits 1, 3 and 
4 and shall demonstrate that the bridge pilings, earth berms supporting ramps and 
all development will avoid all fill of wetlands described in Exhibit 1 (defined as the 
Marina Drain and Existing Wetlands on Exhibit 1 ). Earth berms supporting ramps 
shall be set back no less than 25 feet from wetlands. The development shall be 
carried out consistent with the construction staging and disturbance plan required in 
Special Condition 2 below. 

CONSTRUCTION STAGING AND DISTURBANCE PLAN. 

.A.. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT the 
applicant shall provide, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a 
construction disturbance and staging plan that shows all areas in which stockpiling, 
equipment access, storage, and haul routes can not take place. The plan shall 
indicate that construction staging area(s) shall not encroach on wetlands areas and 
shall be set back no less than 25 feet from all wetlands. Wetlands for purposes of 
this approval are those designated by the United States Army Corps on Engineers, 
and those State wetlands identified by the Department of Fish and Game, and 
those areas identified as "Existing Wetlands" on Exhibit 1 (The Marina Drain and 
the Arroyo Willow -Mulefat dominated area), identified in the applicants "Addendum 
to jurisdiction evaluation of vacated vehicle storage yard site" as modified 
subsequent to the staff site visit (See Substantive File Documents.) 

(1) The plan shall include/require: 
(a) Visible hazard fences shall be placed to designate areas where grading 

shall occur to. place the berms supporting the ramps shown on Exhibit 1, 
and to designate the approved haul routes. Such fences shall be 
located no less than 25 feet outside the wetland areas noted in Exhibits 
3, 4, 5a, above, and around vegetated areas not needed for approved 
grading. Prior to construction, the applicant shall place sandbags 

• 

• 

• 
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and/or plastic on the outside of the fences to avoid siltation into the 
wetland and vegetated areas . 

(b) A site plan that depicts: 
i. The boundaries of the areas in which staging, stockpiling and 

hauling shall not take place due to the existence of wetlands or 
established native shrubs; 

ii. Location of construction fencing and temporary job trailers; 
iii. Wetlands on the site. 

(c) A temporary runoff control plan consistent with Condition 3, below. 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved 
final plans and with this condition. Any proposed changes to the approved final 
plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the approved final 
plans shall occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal development 
permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

WETLAND AND HABITAT ENHANCEMENT PLAN. 

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT the 
applicant shall provide, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a 
detailed Wetland and Habitat Enhancement Plan for the entire area of the median 
strip. The plan shall identify the following areas: (a) wetlands; (b) areas vegetated 
with native upland vegetation, (c) manufactured slopes; (d) drainage swales and (e) 
temporary erosion control plantings. The design shall take into account the 
placement of swales and other structures provided for water quality treatment as 
depicted in the applicants' water quality enhancement plan and required in 
condition 3. The Wetland and Habitat Enhancement Plan, as developed in the 
steps and according to the criteria outlined below, shall reflect the current mixture of 
native plants, shall leave existing native plants in place, use plant species 
commonly found in Ballona Wetland and nearby upland habitats, and/or use 
cuttings and seed stock from native plants found in the Ballona area. 

(1) Initial assessment. The applicant shall submit for the review and approval 
of the Executive Director, a brief initial assessment describing the soil type 
and vegetation now found in the median strip and in the waterways, a general 
list of the measures that will be necessary to enhance the site, and a 
description of the vegetation that is likely to exist on the site after completion 
of the construction of the road. The assessment shall include: 

(a) An evaluation of measures necessary to remove invasive plants and a 
schedule of removal, 

(b) A detailed final grading plans and a description of the effects of such 
earth movement on the vegetation and hydrology of the site; 

(c) A description of the effect on soils of the proposed grading; 
(d) A list/description of measures to assure the soils in the manufactured 

slopes will be appropriate for planting, 
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(e) The amount and duration of irrigation necessary to establish the project; 
(f) The measures that might be necessary to control invasive plants at the • 

beginning of the project and after its completion, and 
(g) Measures necessary to prevent siltation and erosion from the site while 

plants are establishing. 

(2) Habitat Goals. Prior to preparing the Wetland and Habitat Enhancement 
Plan, the applicant shall provide a statement of habitat goals prepared by a 
biologist or licensed landscape architect experienced in wetland restoration 
for the review and written approval of the Executive Director. The general 
goal of the plan shall be to provide support habitat for native birds, water 
dwelling animals and insects found in the area presently or in the past. The 
goals shall establish a minimum coverage of each type of plant community, 
including preservation of all currently present wetlands that now occur on 
the median strip. Plans .and notes shall also indicate the goals underlying 
the choices of any other plants shown for manufactured slope landscaping 
and indicate the habitat function of the proposed vegetation--the animals 
and other plants expected to benefit from the presence of the vegetation. 

(3) Conceptual plan. Based on the habitat goals approved by the Executive 
Director, the applicant shall submit for the review and approval of the 
Executive Director a conceptual Wetland and Habitat Enhancement Plan 
and a schedule of installation of plants consistent with these goals and plan 
specifications. Based on the applicant's initial plans, the Wetland and • 
Habitat Enhancement Plan shall be consistent with the following basic 
habitat goals: 

(a) Wetlands. Plans for restoration/enhancement of the wetland areas on 
the site, identified in Exhibits 3, 4 and 5a. These areas shall be 
enhanced and preserved as freshwater wetlands. The design shall 
address hydtology, residence time of water, seasonal fluctuations or 
water levels and the accommodation of storm water. 

(b) Upland areas. The existing saltbush scrub and coastal sage scrub 
found in the upland areas shall be protected as much as feasible, and, if 
disturbed during construction, replaced with a mixture of native coastal 
prairie, saltbush scrub and coastal sage scrub plants common to the 
Ballona wetlands area that tolerate intermittent irrigation. Invasive 
species shall be removed. The plants shall be consistent with Caltrans 
standards for line-of-sight impacts and fire resistance. 

(c) Manufactured slopes. The manufactured slopes shall be planted with 
low-lying individuals of the coastal sage scrub and saltbush scrub 
community that are fire resistant. 

• 
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(d) Swales and temporary erosion control. The applicant shall specify the 
species and seed sources of vegetation used for temporary erosion 
controls and for water quality enhancement devices that employ 
vegetation, such as vegetated swales. Plants used for these purposes 
shall be natives common to the Ballona area, and in no instance shall 
be invasive plants as defined in subsection 6 below. 

(4) Detailed Plans. After the Executive Director's approval of the conceptual 
Wetland and Habitat Enhancement Plan, the applicant shall provide for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director detailed plans and notes that 
show the locati'on of plants, sizes of container plants, density of seeds, if 
seeds are used, expected sources of seeds and container plants, a schedule 
of installation and a statement describing the methods necessary to prepare 
the site and install and maintain the enhanced and planted areas, and the 
kinds and frequency of maintenance expected to be necessary in the long 
term. If sources of cuttings or seeds outside the immediate area are used, the 
applicant shall describe the locations of the sources, the amount used, and 
the reasons for their use. The Executive Director shall approve use of such 
sources. The detailed plans shall be consistent with the Habitat Goals and 
with the approved Conceptual Plans. 

(5) Monitoring. Based on the information in the Wetland and Habitat 
Enhancement Plan and in the initial assessment, the applicant shall prepare a 
monitoring schedule, providing (a) a plan for removal of invasive and non­
native plants identified in the initial assessment, (b) an initial report upon 
completion of initial planting to verify that the plants have been installed 
according to the approved plan, (c) no fewer than two additional reports in the 
first year after completion of the initial report, and (d) no fewer than one report 
in each subsequent year for no less than 5 years. The reports shall contain a 
brief description of the condition of the plants; the degree of coverage and the 
survival rate of various plants; either photographs, maps or illustrations and 
recommendations concerning activities necessary to achieve the stated 
"Habitat Goals" discussed in Section 2 above; and if the planting is not 
consistent with the goals, suggested measures to remedy the situation. The 
applicant shall, at the appropriate season, replant to remedy any deficiencies 
noted in the monitoring reports, and remove any invasive or non-native plants 
that have established on the site. After the initial five years, the area shall be 
maintained as required in this coastal development permit according to the 
normal Caltrans maintenance schedule, but in no event less often than once a 
year. 

(6) Definition of invasive plants. No non-native or invasive species shall be 
employed or allowed to naturalize or persist on the site. Invasive plants are 
those identified in the California Native Plant Society, Los Angeles -- Santa 
Monica Mountains Chapter handbook entitled Recommended List of Native 
Plants for Landscaping in the Santa Monica Mountains, January 20, 1992; 
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those species listed by the California Exotic Pest Plant Council on any of their 
watch lists as published in 1999; and those otherwise identified by the • 
Department of Fish and Game or the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
such as the Ocean Trails list of invasive plants (attached). 

(7) Maintenance. In addition to the elements noted above, the Wetland and 
Habitat Enhancement Plan shall include a manual for maintenance methods 
and a plan for training maintenance employees (and contractors) in the needs 
of the plants on the plant palette and on the identification of native and 
invasive plants. Pursuant to this the plan shall include: 

(a) A list of chemicals the applicant proposes to employ and methods for 
their application. Said chemicals shall not be toxic to fish or wildlife or 
persistent in the environment. Herbicides - if used - shall be applied by 
hand application or by other methods that will prevent leakage, 
percolation or aerial drift into adjacent restoration areas. Pursuant to 
this requirement the maintenance plan shall include: 

i. An Integrated Pest Management Program (IPM) shall be 
designed and implemented for all of the proposed 
landscaping/planting on the project site. Because the project is 
located within the immediate watershed of Ballona wetland, 
alternatives to pesticides including, but not limited to, the following 
shall be employed as necessary: 
• Bacteria, viruses and insect parasites shall be considered and 

employed where feasible. 

• Weeding, hoeing and trapping manually. 

• Use of non-toxic, biodegradable, alternative pest control products. 

(b) Where pesticides and/or herbicides are deemed necessary in 
conjunction with the IPM program, the list of pesticides and their 
application methods shall be included in the plans. In using pesticides, 
the following shall apply: 

i. All state and local pesticide handling, storage, and application 
guidelines, such as those regarding timing, amounts, method of 
application, storage and proper disposal, shall be strictly adhered to. 

ii. Pesticides containing one or more of the constituents listed as 
parameters causing impairment of the receiving waters for the 
proposed development (the Marina del Rey, Ballona wetlands, 
Ballona Creek and Ballona Creek Estuary) on the California Water 
Resources Control Board's 1998 Clean Water Act Section 303 (d) 
list, or those appearing on the 2002 list shall not be employed. In 
addition to those products on the Section 303(d) list, products that 

• 

• 
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shall not be employed include but are not limited to those containing 
the following constituents: 

• Chern A (group of pesticides)- aldrin, dieldrin, chlordane, endrin, 
heptachlor, heptachlor epoxide, hexachlorocyclohexane (including 
lindane), endosulfan, and toxaphene. 

• DDT. 

B. Compliance. The permittee and any contractors shall undertake 
development and maintenance of the site (including monitoring, maintenance, and 
training) in accordance with the final approved plan and with this condition. Any 
proposed changes to the approved final plans or maintenance methods shall be 
reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plans shall 
occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless 
the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

CONSTRUCTION-RELATED EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN. 

A PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE PERMIT, the applicant shall submit for the 
review and written approval of the Executive Director, an Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan outlining appropriate Best Management Practices to limit erosion and 
sedimentation during construction, such that no sediment escapes into the 
wetlands identified in Special Conditions 1 and 2, or runs off this development site. 
Before disturbance, all loose asphalt and other debris shall be removed from the 
site and disposed of in a facility designated for such waste located outside the 
coastal zone. Applicant shall install all appropriate erosion and sediment control 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize, to the maximum extent 
practicable, the erosion and sediment runoff from this development site. Due to the 
sensitive location of the project, the plan must meet the following criteria: 

(1) The plan shall be consistent with the construction disturbance and staging 
plan required in Special Condition 2 and the wetland and habitat 
enhancement plan found in Special Condition 3 

(2) Construction shall occur in stages that limit the length of time that the soils 
are uncovered at any one time. 

(3) The plan shall minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, grading during 
the rainy season (October 15 through April 1 ). 

(4) BMPs shall include, but are not limited to, drainage inlet protection, 
temporary drains and swales, gravel or sandbag barriers, fiber rolls, and silt 
fencing as appropriate. Applicant must also stabilize any stockpiled fill or cut 
or fill slopes with geotextiles or mats and close and stabilize open trenches as 
soon as possible. These erosion control measures shall be installed on the 
project site prior to or concurrent with the initial grading operations and 
maintained throughout construction to minimize erosion and sediment runoff 
waters during construction . 
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(5) The plan shall also include temporary erosion control measures to be 
implemented immediately if grading or site preparation should cease and such • 
cessation is likely to extend for a period of more than 30 days. If such 
cessation occurs, the applicant shall install such stabilization measures 
immediately upon cessation of grading, but in no event more than 30 days 
after grading stops. Temporary measures shall include, but are not limited to, 
stabilization of all stockpiled fill, access roads, disturbed soils and cut and fill 
slopes with geotextiles and/or mats, sand bag and gravel bag barriers, silt 
fencing; temporary drains and swales; and sediment basins. BMPs shall not 
include any erosion or sediment control BMPs that might introduce the threat 
of invasive or non-native species to the wetlands. Given the sensitivity of 
adjacent habitat, sediment basins are not sufficient to capture sediment. They 
must be accompanied by more stringent means of controlling sediment in 
close proximity to marshes and wetlands as identified. 

(6) No sediment shall be discharged into the wetlands identified in Exhibits 3, 4, 
5 and Sa (the Marina Drain; or the Willow -Mulefat area noted above in 
Special Conditions 1 and 2 

(7) Trucks and equipment shall not be allowed to track mud or other materials 
onto roads per methods outlined in Caltrans BMP CD29A (2), Caltrans Storm 
Water Quality Handbook, or an equivalent measure required by Los Angeles 
City Department of Public Works. 

(8) The applicant shall test soils for toxicity during excavation according to 
Department of Toxic Substances Control rules and Regional Water Quality 
Control Board rules, whichever agency determines it has jurisdiction. 

(a) If contaminated soils or associated materials are identified, other than • 
non-water soluble aerially deposited lead, the toxic material shall be 
removed and transported to an appropriate disposal site approved for 
contaminants that may be discovered in the material. The site shall be 
an approved disposal site located outside the coastal zone. 

(9) Contaminated soils or associated material excavated shall be stockpiled only 
in accordance with Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) rules 
and/or Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) regulations. 

(10) Aerially deposited lead-contaminated soils or associated material 
discovered during the excavation of the site shall be handled according to 
DTSC rules. If the lead is water-soluble, it shall be hauled offsite as indicated 
in Subsection A6 above. If it is not water-soluble, it may be properly capped 
and used under the improved roadway, if consistent with DTSC approvals. 

( 11) Airborne particulates shall be controlled consistent with the rules of the Air 
Quality Management District. 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved 
final plans and with this condition. Any proposed changes to the approved final 
plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the approved final 
plans shall occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal development 
permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required . 

• 
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CONSTRUCTION AND POST-CONSTRUCTION WATER QUALITY 
MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
applicant shall provide for the review and written approval of the Executive Director 
a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP). This plan shall include a list of best 
management practices to minimize to the maximum extent practicable the amount 
of polluted runoff that is discharged into Marina del Rey, the Ballona Wetland, or 
any other waterway. 

A. Maintain, to the maximum extent practicable, post-development peak runoff 
rates at levels that are similar to pre-development levels through the use of the 
eight (8) proposed bioswales and energy dissipaters; AND post-development 
mass pollutant loading and concentration of pollutants shall be significantly 
reduced from pre-development levels, as proposed. Pursuant to this 
requirement, the plan shall include: 

1. Construction BMPs 
(a) All trash and debris shall be disposed in the proper recycling or 

trash receptacles at the end of each day. 
(b) All stock piles and construction material shall be covered and 

enclosed on all sides, and in addition, as far away as possible from 
the identified wetlands, drain inlets, or any other waterway, and 
shall not be stored in contact with the soil. 

(c) Vehicles shall be refueled offsite or in a designated fueling area 
with a proper suite of BMPs outlined and submitted in the water 
quality management plan. 

(d) Asphalt demolished from the site shall be removed within 48 hours 
during the rainy season. 

(e) Vehicles shall not track mud or debris onto roads. 
(f) Staging areas shall include impermeable berms to catch fuel spills. 
(g) Paving machines shall be parked over drip pans or absorbent 

materials. 
(h) Spills of all solid and liquid materials shall be immediately cleaned 

up. Contaminated soils and clean-up materials shall be disposed 
of according to the requirements of this permit and the RWQCB. 
Dry spills should be swept, not washed or hosed. Wet spills on 
impermeable surfaces shall be absorbed, and absorbent materials 
properly disposed. Wet spills on soil shall be dug up and all 
exposed soils properly disposed. 

(i) The applicant shall not apply concrete, asphalt, and seal coat 
during rainstorms to prevent contaminants from coming into 
contact with stormwater runoff . 
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All storm drain inlets and manholes shall be covered when paving 
or applying seal coat, tack seal, slurry seal, fog seal, or similar 
materials. 
Any imported fill must be tested for contaminants in advance of 
importation to the site. No contaminated material from off site may 
be used on the site. 

2. Post Construction BMPs 
(a) As proposed in the "Post Construction Stormwater Quality 

Management Plan: Route 90 Improvements, Modified East 
Alternative" prepared on 11 March 2002, the applicant shall meet 
the following requirements: 

(b) Install an appropriate suite of source control and structural 
treatment control BMP's to achieve the above-stated goals. 
Structural treatment control BMP's shall be designed to treat, 
infiltrate, or filter the amount of stormwater runoff generated by 
any storm event up to, and including the 85th percentile, 24-hour 
storm event for volume-based BMP's, and/or the 85th percentile, 1-
hour storm event, with an appropriate safety factor, for flow-based 
BMP's. 

(c) The WQMP shall indicate how it shall minimize to the maximum 
extent practicable or eliminate the contribution of 303(d)-listed 
pollutants (for Ballona Wetlands, Ballona Creek, and Ballona 

• 

Creek Estuary) from this project. • 
(d) Install trash screens and energy dissipaters at the outlets of all 

discharge points. 
(e) Monitor and maintain all structural and non-structural BMPs prior 

to the onset of the rainy season and monthly during the rainy 
season (October 15 through April 1) for the first year after 
construction is complete. One year after construction is complete, 
the applicant shall submit, for review and written approval by the 
Executive Director, a revised monitoring and maintenance 
schedule proposing, as appropriate, changes to the BMP 
monitoring and maintenance plan. 

(f) Regularly patrol and clean up the area for discarded containers, 
trash and other materials likely to blow into or otherwise impact the 
wetlands and waterways. 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved 
final plans and with this condition. Any proposed changes to the approved 
final plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the 
approved final plans shall occur without a Commission amendment to this 
coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is required 

• 
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BIOLOGICAL MONITOR. 

A PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, and 
again before any vegetation is disturbed; a biologist with experience in plant and 
animal identification whose qualifications have been reviewed and approved by the 
Executive Director shall survey the site and prepare a Biological Monitor's Report to 
the Executive Director concerning the presence of any nesting birds. If a nesting 
bird is found within or immediately adjacent to the footprints of the excavation or of 
the staging areas, work including grading or clearance of vegetation shall not 
proceed until the qualified biologist certifies that the chicks have fledged and that 
the work shall not disturb the birds. 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with this condition 
and with any biological mitigation measures approved by the Executive Director or 
the Commission. Any proposed changes to the approved biological monitoring 
procedures or measures shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to 
the approved biological monitoring procedures or mitigation measures shall occur 
without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the 
Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

7. PROJECT LIGHTING. 

A PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT the 
applicant shall provide lighting plans for the review and written approval of the 
Executive Director. A copy of all federal and state standards for lighting that 
may apply shall accompany the plans, along with an explanation identifying 
which standards are mandatory. Unless the mandatory standards applicable to 
this road require more lighting, the lighting plans shall provide: 

(1) Illumination shall be at the lowest levels allowed in mandatory federal 
and state standards for secondary highways and or intersections. 

(2) Where lights are employed, sodium vapor street lamps (HSE) shall be 
used. 

(3) All lights shall be directed so that, as much as possible, spillover 
outside the right-of-way shall not occur. 

(4) Any plan that shows lighting outside of intersections shall be 
accompanied by a written explanation describing why such lighting is 
required. 

(5) The applicant shall employ flat-faced lighting, shielding, solid or 
vegetative barriers and other measures to confine lighting within the 
roadway. 

(6) No night work or night construction lighting shall be permitted. 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved 
final plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported 
to the Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plans shall occur 
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without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless 
the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

8. ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECOVERY 

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
applicant shall provide evidence for the review and written approval of the 
Executive Director that the State Historic Preservation Officer has determined that 
no further investigation of the sites in the vicinity of the approved bridge project is 
required. The "vicinity" means within 100 yards. Pursuant to this, prior to issuance 
of the permit, Caltrans shall provide evidence for the review and approval of the 
Executive director that a qualified archaeologist has evaluated the project in light of 
current confidential reports, and that Caltrans has obtained concurrence of the 
State Historic Preservation Officer with such evaluation. An archaeological monitor 
qualified by SHPO standards and a Native American Monitor appointed consistent 
with the standards of the Native American Heritage Commission shall be present 
on the site during all project grading. If cultural deposits or grave goods (as defined 
by SHPO) are uncovered during construction, work must stop until the 
archaeological monitor and the Native American Monitor can evaluate the site and, 
if necessary, develop a treatment plan approved by SHPO and the Executive 
Director. Upon review of the treatment plan, the Executive Director shall determine 
whether an amendment is required. If human remains are found, the Commission 

• 

requires that the applicant carry out identification and recovery or reburial • 
consistent with State Law. 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in the coastal zone in accordance 
with the adopted treatment plan. Any proposed changes to the approved final 
plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the approved final 
plans shall occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal development 
permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required 

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS: 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION. 

The applicant proposes to construct a four -lane bridge on Route 90 (the Marina 
Expressway) over Culver Boulevard, and to extend freeway lanes to approximately 
halfway between Culver Boulevard and Mindanao Way. In this part of its length, Route 90 
connects the 405 Freeway to Lincoln Boulevard. Route 90 is a State Highway that 
extends from Lincoln Boulevard across the 405. Caltrans representatives describe Route 
90 as extending to the City of La Habra; a city located approximately 20 miles inland. 
Most of the route, such as Slauson Boulevard, the portion of the route that lies directly • 
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east of the 405 Freeway, is not developed as a freeway (limited access route). From the 
405 to Culver Boulevard, Route 90 is a freeway. Between Culver Boulevard to Lincoln 
Boulevard, Route 90 is not a freeway because there are signalized intersections at Culver 
Boulevard, Alia Road, Mindanao Way, and Lincoln Boulevard. 

Within the Coastal Zone portion of the project site, Route 90 is developed with two 
westbound lanes and two eastbound lanes separated by a (approximately) 330-foot wide, 
2,950-foot long median. 9.74 acres of the 18.83 acre median between Culver Boulevard 
and Mindanao Way were previously occupied by several businesses, all but one of which 
have been demolished. In the larger area (approximately 38 acres) between the south 
bank of Ballona Creek and Lincoln Boulevard, 10.05 acres are developed with streets. 
Most of the 18.83 acres of the median is not developed and is vegetated by a mixture of 
native plants (saltbush scrub community), invasive species such as pampas grass, and 
several drainage ditches that support freshwater marsh plants (Exhibits 3, 4, 5 and 5a). A 
survey conducted by Psomas Associates in 1995 identified a total of 1.81 acres of state 
wetlands and 0.99 acres of Corps jurisdictional wetlands within the median between 
Culver Boulevard and Mindanao Way. The identified wetlands included a drainage area, 
the Marina Drain, which supported open water and a number of freshwater plants (Exhibit 
3.) In June 2001, the Department of Fish and Game issued a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement for an earlier version of the proposed project (Exhibit 6). In mid-September 
2001, the Commission Senior Biologist field-checked the delineation of the wetlands and 
confirmed that it was accurate for the area identified . 

The 1.81 acre wetland on the project site that Caltrans initially identified is located within 
and adjacent to a drainage ditch that connects with several municipal storm drains that 
drain the developed area to the north of the project and discharge into the Marina Drain at 
the southern edge of the right-of-way. These wetlands are linear, freshwater marshes that 
will continue to be fed by urban storm drains. The ditch runs the length of the median strip 
between Culver Boulevard and Mindanao Way, generally parallel to the roadway, but 
widening near its intake from a major drain to the north (the Marina Drain) and also at its 
discharge to the south to Area C Playa Vista (again at the Marina Drain) (Exhibit 2.) As 
noted above, the applicant originally proposed to enhance this area, as requested in its 
1601 permit, in order to mitigate filling of 0.23 acres of wetlands. No fill of this drainage is 
now proposed. However, the applicant is still proposing the enhancement. 

The willows are found in a swale that extends the length of the boat yard portion of the 
site. The swale begins about 1 00 feet from the east bound road way and extends west to 
a fence that separates the former boat yard from an undisturbed patch of Atriplex and 
willows that surround the Marina Drain. The willow patch is found near the easterly end of 
the swale. The sand spurrey, a wetland plant listed as "Obligate," is found in a long patch 
that is about 50 feet south of the west bound frontage road, and that extends almost the 
entire length of the site (Exhibits 4 and 5). The facultative wetland plants are found in 
several patches on the east end of the site, east of the swale and also along the western 
portion of the swale. These facultative plants define an area that shows little evidence of 
wetlands hydrology but that is marked by wetlands facultative plants that are also plants 
that are found in disturbed upland areas. 
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The determination of the location and extent of wetland on the boat yard portion of the • 
project site is difficult. All of the vegetation on the boat yard portion of the site is 
immature, having emerged within the last two years. Wetland indicator plants are found 
adjacent to upland plants such as coyote bush and adjacent to weeds such as pampas 
grass and acacia. The vegetative cover is sparse. The only wildlife observed on the site 
was a nesting killdeer, which commonly nests on open beaches, mourning doves, a 
grassland dweller, and pigeons, crows and hummingbirds-common back yard species 
identified in the initial survey. 

In April 2002, the applicant revisited what was believed to be the upland portion of the site 
with two biological consultants. The consultants discovered that after the asphalt was 
removed from a boat storage yard, several willows and other wetland indicator plants 
began to emerge on the fenced, 4.93-acre boat yard site. The consultant prepared 
vegetation maps (Exhibit 4 and 5) that indicated that a small area {a little over 581 sq. ft.; 
0.01 acres) 1 dominated by willows and mule fat in the shrub layer is a wetland, but that a 
larger area dominated by sand spurrey, a wetland obligate plant was not a wetland. The 
consultant also concluded that the portions of the swale and other areas dominated by 
Picris (bristly ox tongue), Polypogon (rabbits foot grass), Melilotus indica (Indian sweet 
clover), and Conyza canadensis (horseweed), which are also listed as wetland indicators, 
were not wetlands, basing their conclusion on the dryness of the site, and lack of wetland 
soil characteristics. See Section C, below page 19, wetlands. 

The applicant has changed its project description from the project that it originally .• 
proposed. The purpose of the change is to avoid wetland fill. The applicant initially 
proposed, as requested in its 1601 permit (Exhibit 6), to fill 0.23 acres of wetlands and 
cause temporary impacts on 0.09 acres of wetlands, and to mitigate that fill by restoring 
additional wetlands within the median (original project). Shortly before the Commission's 
February 2002 hearing, Caltrans representatives changed its proposal to an alternative 
(The Bridge Alternative) that avoided wetland fill, but significantly shaded about a tenth of 
an acre of wetlands. At the hearing, Caltrans representatives indicated that it would be 
possible to avoid all fill and shading of wetlands. An alternative, the "East Alternative" that 
Caltrans staff had initially rejected for safety reasons could be slightly redesigned to 
reduce safety issues, and, as redesigned, could be constructed. 

After the hearing, Caltrans engineers discovered a way to modify the East Alternative by 
modifying the bridge, so that the slope to the intersection would begin on the bridge itself. 
With this change, motorists would see the intersection early enough to be able to stop if 
necessary. The applicant presently proposes the Modified East Alternative. Caltrans 
asserts that The "East Alternative" avoids all wetland fill, does not shade the Marina Drain 
although it shades a small area (0.04 acres) of willows. 

1 At a site visit on May 23, 2002, the applicant and the staff agreed that the willow mutefat area should be 
considered about 1700 square feet, see Exhibit 7. • 
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After the discovery of the willow-mulefat area, Caltrans substituted pilings for fill in order to 
support a part of the Modified East Alternative connection to the bridge. This allowed the 
ramp to bridge over the willow mulefat wetland areas. The bridge will be four meters over 
the willows, which should allow morning and afternoon sun to reach the willows. (See 
Exhibits 1 and 5) The ramps are, however, set back from the part of the site that is most 
likely to survive in the long term as a wetland or transitional area, a swale near the center 
of the former boat yard. As previously noted, this alternative will also shade 0.04 acres of 
the willow-mulefat wetland. (See Page 2, Executive Summary for chart.) 

The present project is the first phase of a project that would ultimately link Route 90 
Expressway directly with Admiralty Way in the Marina del Rey and complete the 
Expressway's development as a limited access, high-speed route between Lincoln 
Boulevard and Route 405. This phase of the project (the distance between Centinela 
Boulevard and Mindanao Way) is 7,910.476 feet or about a mile and a half in length. The 
length of the median from Culver Boulevard to Mindanao Way is approx. 2,950 feet (a little 
over half a mile), all but a corner of which is located within the Coastal Zone (Exhibit 1). In 
preparing for the project, but without first receiving a coastal development permit, the 
applicant removed certain structures and uses that have been allowed to operate within 
the median as interim uses of the right-of-way. These include a boat storage operation, 
and a pottery store. In preparation for this project, Caltrans also demolished an athletic 
facility located just outside the coastal zone. There are no conditions imposed on this 
project to restore or mitigate for the unpermitted development because the project would 
replace these uses (1) with the road and (2) with restored habitat and wetland. 

• Issues have been raised concerning whether, in considering this project, the Commission 
is considering the complete project, or whether this is only part of a larger project. 

• 

Because of State and local budgetary constraints, Caltrans normally carries out road 
improvements, even those that may eventually connect with each other, in segments that 
are designed be built over a number of budgetary years. Caltrans requires that each road­
widening project be able to function adequately on its own and that each project improve 
traffic flow by itself. The next "phase" of the project may occur within two or three years, 
or possibly never, but each phase of a project like this is designed to function and be 
useful independently, and indefinitely, with or without the completion of the next phase. 
There is a second improvement of Route 90, which would improve its intersection with 
Lincoln Boulevard that is under consideration. This extension to Lincoln is not yet 
approved or funded. Approval of this project does not commit the Commission to approve 
the other project and construction of this project does not commit Caltrans to build the 
revised intersection at Lincoln Boulevard . 
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B. . PROJECT BACKGROUND. 

The present project is the first phase of a project that would ultimately link Route 90 
Expressway directly with Admiralty Way in the Marina del Rey and complete the 
Expressway's development as a limited access, high-speed route between Lincoln 
Boulevard and Route 405. This phase of the project (the distance between Centinela 
Boulevard and Mindanao Way) is 7,910.476 feet or about a mile and a half in length. The 
length of the median from Culver Boulevard to Mindanao Way is approx. 2,950 feet (a little 
over half a mile), all but a corner of which is located within the Coastal Zone (Exhibit 1). In 
preparing for the project, but without first receiving a coastal development permit, the 
applicant removed certain structures and uses that have been allowed to operate within 
the median as interim uses of the right-of-way. These include a boat storage operation, 
and a pottery store. In preparation for this project, Caltrans also demolished an athletic 
facility located just outside the coastal zone. There are no conditions imposed on this 
project to restore or mitigate for the unpermitted development because the project would 
replace these uses ( 1) with the road and (2) with restored habitat and wetland. 

By bridging Route 90 over Culver Boulevard, this project would create a partially grade­
separated intersection at Culver Boulevard and Route 90 (the Marina Freeway). The 
bridge would speed up traffic on Route 90 between Lincoln Boulevard and the 405 
Freeway. Ramps provided in this and the "Culver Loop " project would make it possible to 
enter the freeway from northbound Culver Boulevard. The intersections of the frontage 
roads and Culver Boulevard would still be controlled by a traffic light. 2 

While the project has long appeared on subregional traffic improvement plans, including in 
the certified Marina del Rey LUP and in the certified Playa Vista LUP, it has most recently 
been required by the City of Los Angeles as a mitigation for the first phase of the Playa 
Vista project. Phase I is the portion of the Playa Vista project located outside the Coastal 
Zone. The Phase One Playa Vista project includes institutional, commercial (35,000 sq. 
ft.), office (1 ,250,000 sq. ft.) and residential (3,246 dwelling units) development and is 
expected to generate 44,500 daily trips, and approximately 5,360 peak hour daily trips. 
The project draft EIR estimates that slightly more than 12% of these trips would be internal 
to the project. 

In the Phase I mitigation measures, the City of Los Angeles requires Playa Capital to 
"guarantee construction" of the bridge, arguing that significant traffic from Phase One will 
be routed up Route 90 to the 405 and that construction of the bridge would increase the 
capacity of Route 90. The City originally required only that the developer design the 

2 Caltrans representatives state that Playa Capital has obtained a Caltrans encroachment permit to " 
construct ramps to connect Culver Boulevard with the Route 90). However, this work is not part of this 
application. In November 2001, the Commission approved an application from Playa Vista to do this (see 5-
00-382 and A-PLV-5-00-417). 

• 

• 

• 
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bridge. The City then received comments on its certified EIR for Playa Vista Phase 13 from 
transportation agencies, including Caltrans4

. These agencies questioned the feasibility of 
increasing access to the 405 via Jefferson Boulevard, pointing out that it would require 
relocation of major columns in order to widen the existing ramps at Jefferson and the 405 
freeways. After hearing from Caltrans that Jefferson Boulevard/405 freeway ramps could 
not accommodate the amount of traffic that the consultants originally assumed, the City 
required Playa Vista to "guarantee construction" of the bridge and construct ramps and 
widen Culver Boulevard to direct traffic to Route 90. The City required the following 
mitigation measure: 

"Culver and Marina Freeway: Guarantee construction of a 56-foot wide three lane 
westbound portion {or, as an interim measure, two lanes in each direction) of a grade­
separated interchange at Culver Boulevard and the 90 freeway with a new freeway­
lane striping easterly at a point beyond the Ballona Creek Channel Bridge, all to the 
satisfaction of Caltrans. Complete the eastbound portion of this interchange if funding 
is provided by other sources for this location. This would replace the Culver and 
Marina Freeway measure listed on Page V.L.1-94 of the Draft EIR." {See Exhibit 17, 
Playa Capital Phase I EIR mitigation measures as amended.) 

Irrespective of the City Playa Vista Phase I mitigation measures, Caltrans representatives 
contend that the road is required to accommodate existing and future volumes of traffic on 
the West Side of Los Angeles, especially on Lincoln Boulevard. The West Side varies in 
definition, but can be loosely defined as the part of the City of Los Angeles that lies west 
of La Cienega, south of the Santa Monica Mountains, north of the Airport and that extends 
to the Pacific Ocean. In a letter provided to the Coastal Commission staff, Aziz Elatter, 
Senior Environmental Planner for Caltrans outlines the reason the bridge is needed. 

"Purpose and need of the project. 

The project is proposed to relieve traffic congestion and improve safety by 
extending the Route 90-freeway section across Culver Blvd. It is needed to 
address existing and forecasted congestion levels due to the increased 
development in the area. The project will also alleviate congestion-related 
accidents that are expected to increase as congestion increases, should this project 
not be developed. 

Traffic. 

Traffic volumes are projected to increase significantly along Route 90 due to on­
going and planned development as well as regional growth to the extent that design 
year traffic demands are projected to substantially exceed capacity at a number of 

3 
(See Haripal Vir, Senior Transportation Engineer. City of Los Angeles: "Playa Vista Project Phase I, 

Amendment to the Initial Traffic Assessment and Mitigation Letter dated September 16, 1992, EIR No.90-
0200 (C) (CUB) (CUZ) (GPA) (SUB) (VAC} (ZC}," 
4 

Robert Goodell, Chief, Advance Planning Branch, Caltrans District 7; Memorandum to Tom Loftus, State 
Clearinghouse, re DEIR Playa Vista Phase I 90-0200 SUB (C) (CUZ) (CUB), March 22, 1993 
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intersections without improvements. Currently there are over 200 proposed 
developments in the general area of the Route 90 Corridor, which include Playa 
Vista {Phase I and II), the Marina del Rey Local Coastal Plan update and the LAX 
Master Plan. "(Aziz Elattar, Caltrans, Letter). 

When questioned about the need for the project based on existing traffic, instead of traffic 
levels projected as a result of recently approved and proposed projects, Caltrans 
representatives responded with information that they consider illustrates present 
congestion levels, and thus, present need. This includes volume/capacity statistics 
concerning the present level of service (LOS} at the Route 90 and Culver intersection. In 
a letter to staff, Caltrans representatives state that in the morning peak hour, the present 
level of service is LOS D (Eastbound) and C (Westbound). In the evening peak hour, the 
level of service is LOSE (Eastbound) and LOS F (Westbound). Caltrans representatives 
explain that these levels of service indicate that presently, the intersection is over or near 
capacity. They indicate that operating at this level of congestion leads to accidents 
(Exhibits 17 and 18). 

Caltrans' representatives contend that the bridge is necessary to maintain the existing 
"capacity" (flow rates) because traffic levels will increase without any specific future 
project. They point out that there are additional projects, many of them outside the 
Coastal Zone, that are expected to further increase demand. They also argue that the 
bridge is necessary to accommodate traffic from projects that have been approved and 
are vested that will add to the traffic levels at this and other intersections. Once these 
approved projects are occupied, they argue, the congestion at this bridge will rise from • 
over and near capacity to extremely over and at capacity (Exhibits 13 and 14). Ronald 
Kosinski, Deputy District Director for Environmental Planning for Caltrans Region 7, 
indicates that no one project is behind the demand for this project: 

"Caltrans has no specific master plan for this or any freeway/expressway. Caltrans' 
process indicates that as needs are identified; they are forwarded to the California 
Transportation Commission (CTC) for prioritization and funding. Because of the 
need generated by work and recreational congestion, this project has been funded 
as a highly needed project by the CTC. In addition, Caltrans is not in the real 
estate business, and is legally mandated by law to dispose of unnecessary real 
estate. This area was designated as needed for this project since it was built in 
1972." (Ronald Kosinski, Deputy District Director Division of Environmental 
Planning, Letter, Sept 19, 2001, Exhibit 14) 

Mr. Kosinski continues that given the present congestion of this intersection and the 2% 
per year annual ambient growth identified by the Southern California Association of 
Governments, this project is needed. He acknowledges that a number of projects, 
including Playa Vista and the Airport expansion, will exacerbate the need for the project. 
However, he maintains, the project is needed' because traffic has been increasing due to 
projects that have been already approved and constructed both inside and outside of the 
Coastal Zone. Levels of traffic, Caltrans' representative points out, have been rising by 
about 2 percent per year on the West Side of Los Angeles for no reason that may be 
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attached to any particular project but which represents general increases in destinations in 
the area and general population increases in greater Los Angeles. Caltrans 
representatives state that Playa Vista needs the road, but Playa Vista' traffic is not the 
only reason that the road is needed. 

The project before the Commission is substantially identical to the project required by the 
City in its tract conditions for Playa Vista Phase I. Caltrans representatives indicate that 
the bridge cost is shared between the City and Caltrans: the City of Los Angeles is paying 
for the engineering and design work, and Caltrans will pay for the bridge construction. The 
mitigation measures proposed in the draft EIR require Playa Vista to pay for the bridge 
design, but not its construction, but the adopted mitigation measures require Playa Capital 
to "guarantee construction" of the entire bridge. 

Information about traffic demands in related traffic reports. The draft Phase One 
Playa Vista EIR (1991) and the 1995 Entertainment District Amendment to the Phase One 
Playa Vista EIR that was completed in 1995 each include an analysis of area traffic. The 
1991 EIR Appendix 0 was based on an update of an analysis prepared in 1983 for Los 
Angeles County by Barton Aschman Associates, a traffic-engineering firm. Kaku 
Associates further updated the study in 1995, when Playa Capital was considering 
rehabilitating the old Hughes Aircraft Plant as an Entertainment Media and Technology 
Center. Kaku estimates that traffic in the area of the project have been increasing at 
about 4 percent a year. Kaku attributes 1.5 percent of the increase to "ambient growth" 
and the remainder to identified major projects. In the 1995 amendment to the Phase One 
Playa Vista EIR (Entertainment and Media District) Kaku acknowledges that some major 
projects discussed in the 1991 Draft EIR were never constructed; and, at the time of the 
1995 amendment to Playa Vista's City permit, some new projects were under discussion. 
Kaku figures indicate that at peak hours the level of service in 1990 was LOS E and D 
except for the evening westbound and the morning eastbound, when it exceeded capacity 
--level F. Consistent with the remarks from Caltrans staff, the consultant indicated that 
traffic levels were expected to increase without the Playa Vista project. 
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1997lntersection Operating Conditions (source: First Phase Playa Vista Draft EIR) 
Existing 1990 1997 without First 1997 with First 

Phase Playa Vista Phase Playa Vista 
Intersection Period VIC LOS V/C LOS VIC LOS 
Culver/Marina AM 1.323 F 1.679 F 1.719 F 
Freeway East PM 0.943 E 1.265 F 1.281 F 
bound ramps 
. }~{ :'' ;~c" ;,~':' . ,; .· . 

·.·· . 
:: :, . ·: 

: 

.. 
. ·.: 

Culver/Marina AM 0.834 D 1.115 F 1.128 F 
Freeway West PM 1.036 F 1.474 F 1.527 Ft~ 

bound ramps 

The 1995 Amendment to the Phase I EIR for Playa Vista, required for the development of 
an Entertainment and Media Center in Area 0, analyzes the then current levels of service 
and the level of service anticipated without the Phase I Playa Vista project (ambient levels 
of growth) (Exhibits 17 and 18). This document anticipates that Phase One Playa Vista, 
will generate almost twice as much traffic as all the other projects in the area combined 
and after development of Phase I Playa Vista, the level of service at Culver/Route 90 will 
rise above capacity to Level of Service F in all directions. The Commission notes, 
however, that the data that Caltrans provided with this application shows improvement at 
these intersections in 1993. It is unclear whether traffic had decreased between 1991 

• 

and 1995 as a result of the recession in those years, or whether there were differences in • 
the studies' methodology or the time of year at which they were conducted. 

Playa Vista traffic consultant, Kaku Associates has prepared the following table reflecting 
a more recent levels of service. They point out that in the time between 1990 and the 
present, some signal and striping changes were carried out at the intersections, reducing 
traffic congestion: 

5 Level F is the most severe level of heavy traffic, where traffic is approaching gridlock (Exhibit 13.) • 
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Intersection 

Route 90 EB 
Ramps & Culver 
Boulevard 

Route 90 WB 
Ramps & Culver 
Boulevard 

Notes 
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Table2 
Existing ·Intersection Levels of Service Comparison 

Culver /90 ram Intersections source: Kaku P:ssociates 
Peak hour 1990 Conditions 1998 Conditions 

from 1992 PV 1st from 2000 Project , 

Weekday AM 
Weekday PM 
Saturday PM 
Sunday PM 
Weekday AM 
Weekday PM 
Saturday PM 
Sunday PM 

Phase EIR Report 
V/C LOS a V/C LOS b 

1.323 F 
0.943 E 

na 
na 

0.834 0 
1.036 F 

na 
na 

0.90 0 
0.95 E 

na 
na 

0.79 c 
1.13 F 

na 
na 

LOS c 

0.70 c 
0.95 E 
0.80 0 
0.77 c 
0.090 0 
1.01 F 
0.77 c 
0.93 E 

a) Before lane reconfiguration on EB Culver approach to EB on-ramp and implementation of ATSAC 
b) 1998 and 2001 conditions incorporate lan~ reconfiguration at Culver/EB ramps and credit for 

ATSAC 
c For illustrative ur oses 

The information provided by these studies is consistent with Caltrans' contention that 
some improvement is necessary to maintain existing levels of service even without the 
Playa Vista project. Caltrans further asserts that the bridge is necessary to improve safety 
at present demand levels. The Commission notes that the study prepared by Kaku for the 
amendment to the Playa Vista Plan in 1995 assumes that each year, traffic will go up by 
1.5% instead of 2% as indicated by Caltrans. 6 Both studies show that the levels of service 
are high and approach gridlock at least at some peak hours. It is clear, based on the 
information provided by Caltrans and others, that there is a need for road widening or 
other measures to alleviate present traffic congestion. These and other measures will also 
be needed in the near future when already-approved and vested projects are occupied. 

C. WETLANDS. 

A spotty mixture of saltbush scrub and introduced plants dominates the 18.83 acres of the 
median strip. This area includes a small retail nursery that is not being displaced, areas 
that were not previously paved, and the 5.02-acre (4.93 acres in the coastal zone) former 
boat/recreational vehicle storage yard. (As noted above Caltrans estimates that the entire 
median strip, not including the cross streets, is about 18.83 acres.} Parallel to the 
roadway, near the center of the median, there is a water-filled ditch that is fed from urban 
storm drains. The ditch, the Marina Drain, supports grasses, reeds and cattails and other 

6 
The Commission also notes that the Kaku study shows the Culver Boulevard/Route 90 intersection more e congested than Caltrans estimates in its recent letters (Exhibit 19 page 2). 
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freshwater wetland plants. On the eastern end of the site, there is a 4.93-acre former boat 
storage area. Within the last two years, the boat yard was demolished and willows and 
other plants often associated with wetlands have emerged on the former boat yard site. 
The identification of wetlands in the site dominated by the Marina Drain is clear. In the 
former boat yard, all parties agree that a 1700 square foot patch of willows and mulefat is 
a wetland, but some areas of the site support stands of sand spurrey, a wetlands obligate 
plant, and other areas support a mixture of facultative wetland plant, plants that are found 
in wetlands and also in other sites. After extensive discussion, staff has agreed that 
portions of this area may develop wetland characteristics, but for a number of reasons, the 
site is not identified as a wetland at the time of this application, and there is no conclusive 
evidence that the site would develop into a wetland if left in a natural state. 

The Commission staff biologist, John Dixon, visited the Marina Drain on September 18, 
2001. A portion of his evaluation follows: 

Route 90, Marina Highway: This project will impact small areas of existing man­
made and degraded wetland. There is a ditch that carries urban runoff parallel 
to the highway and then curves south where it widens into a small freshwater 
marsh before entering a culvert. The California wetland delineation, as marked 
by stakes and tape, appears to include all stands of wetland vegetation. There is 
a great deal of exotic vegetation, such as pampas grass, that should be 
removed. (Dixon, 9/18/2001) 

As noted above, a wetland delineation (Psomas, 1995) has shown that there are 1.81 
acres of state jurisdictional wetlands on the median strip, some of which is open water. 
Within and adjacent to the inundated area, there is a large and vigorous stand of pampas 
grass. As the slope rises, there is "saltbush scrub" habitat, dominated by Saltbush 
(Atriplex /entiforrna) and Coyote bush (Baccharis pilularis.) According to the Psomas 
survey, and the Streambed Alteration Agreement, (June, 2001) the area supports a 
number of bird species including the great blue heron, barn swallows, Allen's 
hummingbirds, American goldfinches, northern mocking birds, mourning doves and other 
common upland birds such as sparrows (Exhibit 6, 1601 permit.) The marsh is degraded 
and of limited habitat value. Nevertheless, it is a wetland as defined by the Commission's 
regulations and as confirmed by the Commission's biologist. 

In April 2002, doing a resurvey of the site, the applicant discovered a 581 sq. ft. of willow 
wetland and an additional area dominated by sand spurrey (Spergularia marina) in the 
area where the ramps are planned. (See Exhibit 4.) The applicant's consultant indicated 
that the willows were wetland. The sand spurrey, is identified as a wetland obligate plant, 
on a 1988 United States Fish and Wildlife Service document entitled, the "National List of 
Plant Species that Occur in Wetlands ". However, the applicant's consultant felt that sand 
spurrey was not necessarily an indicator of wetlands on this site because descriptions in 
standard floras suggest that it is commonly found on sandy soils outside wetlands. Finally 
the applicant's biologist identified other areas dominated by facultative wetland plants that 
are also typically found on recently disturbed areas. The applicant also indicates that in its 
opinion those areas are not wetland. 

• 

• 
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To support its conclusion, the applicant analyzed 1977 aerial photos of the site, identifying 
a drainage ditch and a swale "that may have collected runoff from interior portions of the 
site, directing the flow toward the east bound lanes and ultimately into the aforementioned 
culvert [on the southern edge of the property]. With regard to vegetation present, the 
applicant's consultant stated in part: 

"The dominant vegetation type on the site is ruderal, meaning that most of the 
species present are herbaceous and common to open, disturbed upland conditions. 
Such species include non-natives (e.g. ripgut brome, Bromus dandrus) as well as 
natives (e.g. telegraph weed, Heterotheca grand/flora). 

Certain species predominate at specific locations. These locations are shown on 
Figure 4. Arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis F ACW) and mulefat (Baccharis sa/icifolia­
FACW) form a small cluster at the east end of the swale, although small individuals 
of both species are widely scattered (not dominant) across the site. Sand spurrey 
(Spergularia marina [ =S. salina] OBL) forms nearly monotypic stands across the 
north and south sides of the site, parallel to the swale. 

The applicant's consultant continues: 

With regard to the second point, like other species on the National List of Plant 
Species that Occur in Wetlands, sand spurrey's habitat range as reported in 
taxonomic texts (Hickman 1993) is much wider than the National List designation of 
"Obligate" would suggest. In this case, the species in California is found on mud 
flats, alkaline fields, sandy river bottoms, sandy coasts, and saltmarshes (Hickman 
1993 p. 494). Munz (1974 p. 347) describes the habitat as common along 
seashore and in alkaline places of the interior and occasional on deserts. " Mason 
(1969) describes the habitat as "alkaline places, salt marshes, seashore." If the 
suggestion of Hickman (1993) that the correct name for S. marina may be .S salina, 
is accepted, the description of Jepson (1951 page 350) also applies, which is that 
S. salina occurs across a broad range of habitats, "the alkaline plains of the 
Sacramento ad San Joaquin valleys, west to the salt marshes near the coast". This 
range of habitat associations suggests that sand spurrey has broad tolerance for 
soil alkalinity, soil texture, soil moisture retention capacity, and natural disturbance 
regimes associated with riverine and dune ecosystems. None of these conditions 
necessarily equate to wetlands. 

Section 4.0 Conclusions. 

Sand spurrey, classified as "Obligate" on the National List of Plant Species that 
Occur in Wetlands (Reed 1988; USFWS, 1997), dominate over several large areas 
of the site but the soils at those areas do not exhibit hydric characteristics within the 
upper soil profile where this annual plant is rooted. The soils at the site in general 
and where sand spurrey dominates specifically consist of a fine sandy loam down 
to approximately 15 inches. Shell fragments, and other isolated features that 
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obviously did not form in place, indicate that the upper soils are imported and do 
not exhibit historical or contemporary hydric indicators. Also surface indicators of 
wetland hydrology are lacking except for localized small depressional areas that 
probably subsided after dismantling of the former asphaltic cover. 

The only area at the site that supports predominance of hydrophytic vegetation in 
association with hydric soils, and where these observations are unlikely to be 
season dependent occurs at the east end of the swale in an area supporting a 
sparse canopy of mulefat and arroyo willow and an understory herbaceous layer 
dominated by facultative species. Soil sampled at two locations in the area 
(numbers 1 and 4) exhibited contemporary redox features in the form of mottles 
within the upper 15 inches of the profile this section of the soil,profile is underlain by 
a layer of a sticky clay with fine sand which is probably extensive enough to form an 
effective aquatard that perches water. 

Based on the association we conclude that the arroyo willow-mulefat association 
shown on figure 4 at the east end of the swale appears to meet technical criteria as · 
wetland under the California coastal act. Absence of a clearly defined streambed 
and other hydrologic indicators associated with this feature excludes it from federal, 
(Corps) and other state (CDFG) jurisdiction." (Read and Winfield, 2002, see Exhibit 
4 for additional excerpts from document.) 

• 

Senior biologist Dr. John Dixon reviewed the report, attached as Exhibit 4, and requested • 
additional mapping of the areas. He visited the site in the company of the consultants and 
Caltrans staff on May 13, 2002. His report attached as Exhibit 5, concludes that only the 
previously identified Marina Drain and the area dominated by willows and mulefat can be 
considered a wetland at this time. He indicated that the area dominated by willows and 
mulefat should be larger than originally believed, or about 1700 square feet. For a number 
of reasons, described in more detail in the letter attached, he determined that he could not 
say with assurance that areas of the site dominated by wetland facultative annuals that 
are wetlands. This is because their appearance is recent and there is no evidence that 
they will persist in the locations where they have been observed. His report states in part: 

"The subject site is currently a difficult site to delineate for at least four reasons. 
First, the topography has been substantially altered over the years by agriculture 
and later by fill and grading. Second, it is an atypical situation because it was used 
for many years as a vehicle storage yard and was covered with asphalt until 
November 2000. Therefore, all the vegetation is recent and the vegetative 
characteristics of the site will continue to undergo successional changes for several 
years. Third, it is a problem situation because November 2001 through April2002 
was a period of extreme drought (3.98 inches of rainfall compared to the long-term 
average of 11.33 inches\ Finally, it is a problem situation because the soil is 

7 Rainfall data for Los Angeles International Airport from Western Regional Climate Center. • 
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comprised of fill from elsewhere, so soil color and redoximorphic features8 are not 
necessarily reliable indicators of hydric soils. " 

Doctor Dixon concludes, in part: 

The pattern of the herbaceous vegetation is confusing and bears little relationship 
to the topography of the site. Throughout the site, many areas are dominated by 
species that are designated as OBL, FACW, or FAG in the list of plant species that 
occur in wetlands. Of the 8 dominant herbaceous species present in the samples, 
6 are FAG or drier. However, the remaining two are Spergularia maritima (OBL), an 
annual herb and Polypogon monspielensis (FACW+), an annual grass. Spergularia 
occurs throughout the site and probably has the greatest ground cover of any 
species, but particularly dominates the higher, apparently drier areas. The swale, 
which one would expect to be wetter, is dominated by FAG herbaceous species. 
Polypogon occurs in single clumps or small patches throughout the site. A portion 
of the swale also supports arroyo willow (FACW) and mulefat (FACW), which are 
dominants in the shrub layer. Except in patches of nearly 100% Spergularia, the 
wetland indicator species are intermixed with 30 species of mostly weedy, upland 
plants, all but two of which occur only as subdominants. 

It is clear that no areas on this site would delineate as wetlands under the Corps' 
regulations due to the absence of hydrology indicators and the general absence of 
hydric soil indicators. However, the preponderance of dominant species throughout 
most of the site was OBL, FACW, and FAC wetland indicator species, which meets 
the Corps' vegetation criterion. However, since there was also substantial evidence 
of upland environmental conditions, it was necessary to assess whether the 
predominant species were growing as hydrophytes and were therefore indicative of 
a wetland. In the above mentioned reports, it is concluded that the area that was 
dominated by arroyo willow and mulefat in the shrub layer and that had a relatively 
shallow clay confining layer with redoximorphic features in or near the root zone is a 
wetland under the Coastal Act. I agree with that conclusion and with the 
boundaries, as modified during our site visit and shown in the revised map 
referenced above. The reports also concluded that none of the rest of the site 
qualified as wetland. I also agree with that conclusion, but in the narrow sense that 
those areas did not have wetland characteristics in 2002. 

Such a caveat is unusual in a recommendation. In a natural area under normal 
circumstances during a drought year, one would use professional judgement to 
adjust for the shortage of rainfall and make a wetland determination that would try 
to capture the wetland boundaries under usual conditions. Even in the case of 
seasonal wetlands, there would be evidence of prior conditions in the soils and the 
perennial vegetation present. One might also be able to examine aerial and ground 
level photographs from recent years with more normal rainfall and talk to local 

8 Redoximorphic features, such as "rust"-like concentrations, result from the reduction, translocation, and 
oxidation of iron and manganese oxides in, at least periodically, saturated soils. 
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residents with knowledge of the site. With the return of normal weather conditions, 
the site would tend to return to its average mix of wetland and upland hydrology and 
vegetation. At the subject site, this approach is not possible because the usual 
condition has been that of an asphalt-covered parking lot. One can only look at the 
current condition, during an extreme drought, and perhaps guess at the community 
trajectory. If the soil characteristics of the upper north and south slopes are similar 
to those immediately west of the fence that defines the western edge of the 
previously paved area, then one would expect that the vegetation would eventually 
take on similar upland shrub characteristics. On the other hand, the presence of a 
shallow, clay-rich confining layer over portions of the site provides a soil 
environment characteristic of many wetlands and demonstrates wetland potential. 
In fact, I think it more likely than not that some areas in or near the swale but 
outside the boundaries of the delineated wetland will develop wetland 
characteristics over a period of years with normal rainfall. However, there is no 
factual basis for delineating additional areas at this time. Because of the unique 
situation at this site, identifying such areas would require observations during the 
rainy season of a normal rainfall year, or a significant experimental study of 
hydrology and soil characteristics. (Dixon, 2002, Exhibit 5) 

The applicant originally proposed to fill two sections of the Marina Drain totaling 0.23 acres 
and to redirect water in those sections to underground culverts. The original design 
required fill to accommodate ramps that would have connected the bridge to the existing 
travel lanes. In addition, the applicant originally identified 0.09 acres of wetland that would 
not be filled, but that would be so close to the grading that the area would suffer 
"temporary impacts." Originally the applicant stated that it is not feasible to elevate these 
ramr:s Then the applicant proposed to bridge over the wetlands, but at a hearing the 
Commission indicated that the shading that would occur as a result of the bridges was a 
problem. Now the applicant changed its request and proposed the "Modified East 
Alternative," that would not fill or shade any portion of the originally identified wetlands (the 
Marina Drain), but it would fill 0.03 acres of area dominated by sand spurrey (Spergularia) 
and some wetlands facultative plants including (Picris (bristly ox tongue), Polypogon 
(rabbits foot grass), Melilotus indica (Indian sweet clover), and Conyza canadensis 
(horseweed). However, as indicated above, this area is not functioning as a wetland at 
this time. Moreover, although the Commission's Senior Staff Biologist found that it may do 
so in the future, the Commission cannot wait for several rainy seasons to determine 
whether the area will revert to wetland or be invaded by other plants. The possibility that 
this area is wetland is based on the presence of a wetland obligate, sand spurrey, and 
several wetland facultative plants listed above, that are also found in disturbed areas. An 
invasion by upland plants that are already also on the site, including coyote bush 
(Baccharis) and pampas grass, would remove the possibility of the area being defined as 
a wetland. The Commission cannot make a regulatory decision based on inconclusive 

, information, which is the inability to yet determine that the area is or is not a wetland-- a 
condition that might turn out to be true in the future. Therefore the Commission will allow 
the proposed development, as long as the remainder of the area is revegetated and the 

• 

• 

• 
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areas adjacent to the Marina Drain are revegetate compatible with wetland buffer and 
wetland vegetation . 

COASTAL ACT LIMITATIONS ON WETLAND FILL 

Section 30233 of the Coastal Act provides for wetland fill under a limited set of 
circumstances. Section 30233 limits wetland fill. In this case, the applicant has revised its 
application such that no wetland fill will occur. However, even if the fill of areas that are 
indeterminate were to be analyzed following the stricter standard, the Commission notes 
that the applicant has taken every measure to avoid fill of wetlands and areas adjacent to 
wetlands. Because this project avoids all wetland fill, no Section 30233 analysis is 
required for the project as now proposed. 

D. ALTERNATIVES. 

Before the Commission can approve any project, it must determine that there is no 
feasible alternative that is less environmentally damaging. Caltrans representatives assert 
that they examined alternatives as part of their initial project evaluation. They have 
provided a list of alternatives and the reasons for rejecting them. 

Traffic re-routing or a change in modes. The first set of alternatives would include 
alternate routes or modes for traffic. Are there alternate routes that the traffic that 
presently congests this intersection could take, such as Jefferson, Manchester. or 
Washington Boulevards? What improvements could take place on any of those routes to 
improve capacity and attract commuters away from Culver Boulevard or the Marina 
Freeway? Secondly, are there feasible modal shifts, such as an express bus from the 
South Bay to one of the currently proposed light rail lines that would encourage enough 
modal shifts to reduce traffic? How much traffic would need to be reduced to maintain 
capacity? Even if only a small percentage of commuters would change their route or ride 
a bus, could that reduce levels of congestion eno1.:1gh to maintain levels of service? In 
response to this issue Caltrans provided the alternatives analysis from its project report: 

Rejected Alternatives 

The objectives of the proposed Project are to reduce projected future congestion 
levels and congestion-related accidents along Route 90 within the project area. No 
viable project alternatives, other than the proposed Project, have been identified 
which would satisfy the project objectives at a lesser cost. As discussed below, 
higher-cost alternatives were studied; however, they were determined to have greater 
right of way and/or environmental impacts or would provide less benefit relative to the 
proposed Project. 

Under the "No Project" alternative, the interim interchange at Culver Boulevard would 
not be built, resulting in a continuation of the at-grade signalized expressway 
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intersections at this location. Likewise, the section of Mindanao Way between the 
two existing Route 90 roadways would not be improved -- instead retaining its present • 
cross-section. Table 2 shows the results of intersection capacity calculations 
assuming the retention of the existing roadway cross-sections (i.e., the No Project 
alternative}. As can be seen, all of the analyzed locations are projected to experience 
significant increases in VIC ratios with corresponding increases in congestion. This is 
especially true at the Culver/Route 90 location, where the No Project alternative 
would result in approximately one-half of the capacity needed to accommodate the 
projected future traffic demand. ' 

The Caltrans Project Development T earn (PDT) analyzed alternative designs and 
geometric configurations for the Route 90 improvements proposed as part of this 
Project during the series of design workshops in November and December of 1995. 
The design alternatives considered at that time were determined to be infeasible, 
overly costly, or otherwise inferior to the proposed design and were rejected by the 
PDT. In addition, the mandatory Fact Sheet approved on February 29, 1996, 
determined that no incremental improvements were considered to be viable for the 
Project. 

The alternative routes investigated for widening included Jefferson Boulevard, 
Washington Boulevard, and Venice Boulevard. Jefferson Boulevard will be widened 
from Route 1 to Centinela Avenue as part of the Playa Vista mitigation program. In 
addition, the Playa Vista mitigation program includes improvements at key 
intersections along the Jefferson Boulevard corridor. However, capacity constraints • 
at the Jefferson Boulevard/1-405 interchange limits the effectiveness of these 
improvements when it comes to connecting Jefferson Boulevard to the regional 
freeway system. Major widenings along Washington Boulevard and along Venice 
Boulevard were determined to be infeasible due to residential and commercial land 
use impacts. 

Interstate 10 (Santa Monica Freeway) has been studied for the addition of high­
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes. Further widenings to add mixed-flow lanes appears 
infeasible due to right of way impacts and costs. Computer model simulations of a 
widened 1-1 0 indicated that the widened facility would not divert enough trips away 
from the central portion of the study area to relieve congestion in the Route 90 
corridor. [Excerpt from: Caltrans Project Report on Route 90 between Mindanao 
Way and Centinela Avenue.] See also exhibit for an analysis of alternative east 
west routes from the Lincoln corridor to the 405 Freeway, all of which would have to 
be widened to achieve more capacity. 

With respect the alternative of encouraging increased use of other modes of transportation, 
Caltrans indicates the ( 1) the present ridership of transit in this area and on this rotJte, 
including traffic from the South Bay to the 405, is so low that there is little ability to 
encourage a modal shift that would result in reduced traffic in the near future. The Playa 
Vista Phase I EIR, as modified in 1995 anticipates that Phase I Playa Vista will generate 
44,550 trips on a typical weekday; the evening peak hour trips generate would be 5,360 • 
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trips. With respect to transit the EIR states that there are currently 1,793 daily trips by 
transit in the corridors near Playa Vista (admitting that this number may be understated 
because not all bus companies have accurate ridership figures.) While up to 25% of 
commuters to downtown Los Angeles use transit of same kind, most commuters from the 
South Bay to down town and to Santa Monica do not use transit. This bridge is an 
improvement of a small segment of a route primarily used by automobiles to access the 405 
Freeway. An alternative mode would have to divert commuters to another mode over 
several a long routes, from the South Bay or the Marina del Rey to either mid Wilshire or 
down town Los Angeles that converge on Route 90. Most travelers on this route come from 
Playa del Rey, the South Bay or Marina del Rey. There are already express busses serving 
downtown from these locations and traffic is currently at capacity. Transit planners consider 
the length of time that it takes a commuter to travel from his or her point of origin to his or 
her destinations the portal-to-portal time. Any transfers that are necessary during a trip 
drastically increase this time, and make automobile travel much more attractive. By their 
nature, express buses have relatively few stops. To encourage more people to ride these 
buses it would be necessary to speed up the collection and distribution system at either end 
of the line-and/or reduce the time of the trip itself. Considerable increases in investment in 
transit combined with disincentives to the use of cars; such as high parking fees can 
increase transit ridership, as it has in down town Los Angeles. The level of traffic that is now 
observed is the level of traffic after the adoption of parking disincentives at high-density 
destinations and the introduction of express buses. The construction of facilities to bring an 
additional modal shift about in this area, enough to reduce traffic alorg the Culver or Route 
90 to 405 routes are a long way from being accomplished. Any express bus system would 
have to use one of these streets (either Culver or Route 90), and so would benefit from 
anything that speeded up traffic on either the Culver Boulevard or on Route 90. 

Bus routes: Several public bus routes use Culver Boulevard and Route 90. One is a rush 
hour express from Marina del Rey to down town Los Angeles; the other connects Mid 
Wilshire with the airport and airport industrial areas. Ridership is light, and these bus lines 
use the Route 90 and Culver Boulevard. 

Light rails. Light rail is not an alternative to this bridge. The greater Los Angeles area has 
three light rail routes in operation and/or nearing completion, none of which serve this area: 
(1) a line from down town Los Angeles to Long Beach (the Blue Line); (2) a line from 
Norwalk to the South Bay (the Green Line): and (3) a line from down town to East Los 
Angeles and Pasadena, which is nearing completion (the Gold Line.) The Metropolitan 
Transit District (MTA) has prepared an EIS for an east-west light rail along an abandoned 
rail right of way that extends from Santa Monica to down town (The Exposition Corridor). 
MTA has requested federal funding to design this line, but even if funded, this line would not 
be available for at least five years and would not serve Playa Vista or the South Bay area. If 
the Exposition line were eventually funded and constructed, it would connect to the Playa 
Vista and the South Bay projects only with a "feeder line," a bus or jitney, which must use 
Culver Boulevard. There has been some discussion of construction an extension of the 
Green Line to serve the Airport and Playa Vista. This extension has been discussed but has 
not been designed, studied or funded . 
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Enhancing this intersection would enhance bus service. Therefore there is no transit or 
alternate traffic route alternative that is achievable in the short run that would remove • 
enough traffic from this intersection to be an alternative to the bridge. 

Design alternatives. The Commission and the applicant have also investigated 
construction methods that would eliminate or significantly reduce wetland fill by either re­
routing the ramps, or by placing the ramps on pilings. 

In this case, Caltrans investigated several alternatives and determined that one 
alternative, the Modified East Alternative, would not result in fill or shading of the Marina 
Drain. By lowering the bridge and curving the ramps outward to the existing frontage 
roads, the modified east alternative, the third alternative presented by Caltrans avoids all 
fill of open water. The ramps are designed to curve down 30 feet from the level of the 
bridge to the level of the current roadway. The ramps are supported on earth fill. Some fill 
of the area dominated by sand spurrey and wetland facultative plans would occur where 
the berms supporting the ramps descends. With the addition of pilings under the ramp of 
this alternative it can avoid the 1700 sq. ft. patch of willows and mulefat. However, the 
ramps necessary to connect this alternative to the bridge would result in fill of 0.03 acres 
of the areas that are vegetated with sand spurrey area and additional other wetland 
facultative plants. The willow-mulefat area and additional vegetated areas would be 
shaded. Since this alternative also includes pilings, the installation of pilings, while 
avoiding the willow area, would also impact the area dominated by Picris and Melilotus, 
wetland facultative plants (polygons Hand 1.) 

The chart below, prepared by the applicant, compares the impacts on the Marina Drain • 
and the Willow area (identified as "wetland area") and on the sand spurrey area (identified 
as "vegetation area") by each of the various alternatives, including an alternative proposed 
by the opponents (the "North alternative".) 

• 
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Wetlands 
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Wetlands 
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ROUTE 90 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 
WETLAND AREA IMPACTS (Acres) 
(INITIAL ESTIMATE - MAY 17, 2002) 

Modified East* Bridge-Over- West North* 
Wetland* 

* 

Fill Shad Fill Shad Fill Shad Fill Shad 
ing ing ing ing 

0.10 0.15 0.51 

0.04 0.04 0.04 

0.04 0.14 0.19 0.51 

0.03 0.57 0.08 0.81 0.08 0.75 0.08 1.11 

0.03 0.65 0.08 1.09 0.08 1.13 1.1 1.11 

Original Design 

Fill Shad 
ing 

0.17 

0.04 

0.21 

1.14 0.11 

1.56 0.11 

* Assumes that the Alternative "Bridges Over" the wetland and vegetation areas instead of fill whenever 
possible . 

Source: Caltrans staff 

Caltrans considered a Bridge Alternative. If the facultative plants had been considered 
wetlands, this alternative would result in the least amount of fill, at the cost of some 
shading. However, this alternative would have shaded the Marina Drain. 

Opponents have suggested moving the ramp and the frontage road to the northern side of 
the median strip. This alternative would link the wetland area with Area C Playa Vista, 
which is owned by the state. Area C Playa Vista supports a small Salicornia marsh near 
the outlet of the Marina Drain. Caltrans indicates that this alternative would result in one 
half acre of wetland fill, much of it in open water areas. One group of opponents, the 
Ballona Wetland Land Trust argues that this fill could be justified if it resulted in a larger 
area of connected habitat. Caltrans has agreed to take a second look at its design to see 
if the width of the roadways, and consequent fill, could be reduced. However, Caltrans 
staff has indicated that this alternative would result in curves and stopping distances that 
are unsafe. Their detailed comments were not available when the staff report was ready 
to be released 

Caltrans also considered relocation of the roadway. Relocation of the road to the north or 
south would impact either existing developed areas or Area C Playa Vista. Area Cis a 69-
acre tract directly south of route 90 that is owned by the State of California and under 
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consideration for restoration and park use.9 Therefore there are no feasible alternative 
designs that would have less impact on wetlands. 

E. MITIGATION MEASURES. 

The applicant has proposed mitigation measures to mitigate shading and temporary 
indirect impacts on the wetland due to construction noise and equipment. (Exhibit 7). 
These mitigation measures are described in more detail in the section on biological 
productivity below. Basically the mitigation measures propose to remove invasive, 
introduced plants from the site, install new wetland and coastal sage scrub plants and to 
improve the filtration of runoff that enters the site from 4.8 acres of existing impervious 
road area and from the 2.3 acres of new pavement. The applicant proposes to monitor 
the installation, for five years. 

The project is directly adjacent to Playa vista Area C, which is under consideration for 
retention as a park and restoration as habitat. South and west of area C are several other 
areas of playa vista that public and private agencies now either plan to restore, or that 
may potentially be acquired and restored as a natural habitat. If restored, one initial 
action of the restoration agency would be to remove existing invasive plants and replace 
them with native wetland, coastal prairie and coastal sage scrub plants that are common 
in the Ballona valley. 

Removal of invasive plants is a crucial action in an area with planned restoration. Invasive 
plants can overwhelm existing habitat areas, and even more so a site such as this, that 
was recently cleared. This site is already degraded and not subject to inundation, and that 
is also near developed areas, where invasive ornamentals are common in public and 
private landscaping. 

The Commission has received reports of restoration projects that were seriously 
compromised by invasive plants. Recently, the Commission reviewed reports concerning 
a site in Venice that was developed in 1982 (5-82-479). As part of the 1982 project, the 
canal bank was cleared and re-seeded with natives. The project was located adjacent to 
an area where an invasive plant, Myoporum, was used for landscaping. In subsequent 
years, the Myoporum has overwhelmed the plants that were initially installed. This, and 
similar experiences, leads the Commission to conclude when a proposed restoration area • 
is adjacent to an area dominated by invasive plants, longer and more aggressive 
monitoring is necessary to assure that the area functions as proposed. One of these 
invasives, Myoporum, is found in Route 90 embankment outside the coastal zone, where 
Caltrans installed it in the 1970's. The removal of invasive plants from this area would 
enhance its biological productivity, as described below and would eliminate a source of 
invasive plants that are proliferating in the Bailon a wetlands west of the site. 

• 

• 

9 Area Cis identified as 73 acres in the Marina Ballona LUP, but is also described as containing 69 acres. 
The difference is the area dedicated to the County within the present Culver Loop and to other roads. The 
undeveloped area in Area C is 69 acres. • 
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In sum, this site includes two areas of wetland. The project does not involve fill in either 
wetland, but will shade 0.04 acres of a willow area. The project will result in temporary 
disturbance of the wetland areas as a result of noise and disturbance from construction. 
The Commission has imposed conditions to assure that construction equipment as 
planned stays out of the wetland areas, and as described below to prevent siltation into 
the wetla.nds or pollution of the wetlands from the road runoff after construction. The 
commission has also imposed conditions to assure that silt will not flow from the site 
during construction, as again into the wetland, as again further described below. As 
proposed and as concerned the proposed development is consistent with Section 30233 
of the Coastal Act. ' 

F. ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT AREAS. 

Section 30240 requires: 

Section 30240 Environmentally sensitive habitat areas; adjacent developments 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant 
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed 
within those areas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks 
and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly 
degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and 
recreation areas. 

The upland portion of this median strip cannot be classified as an environmentally 
sensitive habitat area. Even the wetland is cut off from other wetlands and is degraded, 
although it should, like all wetlands be considered an environmentally sensitive habitat 
area, since wetlands by their nature are a type of environmentally sensitive habitat area. 
They have a unique role in the ecosystem, and have become increasingly rare, so that 
even degraded wetland must perform irreplaceable functions for migratory and water­
dependent species. 

However it is adjacent to an area that may become a park and to portions of Playa Vista 
Area C, parts of which may be considered environmentally sensitive habitat areas. As 
such, the project must be sited and designed so that impacts to vegetation in the median 
strip and in adjacent areas will be minimized and so that any development that would 
significantly degrade those areas will be prevented. Even when the vegetation is not 
unique or especially valuable, an area next to an environmentally sensitive habitat area 
can provide cover and food sources for animals found in the adjacent area. Removal of 
vegetation can cause siltation into adjacent areas; planting of invasive plants can 
encourage invasion of the adjacent sensitive area by those plants. The area has been 
surveyed in order to determine the boundaries of potential wetlands and to provide 



5-01-432 (Caltrans Route 90) 
Page 40 

information to the California Department of Fish and Game to process a Streambed 
Alternation Agreement (termed a 1601 permit). 

The Streambed Alteration Agreement 5-265-00 approved by the Department of Fish and 
Game in June, 2001 indicates that while many birds and other animals found in the Route 
90 median are typical upland birds found in nearby developed areas, others animals that 
use the site are dependent on adjoining Area C, Ballona Creek and the Ballona wetlands. 
These include raptors and the great blue heron. Roads near wetlands can have other 
impacts: noise and siltation during construction can disturb animals; siltation and runoff 
during and after construction can damage water quality. Moreover, the "Marina Drain" 
flows downstream into two other areas of the Ballona Wetlands, Areas A and C and 
Marian del Rey. 

Invasive plants, silt and chemicals can travel downstream into areas identified for 
restoration. Seeds and plant fragments can move down the waterway and reinvade 
restoration areas. Caltrans has particularly mentioned iceplant ( Carpobrotus edulis) and 
Pampas grass, which have invaded the wetland and upland areas on this and adjacent 
sites, but other introduced plants that are difficult to remove during restoration efforts are 
also found on the site. These include the Garland daisy, (Chrysanthemum coronarium) 
and Bermuda grass. For this reason, Caltrans has offered to remove invasive plants from 
this site and enhance the onsite wetlands. · 

Invasive plants can overwhelm habitat areas and undermine restoration projects. In 

• 

nearby Ballona Lagoon, the initial restoration that was attempted in 1981 was • 
overwhelmed by iceplant and garland daisies, which the City removed in a second 
restoration, funded by the California Coastal Conservancy in 1995-96. In areas adjacent 
to the: Freshwater Marsh (approved by the Commission in COP CDP-5-91-463), and other 
parts of Playa Vista Areas A, B and C, the extent of the areas covered with pampas grass 
and iceplant has increased in recent years. 

Secondly, the waterway can carry chemicals and road discharges down stream. 
Therefore the Commission is also imposing conditions to protect the Marina Drain from 
discharges, runoff and siltation (see below in the Water Quality section}. The Commission 
has further conditioned the project to assure that no fill or disturbance of wetland areas on 
the site, or siltation into them, will occur. 

At hearings on a road-widening project in nearby Area C (5-01-382/A-5-PLV-00-417), the 
Commission received information indicating that lighting and noise associated with roads 
can have impacts on habitat areas (Substantive File Documents). Night lighting can 
disrupt the foraging and breeding of native reptiles, insects and amphibians. The 
Commission has therefore imposed conditions addressing lighting to protect the habitat on 
the site and on adjacent Area C so that lights from the road will not shine onto the wetland 
and habitat areas in the project areas and adjacent to it. The Commission has further 
conditioned the project to forbid night construction, and to require that during construction 
the applicant survey and avoid.rare plants and nesting birds. The applicant acknowledges 
that the presence of a highway will have some impacts in terms of noise, lighting and • 
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disturbance during construction and subsequent operation. As mitigation for those 
impacts, the applicant has proposed to enhance the habitat areas found on the site and to 
use native plants in the fill slopes that are compatible with the wetland and upland habitat 
now found on the site. 

The applicant proposes to restore much of the area of the site. Opportunities to introduce 
additional water onto the site are limited, so the applicant plans to concentrate on 
removing invasives from this site and replacing the existing plants with suitable buffer 
plants. 

Restoration plans concentrate on coastal prairie, on buffer plants and on enhancing water 
supply on the lower elevations of the site. The Marina Drain is fed by nuisance water. 
The swale in the boat yard collects.water during the rainy season apparently due to a clay 
lens below it. The ability to increase the amount of inundated lands is limited on much of 
the site, especially on the former boat yard that is a distance from the Marina Drain. If 
more water were let into the site, there is no indication that it would circulate enough to 
provide oxygen for wetland dwelling plants and animals. One choice might be to grade the 
area to receive tidal flow from Area C if and when Area C was actually restored. 

Bridging wetlands and creating shade can reduce the viability of plants that need sun, 
such as willows. The applicant states that when the bridge is narrow and 14 feet above 
grade as proposed for the ramps, a significant amount of sunlight will reach the plants 
under the bridge. Much of the value of the site, because it is fenced, is as a nesting area. 
A noted above, a killdeer and ground nesting birds such as doves were observed nesting . 

The Commission has required, in Special Conditions 2, 4 and 5 that impacts of 
construction be limited, and in Special Condition 3, that the proposed enhancement be 
planned and designed consistent with nearby habitat and with the soils found on the 
project site. The Commission has also required that enhancement plantings be monitored 
intensively for five years, and thereafter, on a schedule that is consistent with Caltrans 
regular maintenance schedule, but no less often than once a year. As conditioned, the 
project's impacts on onsite and adjacent habitat areas will be minimized. The project itself 
should, buffer adjacent habitat area from impacts of nearby developed areas in the future. 
As proposed and as conditioned, the project is consistent with Coastal Act Sections 30233 
and 30240 with respect to impacts on habitat and on adjacent parklands. 

G. WATER QUALITY MARINE RESOURCES. 

Section 30230 requires the protection of marine resources. 

Section 30230 

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored. 
Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or 
economic significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a 
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manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will 
maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long- • 
term commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes. 

Roads are major sources of pollutants that flow into water bodies. The new section of 
road proposed in the proposed project will drain to the Marina Drain, which drains into 
Playa Vista Area C, and then under Lincoln boulevard in a ditch along the northern 
bour1dary of Area A and ultimately to Marina del Rey. The upland source of water for the 
Marina Drain is surface runoff from Route 90, but also businesses and parking lots north 
of Route 90 along Mindanao and further north (Exhibits 10 and 11 }. In order to protect 
water bodies and water quality from polluted run-off, the applicant proposes a number of 
measures. Caltrans encourages trash removal programs and plans to design the freeway 
to reduce the discharge of polluted water. Caltrans indicates that it opposes use of fossil 
filters on highways because filters can clog during heavy rains, resulting in pending on the 
road surface, and presenting a hazard to motorists. 

On March 11, 2002, Caltrans submitted the "Post Construction Stormwater Quality 
Management Plan: Route 90 Improvements, Modified East Alternative" (WQMP) to 
Coastal Commission staff. The proposed WQMP meets water quality objectives outlined 
by staff. The WQMP proposes a treatment train approach to water quality protection 
through the use of grated trash inlets, trash and gross solids removal devices, bioswales, 
and energy dissipaters. The BMPs have been designed to 0.3" of rainfall, thus exceeding 
the 85th percentile standard in this area. In addition to filtering the 2.3 acres of new 
development, the BMPs will treat 4.8 acres of existing roadways. The WQMP as • 
proposed is sufficient to meet the post-construction conditions in this permit. 

The proposed Route 90 development will increase the impervious surfaces .• and may 
increase the peak runoff rate from pre-development levels. In order to counteract any 
potential increases in peak runoff rate, the applicant has proposed bioswales and energy 
dissipating devices. Designed with a 9-minute residence time, the bioswales and the 
energy dissipating devices at the pipe outlets will ensure that the downstream erosion due 
to the development is insignificant. 

For this project, the recently submitted Caltrans 2002 Water Quality Management Plan for 
this project includes the following: 

• 'Treatment train of BMPs including grated inlets, trash and gross solids 
removal devices, and bioswale systems 

• Treats runoff from both existing and new impervious areas. as well as the 
road right-of-way 

• Should result in improved water quality overall as compared to pre-project 
conditions due to the extensive amount of existing impervious areas that will 
be treated via bioswales. 

• Meets and exceeds the Los Angeles County Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and also the Caltrans Stormwater Management 

• 
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Plan (SWMP) requirements." (See Exhibit 26 for a detailed description of 
Caltrans water quality control plan.) 

While the Commission in the past has required fossil filters on residential and commercial 
projects, research conducted by Caltrans thus far has indicated that Drain Inlet Inserts 
(e.g. Fossil Filters) is an ineffective application for this type of highway project. In addition, 
Fossil Filters may present a safety hazard for the motoring public due to the potential for 
drain inlet failure, which would lead to flooding on the adjacent roadway. Several studies 
have been conducted by Caltrans in regards to their performance for use on some 
highway facilities. 

The project drains into Area C Playa Vista, and from this area, via culverts, into Area A 
and into the Marina del Rey, an impaired water body. Its upland sources consists of the 
shopping center located between Mindanao and Lincoln Boulevard, with many impervious 
surfaces and at least a thousand parking spaces and two office structure and a bank 
located directly east of Mindanao and north of route ninety thatch as about 800 parking 
spaces. There is high density residential development is upstream of this development. 

The RWQCB is investigating measures to improve the water quality of the Marina del Rey. 
Important bird, invertebrate and fish species live in the area and feed in these waters, and 
the area has high hum<;tn recreational use. Therefore it is appropriate to employ as many 
measures as feasible to ensure that the water discharged from this project is improved in 
quality from its present condition or that is least no worse, after the increased automobile 
traffic that will be attracted by the bridge. The Commission has required in its conditions, 
measures to improve the quality of water discharged into the habitat. The Commission 
finds that it is possible to improve the quality of water discharged from the project by 
requiring 1) measures during construction to reduce runoff and siltation, and 2) on site 
filtration area in. the median strip to filter road runoff before in enters the wetlands on the 
site, 3) requiring these measures to be effective in an 85th percentile storm. 

The wetlands on site are essentially exposed portions of existing underground storm 
drains that serve industrial, commercial and residential areas of Venice. Because they are 
storm drains, they are already polluted. Moreover, run off from roads is polluted with oil 
and gasoline by-products. 

In the past, undeveloped land in this area was for years used for unregulated dumping and 
for agricultural dumping. When Playa Capital excavated the freshwater marsh in Area B, 
they discovered that past oil drilling and industrial disposal had resulted in the disposal of 
contaminated soils near the surface. Caltrans asserts that it conducted tests in this area, 
and that no contaminated soils were revealed. Caltrans indicates that it has already 
carried out extensive onsite tests for contaminants. 10 Reports show that consultants 

10 
See: Law, Crandall Inc., "Report of Lead Assessment, Playa Vista STIP Improvements, Lincoln Corridor 

and Marina Freeway Corridor, Los Angeles. California," prepared for Maguire Thomas Partners, Los Angeles, 
California, January 19, 1996; and Law. Crandall Inc .. "Report of Phase I Environmental Assessment, Playa 
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conducted a literature search that showed no records of any contaminating industry on the 
site and two test borings at the edge of the present frontage road. If the tests are • 
accurate, there is little chance of encountering contaminated sediments. If, during 
construction, the applicant discovers that the soils are contaminated, the Regional Water 
Quality Board has standards concerning appropriate methods of excavation and disposal 
of contaminated sediments. Therefore the Commission does not require any additional 
testing or disposal of sediments. 

The most frequent soil contaminant found in road widening projects is aerially deposited 
lead from exhaust. Initial 1996 studies by Law, Crandall, on behalf of Maguire Thomas 
indicate that lead is present. (See Substantive File Documents; item 19, Law, Crandall for 
reference.) Caltrans normally disposes of lead contaminated sediments by burying them 
under roads. The Caltrans has a permit from the State Water Board to do this. The State 
Water Board requires that reburying lead take place a certain distance above ground 
water. This coastal development permit does not allow contaminated soils from offsite to 
be used for fill under the ramps. 

Although the Commission has imposed standards to assure that the development does 
not add to pollutants of down stream waters, it does not require that the on site 
development "clean up" the stormwater that comes onto the property from upstream. Two 
correspondents, notably Heal the Bay and the Santa Monica Bay Keeper (Exhibits 24 and 
25}, have pointed out that the Marina del Rey, which is the receiving water body of the 
Marina Drain, is an impaired water body. They indicate that Caltrans may have an 
obligation to improve the water quality of any water coming down the drain before it leaves • 
the site and discharges into the impaired water body. Caltrans has proposed BMP's, 
which they assert will improve the quality of water discharged from the site. Caltrans 
notes that it plans to install only 2.3 acres of roadway and impervious surfaces, but plans 
to treat the runoff from an existing 4.8 acres of roadways. 

In addition, the Commission is requiring limits to the volume and velocity of runoff from the 
developed site .. The applicant asserts that with the reduced pollutant load that it expects, 
that it should not also be required to avoid increasing the volume of runoff. An increase in 
impervious surfaces disrupts the natural attenuation of runoff by natural drainage features 
and surfaces, and causes an increased peak runoff rate and volume. This can cause 
erosion, scouring, disturbance of downstream habitats, and increased peak flood 
discharge. The Commission routinely requires that developments mitigate for the 
increased volume and velocity of runoff to prevent the degradation that it can cause. In 
this case the volume and velocity is held to no increase because of the proximity and 
sensitivity of the Ballona Wetlands and associated ecosystems. Moreover, the 
Commission has imposed requirements on the pollutant concentrations and mass 
loadings in runoff. With the increased amount of runoff from the developed site due to the 
increase in impervious surfaces, there can be a decrease in concentration of pollutants 

Vista STIP; State Route 90, (Marina Freeway), from Lincoln Boulevard to Centinela Avenue, Playa Vista 
Project;" prepared for Maguire Thomas Partners, Los Angeles, California, February 23, 1996; in project file . • 
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per-unit water from pre-development levels, while still being an increase in the total 
amount of pollutants. Therefore the Commission is imposing conditions ensuring that both 
mass loading and concentration of pollutants are minimized. These measures will protect 
the water quality of receiving waters. 

The City and County of Los Angeles are subject to RWQCB orders to cleanup their 
stormwater discharge, if necessary by addressing runoff from individual sites within their 
jurisdictions. As the City and County comply with these orders, the quality of the water 
entering this property and leaving it will gradually improve. It is not the Commission's 
responsibility to enforce citywide standards that are the responsibility of the RWQCB to 
develop, adopt and enforce. It is only responsible to assure that the development 
approved does not conflict with any of the policies in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The 
Commission is requiring, as noted above, that the treatment for runoff from this site be 
sized to treat water discharged during an 85th percentile storm. The applicant asserts, as 
noted in Exhibit 26 that the BMP's that it plans to incorporate into its project will improve 
the quality of the water discharged from the site, although it states that the quantity 
discharged will be slightly more than the present quantity. In this way only a minimal 
amount of pollution attributable to this development will enter the Marina Drain. As 
conditioned the project is consistent with Coastal Act Sections 30230 and 30231 in terms 
of its potential impacts on water quality. 

The Commission notes, however, that certain BMPs like hydroseeding or mulching may 
utilize plants that could be detrimental to the wetland or surrounding habitat by introducing 
plants, such as iceplant (Carpobrotus edulis) or Bermuda grass that can invade wetlands 
areas or displace native species. For that reason, the lists of species proposed for 
temporary slope stabilization or drainage swales must be provided as part of the 
landscaping plan for review and approval of the Executive Director to assure that no 
invasive species are used, and that, as much as possible native species are used. For 
that reason, other methods, such as jute matting may need to be employed to prevent 
siltation from graded slopes. The Commission therefore requires that the applicant shall 
use methods of erosion and sediment control that do not use introduced vegetation to 
stabilize the soils. As further conditioned to assure that the water quality protection BMPs 
also comply with standards adopted to protect habitat, the project complies with Coastal 
Act Sections 30230 and 3020 with respect to the effect on natural and marine resources. 

H. PUBLIC SHORELINE ACCESS AND RECREATION. 

Section 30210 requires that maximum access to the coast be provided. Section 30223 
requires the reservation of upland that areas necessary to support coastal recreation. The 
project will allow increased speed and volume on an east-west traffic route that can deliver 
inner city and East County beach goers to the Venice and Playa del Rey beaches and to 
Marina del Rey. Although the project is designed to reduce commercial and commuter 
traffic loads on Lincoln Boulevard and on east-west routes during peak commuter hours, it 
can and will serve to improve vehicular access to the coast on weekends as well . 
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There is a bicycle lane in the median strip of Culver Boulevard east of the Coastal Zone 
boundary. The bicycle and jogging path extends from a park at Overland Avenue Culver • 
City to the Culver City/Los Angeles boundary and from there to a point where a self-
storage unit occupies the median strip, about two blocks east of Route 90. Project 
engineers state that the distance between the bridge supports is wide enough to 
accommodate additional traffic lanes and a bicycle lane on Culver Boulevard. The 
additional lanes, including the bicycle lane, would be located along Culver Boulevard and 
travel under the bridge. No recreation on the site is proposed or appropriate. As 
proposed, the project is consistent with the development of additional recreational 
facilities, will improve and enhance public access to the coast and is consistent with 
Sections 30210 and 30223 of the Coastal Act. 

I. DEVELOPMENT. 

The Coastal Act provides standards that the Commission must use in approving 
development. Section 30250 requires that most development be sited in existing 
developed areas to minimize development in relatively untouched rural areas. Section 
30252 encourages investigations of non-automobile modes of travel to reduce competition 
for coastal access roads. 

Section 30250. 

(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise 
provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, • 
existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to 
accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have 
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In 
addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed 
areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been 
developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of 
surrounding parcels. 

Section 30252. 

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public 
access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) 
providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas 
that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation 
within the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute 
means of serving the development with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for 
public transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring 
that the recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation 
areas by correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition and 
development plans with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new 
development. 

• 
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Based on these provisions of the Coastal Act, the Commission and City of Los Angeles 
have approved coastal development permits for projects with relatively high levels of 
density in the immediate area of the proposed project. These include projects adjacent to 
Lincoln Boulevard (also see above and the Substantive File documents). All these 
projects, along with projects outside that Coastal Zone have individually and cumulatively, 
contributed to the increasing levels of traffic on Lincoln Boulevard, Culver Boulevard and 
the Marina Freeway. (Most notably the Commission found no substantial issue on two 
City of Los Angeles-approved projects: one that included a 334 unit (moderate income) 
apartment building, and a 166 unit building; the other included 800 (moderate income) 
apartments and two 16 story towers providing 512 condominiums on an 18.9 acre site. 
Both projects were located on Lincoln Boulevard. (See Substantive File documents above 
for the numbers of the two appeals.) The Commission has approved LUP•s with similar 
impacts, notably the Marina del Rey Ballona LUP in 1984. In 1987 the Commission 
reiterated its approval of the Marina del Rey Bailon a LUP in LUP's applying to the City and 
County areas of the Marina del Rey and Playa Vista (Marina del Rey LUP 1987, Playa 
Vista LUP, 1987.) In 1995 the Commission approved an amended LCP for the Marina del 
Rey that would result in 2, 700 daily peak hour trips and would include multi-story 
development on most residential parcels. In effect, the Commission's assumption has 
been that development and the concentrated infrastructure to serve it would be located in 
Los Angeles and not elsewhere, in more remote areas along the coast. All of these 
approvals presumed that the infrastructure serving Lincoln Boulevard, including Lincoln, 
Culver, Jefferson, Washington and Venice Boulevards, would require road improvements. 
(Exhibits 24-26.) The plan approvals were granted before the courts issued the Bolsa 
Chica decision . 

Part of the thinking in approving higher density development in some areas is the theory 
that higher density development could support transit alternatives as required in Section 
30252. In addition to allowing high-density development and providing lists of road 
improvements, the Marina del Rey Ballona LUP (1984) and its successors required the 
development of mass transit alternatives. LUP policies required that some form of transit 
be part of the transportation improvement package. The 1987 Marina del Rey LUP and 
the related Playa Vista LUP require (1) development of jitney systems integrated between 
the City areas Playa del Rey, Palms and Venice, and the County area, which is the Marina 
del Rey proper, (2) development of park and ride lots for commuter express buses that 
would travel to Downtown Los Angeles, and (3) reservation of right-of-way along Lincoln 
Boulevard for a transit way. The City has also required jitneys within Playa Vista. 
However, the transportation improvements that the Commission has actually reviewed to 
date concentrate on road widening and on traffic management methods to increase 
vehicular speeds. Transit under consideration by the Department of Beaches and Harbors 
for the Marina del Rey consists of jitneys and other short haul buses, but no improvements 
that might accommodate the ten to fifteen mile work trip that the average Los Angeles 
resident makes. Playa Capital's traffic consultant, Kaku, indicates that it estimates that no 
more than 10% of job commuters in Playa Vista Phase I are likely to use transit. Culver 
Boulevard is the site of a former railroad right-of-way that extends west and south from 
Overland Avenue Culver City, through Area C, then through the wetlands and then south 
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through the South Bay. 11 Even though part of it is improved as a bikeway, there is no 
analysis of methods of using this older right-of-way for a dedicated transit way or for other • 
alternative transportation. This bridge is wide enough to accommodate such a bikeway. 

While the project itself is the road, not the development requiring the road. The 
Commission must consider whether approval of this project may commit the area to 
automobile transportation. There is a contention that wider and faster roads attract cars 
by improving the convenience of the automobile. Approval of this project does not commit 
the area to automobile-based transportation because the bridge is wide enough to 
accommodate bikeways or a bus lane. As designed the project is consistent with Section 
30252 of the Coastal Act. 

J. CERTIFIED LAND USE PLANS. 

This bridge is one of the road-widening projects incorporated into the certified Land Use 
Plan for Playa Vista, even though it is technically outside of the study area. In 1984 the 
Commission approved the Marina del Rey/Ballona LUP. This bridge is adopted as part of 
the Circulation Element of the plan, even though Los Angeles County prepared the LUP 
and the roadway is owned by Caltrans and located in the City of Los Angeles (Exhibit 23.) 
Again in 1987, the Commission approved parallel LUP's for the Marina del Rey and, in the 
City of Los Angeles, the Playa Vista LUP that showed the identical transportation system 
measures, including the present project. The City of Los Angeles amended its Palms Mar 
Vista Del Rey Community Plan to conform with the land use designations and • 
development standards of the certified Playa Vista LUP. No implementation ordinances 
have been approved for this plan. 

As noted above, the Marina del Rey and Playa Vista LUP's, certified by the Commission in 
1987, encourage the reservation of transit corridors and the adoption of shuttle programs. 
However, they rely on development caps and widened roadways to provide the 
transportation capacity necessary for the anticipated high-density development. All 
include high levels of density and multiple traffic impacts and provides for widened 
roadways. The plans provide for the extension of Admiralty Way to Culver Boulevard, 
widening Lincoln Boulevard to eight lanes, widening Culver and Jefferson Boulevards, 
widening other roads, and extending the Marina Freeway. The certified Playa Vista Land 
Use Plan shows Culver Boulevard as an alternative transportation corridor, and includes 
policies that provide for widening Culver Boulevard and extending the Marina Freeway. 
With respect to this project, Policy 4.18 of the Playa Vista LUP states: 

Page 44, Policy 18. Extend the Marina Freeway, just east of Culver Boulevard, 
with a grade-separated interchange at their intersection. 

11 The South Bay comprises the Cities El Segundo, Manhattan Beach, Hermosa Beach and Redondo Beach 
and cities directly inland of them such as Lynwood and Lomita. They are directly inland of a bay extending 
from Ballona Creek to the Palos Verdes Peninsula. • 
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Although these permit and LUP approvals seemed to assume that roadways to 
accommodate the development would be approved, until the local coastal program is fully 
certified, the standard of review for the roadways themselves is Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act. The Commission, faced with more detailed information about the impacts of the 
development conceptually approved in the Land Use Plans, is able to reexamine the 
effects of the development. A Land Use Plan is not binding on the Commission and any 
development listed in an LUP is subject to review based on the Coastal Act. The 
Commission has also noted that the standard of review for any amendments to the land 
use plans would be the policies of Chapter 3. Therefore, in the absence of a fully certified 
LCP, the Commission's earlier decisions that the "area" could accommodate high-density 
development does not commit the Commission to approving development that would not 
otherwise be approvable consistent with the policies of Chapter 3. 

K. VISUAL IMPACTS. 

Section 30251 requires that development be sited and designed to minimize visual 
impacts. 

Section 30251. 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected 
as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of 
natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, 
where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New 
development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California Coastline 
Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation 
and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

The Controller of the State of California, as the custodian the land adjacent to this road, 
Playa Vista Area C, which is held in trust for the State of California, has clearly stated her 
intent to transfer the land to the Department of Parks and Recreation for development as a 
park. The area is not now a public park and will not be one until the Legislature acts to 
designate the land as a park. Nevertheless, in considering the design of public structures 
adjacent to the land, the Commission must consider the compatibility of the proposed 
development with a prospective public park and with public use of the area. In this 
instance, compatibility includes the impacts on views to and from the bridge and the 
compatibility of the bridge and its design with future recreational facilities. 

The bridge will be elevated roughly 30 feet above roadway level. This will provide a view 
of Area C, but also will be visible from Area C. The bridge will be a standard concrete 
bridge. Caltrans plans three-foot high tapered concrete solid rails (type 736) that provide 
no views through the rails. There will be no view of either the development proposed on 
Area C or of the possible urban park from the bridge from compact cars, although the 
drivers and passengers in SUV's and other taller vehicles will be able to see over the rails. 
The bridge will have concrete pilings, which will be enlarged with tapered supports at the 
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head of the columns. The bridge will be relatively low and unobtrusive and will not be 
visually obtrusive from either public or private areas. If the rails provided views of the • 
area, the bridge would also be more interesting visually. The ramps extending above the 
median will be lower than the bridge but will also be visible. 

The bridge has no significant impacts on public views. It is adjacent to structures that 
range from 20 to 40 feet in height. It is low enough to be subordinate to its setting. The 
project is consistent with the view protection policies of the Coastal Act. 

L. HAZARDS. 

The Coastal Act provides that development shall be sited and designed to avoid hazards. 
Section 30253 requires, in part: 

Section 30253. 

New development shall: 

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire 
hazard. 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or 
in anyway require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter • 
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 

After the discovery of high levels of soil gas in Area D Playa Vista, the public has 
consistently expressed concern about the levels of soil gas in nearby areas. Tests 
conducted for a nearby project (Playa Vista Phase I, see substantive file documents) 
showed high levels of soil gas in an area south of Jefferson Boulevard. A report 
conducted by the City of Los Angeles City Legislative Analyst did not identify significant 
soil gas accumulations north of Ballona Creek. The present bridge and ramp work that is 
within the jurisdiction of the Commission is about half a mile north of the part of the Playa 
Vista project that has been shown to have high concentrations of soil gas. Caltrans 
sought an opinion from Gustavo Ortega, a Caltrans staff geologist, concerning the 
possible hazard of soil gas to this project. The geologist replied that methane is a 
potential hazard in confined spaces, but that there were no confined spaces proposed as 
part of the development of this bridge and ramp. Moreover, the Coastal Commission staff 
geologist, in an analysis of a proposal to expand Culver Boulevard, A-5-PLV-00-417, has 
indicated that soil gas does not pose a hazard to roads or the vehicles on them because 
soil gas does not accumulate where there are no enclosed structures. 

The soils in this area are made up of sediments deposited by creeks and other water 
bodies. There is a relatively high groundwater table. The applicant's geologists have 
taken these conditions into account and designed to accommodate these potential 
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hazards. The project is not located in an area subject to other hazards, such as landslides 
or flooding. As such, the project is consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

M. ARCHAEOLOGICAL, HISTORICAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL DEPOSITS. 

The part of this project outside the Coastal Zone is within an area that is described in 
confidential documents as encompassing LAN 54, a registered archaeological site. An 
adjoining property owner is required to recover the part of the site that is located on its 
property. Caltrans' archaeologist has reviewed these documents and disputes their 
conclusions; nevertheless, Caltrans plans to have a qualified archaeological monitor and a 
Native American monitor on the site during construction. Caltrans has not provided any 
statement from the State Historic Preservation Officer as to the absence of a site where 
the bridge and ramps are planned. Section 30244 of the Coastal Act requires: 

Section 30244 

Where development would adversely impact archaeological or paleontological resources as 
identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be 
required. 

Caltrans has not provided evidence that the State Historic Preserv1tion Officer (SHPO) 
has evaluated this site or that SHPO has confirmed that the site lies outside any known 
archaeological sites and would not impact such sites. Caltrans has not demonstrated that 
this project is consistent with Section 30244 of the Coastal Act. Only as conditioned to (1) 
evaluate the project in light of current confidential reports, and (2) obtain concurrence of 
the State Historic Preservation Officer with such evaluation can the Commission find this 
development consistent with Section 30244 of the Coastal Act. Pursuant to these 
requirements, the Commission is requiring a second review of the site in light of newly 
assembled information, and that a qualified archaeological monitor be on site during 
grading' of those portions of the project that are located within the Coastal Zone. As is 
usually required, if any resources are discovered, work must stop to determine whether 
activities are necessary to preserve the resources and whether these activities require an 
amendment to this permit. As conditioned the proposed project is consistent with Section 
30244 of the Coastal Act. 

N. UNPERMITTED DEVELOPMENT. 

Development has occurred on site without benefit of the required coastal development 
permit, including demolition of leased operations, which included the recreational vehicle 
storage facility, and a pottery store located within the coastal zone. Caltrans has also 
demolished an exercise facility located just outside of the coastal zone, originally 
described as part of this request. Consequently, the work that was undertaken inside the 
Coastal Zone constitutes development that requires a coastal development permit. 
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Consideration of the permit application by the Commission has been based solely on the 
consistency of the proposed development with the policies Coastal Act. Approval of this • 
permit does not constitute a waiver of any legal action with regard to the alleged 
unpermitted development, nor does it constitute admission as to the legality of any 
development undertaken on the subject site without a coastal development permit. 

0. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 

Section 13096 of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission 
approval of any coastal development permit application to be supported by a finding that 
the application, as conditioned by any conditions of approval, is consistent with any 
applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 
21080.5(d)(2}(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there 
are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available, which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse effects that the project may have on the 
environment. 

In this case, this particular project is the result of the consideration of several alternatives. 
The applicant originally proposed to fill 0.23 acres of wetlands and to mitigate the fill on 
the site. The originally proposed project could have had significant adverse impacts, but 
the applicant has avoided those impacts by changing its project, relocating the ramps 
away from the wetland, and mitigating the remaining impacts through the implementation 
of the conditions proposed. After the Commission's initial hearing, the applicant proposed 
to avoid fill by bridging the wetlands, an alternative that would have left a tenth of an acre • 
of wetlands in deep shade (Bridge Alternative). The applicant then considered a project 
that would avoid the fill and shading of the then identified wetlands altogether, and to 
enhance the resources of the site (Modified East Alternative). The applicant also 
considered an alternative proposed by the public, the North Alternative, which would 
relocate the traffic l~nes to the inland side of the median because it would increase the 
ability of this site to be connected to the 69-acre state owned parcel in Area C, Playa 
Vista. Because this alternative would have resulted in fill of 0.50 acres the wetland area, 
the applicant rejected this fourth alternative. Finally, based on new information concerning 
wetlands on the site. the applicant further modified its project to reduce or eliminate 
wetland fill, even though this alternative would result in shading of wetlands. The final 
choice, the Modified East Alternative with an extended bridge over the willow-mulefat area 
is the least environmentally damaging alternative. 

This traffic improvement is one that was long identified in regional planning documents, 
and that was designed to relieve congestion and increase safety on regional travel ways. 
The commission and the applicant also investigated alternative modes of transportation 
alternative routes, but found no feasible alternative that could be implemented in a time 
and manner so as to satisfy the objectives of this project. 

There are no additional feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available that could 
substantially lessen any remaining significant adverse impact the activity may have on the 
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environment. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with CEQA and the policies of 
the Coastal Act. 
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APPENDIX A 
SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

1. Environmental Impact Report, First Phase Project for Playa Vista, EIR No. 90-
0200-SUB(c)(CUZ)(CUB) State Clearinghouse No. 90010510; Appendix D 
Mitigation and Monitoring Program; Mitigation Measures Tracts 49104 and 
52092. 

2. Haripal S. Vir, Senior Transportation Engineer, Department of Transportation, 
City of Los Angeles, Memorandum to Merry! Edelstein, Senior Planner "Initial 
Traffic Assessment and Mitigation Measures for the proposed Playa Vista 
Project at the Intersection of Lincoln Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard, EIR 
no.90-0200 (C) (CUB) (CUZ) (GPA) (SUB) (VAC) (ZC), September 16, 1992 

3. Haripal S. Vir, Senior Transportation Engineer, Department of Transportation, 
City of Los Angeles, Memorandum to Merry! Edelstein, Senior Planner "Playa 
Vista Project Phase I, Amendment to the Initial Traffic Assessment and 
Mitigation Letter dated September 16, 1992, EIR No.90-0200 (C) (CUB) (CUZ) 
(GPA) (SUB) (VAC) (ZC)," revised May 24, 1993. 

4. City of Los Angeles Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Exhibit "C "As 
Amended To Include Condition of Approval No. 96 as Required by Condition of 
Approval NO. 12 of Vesting Tentative Tract no. 49104 (Exhibit "B") and Condition 
of Approval No.'s 141,141,144,145,150, and 151 as Required by the 
Modification to VTTM 49104 Approved by the City Council on December 8, 1995 
Exhibit "A". 

• 

5. City of Los Angeles, City Council, Action: Appeals against the Planning • 
Commission's Approval of Tentative Tract 52092 and Modification of Tract 
49104 for Property near Centinela Avenue and Jefferson Boulevard in the Playa 
Vista Area, December 8, 1995. 

6. Playa Vista Entertainment Media and Technology District, Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, Playa Vista Plant Site (Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 
First Phase Project for Playa Vista), August 1995. 

7. Los Angeles County, Marina del Rey/Ballona LUP, Certified 1984. 
8. Los Angeles County, Marina del Rey LUP, Certified 1987. 
9. City of Los Angeles, Playa Vista LUP, Certified1987. 
10. Balsa Chica Land Trust v. Superior Ct. (1999) 71 Cal. App. 4th 493. 
11. Psomas Associates, State Route 90/Cullver Flyover: Jurisdictional Wetlands, 

Streambeds and Waters of the United States, December 1995. 
12. Edith Read, and Ted Winfield, Psomas Associates, "Addendum to Jurisdictional 

evaluation of vacated vehicle storage yard site in the median between LA-90 
eastbound and westbound, west of Culver Boulevard in Marina del Rey coastal 
Development Permit Application No. 5-01-432," May 8, 2002. 

13. Dixon, John, PhD. Memorandum: Wetland Delineation for LA-90 Project, May 
23, 2002", 

14. AGRA Earth and Environmental Inc., "Final Geotechnical Design Report, Route 
90 Extension From 0.38 Km East Centinela Ave To 0.23 Km East of Mindanao 
Way, Los Angeles California EA 1693U1, 07-LA-KP 1.2/1.9, June 30, 2000." 

15. Caltrans: Alternatives analysis (1) and (2) regarding the Route 90 bridge. • 
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16. Jerry B. Baxter, District Director, Caltrans District 7, letter to Con Howe, Director 
of Planning, City of Los Angeles, re Playa Vista Traffic Mitigation Measures, 
September 10,1993. 

17. Robert Goodell, Chief, Advance Planning Branch, Caltrans District 7; 
Memorandum to Tom Loftus, State Clearinghouse, re DEIR Playa Vista Phase I 
90-0200 SUB (C) (CUZ) (CUB), March 22, 1993. 

18. Coastal Development Permits and Appeals: A-5-VEN-98-222 (EMC Snyder); A-
5-90-653 (Channel Gateway); 5-91-463 (Maguire Thomas); 5-91-463A2, 5-91-
463R; 5-91-463R2: 5-00-139W; extended (October 1997), currently expired; 5-
91-463, 5-91-463A2, 5-91-463R, 5-95-148, permit waiver 5-00-139, 5-91-463, 5-
98-164, A-5-PDR 99-130/5-99-151; 6-97-161, A-5-PLV-01-281/5-01-223;A-5-PV-
00-417/5-01-382; 5-98-164; 5-98-164A, A-266-77, A-5-RPV-93-005; 5-82-479. 

19. City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering Staff Report, No. 95-03 -August 2, 
1995 

20. LADOT Inter-departmental correspondence --Amendment of Initial Traffic 
Assessment and Mitigation Letter dated September 16, 1992 --Revised May 24, 
1993. 

21. Law, Crandall Inc., "Report of Lead Assessment, Playa Vista STIP 
Improvements, Lincoln Corridor and Marina Freeway Corridor, Los Angeles, 
California," prepared for Maguire Thomas Partners, Los Angeles, California, 
January 19, 1996. 

22. Law, Crandall Inc., "Report of Phase I Environmental Assessment, Playa Vista 
STIP; State Route 90, (Marina Freeway), from Lincoln Boulevard to Centinela 
Avenue, Playa Vista Project;" prepared for Maguire Thomas Partners, Los 
Angeles, California, February 23, 1996 . 

23. City of Los Angeles City Engineer, Memorandum Public Works review of ETI 
report titled "Subsurface Geo-chemical Assessment of Methane Gas 
Occurrences" for the Playa Vista project; file 1996-092; May 10, 2000 

24. Victor T. Jones, Rufus J. LeBlanc, Jr., and Patrick N. Agostino, Exploration 
Technologies, Inc, Subsurface Geotechnical Assessment of Methane Gas 
Occurrences. Playa Vista First Phase Project. April17, 2000. [Also referred to 
as the Jones Report or "the ETI report."] 

25. Camp Dresser and McKee 2000, "Soil gas sampling and analysis for portions of 
Playa Vista Areas A and C near Culver Boulevard Widening Project" 4 page 
geologic letter report to Maria P Hoye dated 27 November, 2000 and signed by 
A. J. Skidmore and M. Zych (RG). 

26. Mark Johnsson, Senior Geologist, California Coastal Commission, 
Memorandum: "Culver Boulevard Widening Project and Potential Soil Methane 
Hazards" 

27. Gustavo Ortega, C.E.G., C. HG., Memorandum, January 24, 2001 to Ron 
Kosinski, Additional Information LA-01-KP 48.9 ad KP 49.0 "Addressing ... Some 
Comments with Regard to Underground Methane Gas Anomalies Found in the 
Playa Vista Project." 

28. City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, Memorandum of General 
distribution, #92, Methane Potential Hazard Zones, March 19, 1991 . 



5-01-432 (Caltrans Route 90) 
Page 56 

29. City of Los Angeles, Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst, City Investigation of 
Potential Issues of Concern for Community Facilities District No 4, Playa Vista 
Development Project. March, 2001 • 

30. California Department of Fish and Game, Memorandum: Extent of Wetlands in 
Playa Vista, December 1991." 

31. California Coastal Commission, Memorandum: "Volume II Preliminary Working 
draft EIS/EIR Existing Conditions -Playa Vista March 5, 1998" 

32. City of Los Angeles General Plan Palms, Mar Vista Del Rey District Plan, -Playa 
Vista Area C Specific Plan; 

33. City of Los Angeles City Council: Conditions of Approval, Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map 49104 (As Revised December 8, 1995) 

34. City of Los Angeles City Council: Conditions of Approval, Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map 52092 (December 8, 1995) 

35. City of Los Angeles Tentative Tract Number 44668, Map and conditions of 
approval, May 4, 1987. 

36. Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region: Clean up and 
Abatement Order 98-125. 

37. Diamond, Jared M. 1975. "The Island Dilemma: Lessons of Modern 
Biogeographic Studies for the Design of Natural Reserves," Biological 
Conservation, v7 (1975): 129-146. 

38. Longcore, Travis, Urban Wildlands Group, "Ecological Consequence of Artificial 
Night Lighting," Bibliography, 3/14/2002. 

39. Edith Read, and Ted Winfield, Psomas Associates, "Addendum to Jurisdictional 
evaluation of vacated vehicle storage yard site in the median between LA-90 
eastbound and westbound, west of Culver Boulevard in Marina del Rey coastal • 
Development Permit Application No. 5-01-432," May 8, 2002. 
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ADDENDUM TO DELINEATION OF VACATED STORAGE YARD- DRAFT 
05-08-2002 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this addendum is to update a previous delineation (Read and 
Winfield, 2002) of a vacated storage yard located in the median between the 
eastbound and westbound lanes of the Marina (90) freeway, west of Culver 
Boulevard in Marina del Rey. Details of the project location and historical site 
conditions were described in that report. Additional field data requested by staff 
of the California Coastal Commission consisted of: 

• A map showing polygons of more-or-less homogenous vegetation where 
more than 50 percent of the dominant species consist of FAG, FACW, 
and/or OBL plant species; 

• Complete plant species list for each polygon and visual estimate of 
species' percent cover; 

• Completed field data forms. 

METHODS 

Field work was conducted by Drs. Winfield and Read on May 5, 2002. The 
requested vegetation information was supplemented with data from eight 
additional five tt2 plots, bringing the total sample size for the site to 28. 
Vegetation polygons were surveyed by Psomas sJ,Jrveyors on May 6, 2002 under 
the direct supervision of Dr. Read. 

Rationale for selection of the additional plot locations was two-fold, namely: 1) 
obtain a more detailed cross-section along a single transect that extended from 
the north .side of the site to the south side of the site, which provided a 
representative range of ground elevations that include the swale; 2) obtain a 
sample from a vegetation polygon on the site that was not represented in the 
previous sample. 

Distinguishing polygons in the field that consisted of "more-or-less homogenous" 
vegetation, beyond what was identified in our previous report, was by no means 
a straightforward process. In our previous report, we distinguished a small 
polygon dominated by arroyo willow/mulefat that we concluded was a coastal 
wetland, and larger polygons in which sand spurrey (Spergularia marina- OBL) 
was the dominant species in terms of both frequency (number of individuals) and 
percent cover, but which we concluded not to qualify as coastal wetland based 
on absence of wetland hydrology and soil. These polygons essentially 
constituted the entirety of what were visually homogenous stands of OBL and/or 
FACW vegetation distinct from one another, and in which more than 50 percent 
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ADDENDUM TO DELINEATION OF VACATED STORAGE YARD- DRAFT 
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of the dominant species consisted of OBL or FACW species 1
• The current work 

described in this report takes those previo~s distinctions a step further and 
attempts to distinguish stands of vegetation in which FAC species are included in 
the visual estimation of dominance along with FACW and OBL species. In order 
to help compensate for the fact that such estimations are highly season 
dependent, and the fact that this year resulted in poor growth of annual species 
in general due to below normal rainfall, seedlings as well as last year's growth 
and this season's mature plants were included in the visual estimation of 
dominance. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The attached topographic map shows the additional plot and vegetation polygon 
locations. An aerial photograph of the site, taken by helicopter in April of 2002, is 
attached for visual reference. An updated table summarizing the plot data, an 
updated plant list, and completed field data forms are also included. 

The field investigation recognized three vegetation associations that were not 
distinguished in the previous work, representing roughly homogenous stands 
where at least two species of FAC or wetter status were clearly observed to co­
dominate. Descriptions of these new polygons and the previously recognized 

• 

vegetation associations (Read and Winfield 2002) are elaborated upon as • 
follows: 

Arroyo Willow- Mulefat. We previously identified this association as a potential 
Coastal Act wetland and this interpretation remains unchanged. Young arroyo 
willow (Salix lasiolepis) and mulefat (Baccharis sa/icifolia), both FACW species, 
comprise at least 50 percent of the areal cover of this polygon, with sourclover 
(Melilotus indica- FAC) a subdominant in the understory along with various other 
weedy herbaceous species, including sand spurrey (Spergularia marina - OBL). 
As explained at length in our previous report, soil characteristics in the upper 18 
inches of profile are marginally suggestive of periods of saturation that would 
qualify the location as a coastal wetland. 

Monotypic Stands of Sand Spurrey. These stands are labeled "A" through "G" on 
the map, and were identified in the previous report. Few, if any, other species 
occupy these areas or if they do so, they are not dominant (areal cover << 20% ). 
These stands appear to be associated with exposed aggregates of coarse sand 
and shell debris, and are not associated with any pattern of clay lenses, 
depressions, or other features that would retain water. 

1 The exclusion of FAC species is allowed by the Corps of Engineers' standard three-parameter 
methodology for delineating wetlands in cases where there is some question as to the reliability of 

FAC species as wetland indicators. € )'"' h.t L1 r l 
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Picris - Melilotus Association. This vegetation is densely congregated at the east 
end of the site and has been added to the map with the labei "H". Both species 
have FAC status and together comprise at least 80 percent of the vegetation 
cover within this polygon. Soil data from plot #28 within this polygon did not 
reveal any distinctive features. 

Me/ilotus - Convza Association. This vegetation occupies the swale that was 
described at length in the previous report, and in some areas extends slightly 
outside of the swale. The vegetation is represented by two polygons added to the 
map, both labeled "I" to indicate the similarity of the two areas. While Me/ilotus 
and Conyza {both FAC species) are dominants and together comprise at least 60 
to 80 percent of the areal cover, there are numerous other species present, as 
shown . on the attached plant list. A stand of an invasive exotic, pampas grass, 
has colonized the west side of this area. The new survey revealed the presence 
of one heliotrope plant (Helitropium curassavicum - OBL) in the northwestern 
section of the swale. This location is marked on the map. Soil data from plots in 
this swale did not reveal any distinctive features except for localized clay lenses 
that would tend to retain water somewhat longer than the profiles observed 
outside of the swale, thus accounting for the relatively taller growth of the 
Melilotus. However, as we concluded previously, we did not observe any features 
in the upper soil horizon comparable to those that we identified in the Arroyo 
Willow - Mulefat polygon, or otherwise indicative of prolonged periods of 
saturation. .. 

Spergularia- Po/ypogon Association. This vegetation occupies an open section 
of the swale near the center of the site. The vegetation is represented by the 
polygon labeled "J" added to the map. Soil data collected in plot #25 near the 
polygon were typical of all other plots along this cross-section. 

Ruderal. While all of the above vegetation associations except for the arroyo 
willow-mulefat can also be classified as ruderal, this label on the map applies to 
all areas on the site in which the vegetation was heterogeneous and without 
distinctive boundaries. Species include horseweed (Conyza canadensis- FAC), 
telegraph weed (Heterotheca grandiflora -- UPL), sourclover (Melilotus indica -
FAC), and (along the fence) upland oat and brome grasses (Avena fatua, 
Bromus diandrus) mixed with a wide variety of other FAC and UPL species 
(please refer to attached plant list for details). It was attempted, but found 
impossible, to determine boundaries or homogenous stands of this heterogenous 
vegetation by any reliable or consistent method and therefore these areas simply 
retained the label "ruderal" from our previous map. As discussed in our previous 
report, there are widely scattered individuals of young mulefat (Baccharis 
salicifolia --FACW) and arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) across the mid-western 
section of the site that also extend into the swale (Meli/otus - Conyza 
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association), but these plants are not dominant and do not form homogenous 
stands. 

In summary, the plot data did not yield any new information that would change 
our previous interpretation of the site conditions. With the exception of the small 
wetland delineated previously, soils in the upper 18 inches clearly consist of 
sandy fill, with shell fragments and cobbles. There is no pattern of soil or 
hydrologic features with respect to distribution of plant species that have been 
assigned FAC, FACW, or OBL status in the California regional list of Plant 
Species That Occur in Wetlands (Reed 1988; USFWS 1997). 

CONCLUSIONS 

Additional field data collected for this addendum are consistent with our previous 
findings. As described in our previous report, the surface of the site is relatively 
"young", having been exposed only about 1.5 years ago (November 2000). The 
species present at the site are evidently successful as pioneer species. The data 
collected from the 28 plots of this study add to the growing body of evidence for 
this coastal region that plant specfes at the drier end of the hydrophytic spectrum 
(FAC) are unreliable as wetland indicators, especially if the species in question 
also happen to be weedy in nature and capable of colonizing any newly exposed 
or disturbed site, regardless of hydrologic regime. In the case of two species 
listed as OBL (sand spurrey - Spergu/aria marina, heliotrope - Heliotropium 
curassavicum), and at least two species listed as FACW (mulefat- Baccharis 
sa/icifolia and rabbitsfoot grass -- Polypogon monspeliensis), all appear to be 
inaccurately classified for this region or at least should not be relied upon as 
indicators under disturbed conditions. For all of the above reasons, we believe 
soils provide a more reliable measure of the presence/absence of reducing 
conditions and therefore our previous opinion,' that the potential coastal wetland 
is limited to the Arroyo Willow- Mulefat association, remains unchanged. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219 
VOICE AND TDD (415) 904-5200 
FAX ( 415) 904-5400 

FROM: John Dixon, Ph.D. 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Pam Emerson & Alex Helperin 

SUBJECT: Wetland Delineation for LA-90 project 

DATE: May 24, 2002 

Site information considered for this memo: 

' GRAY DAVIs:covERNOR' 

Read, E. & T. Winfield. Jurisdictional evaluation of vacated vehicle storage yard site, in the 
median between LA-90 eastbound and westbound, west of Culver Boulevard in Marine Del Rey 
(Coastal development permit application No. 5-01-432). A draft document prepared for Caltrans 
dated April 18, 2002. 

Read, E. & T. Winfield. Addendum to Jurisdictional evaluation of vacated vehicle storage yard 
site, in the median between LA-90 eastbound and westbound, west of Culver Boulevard in 
Marine Del Rey (Coastal development permit application No. 5-01-432). A draft document 
prepared for Caltrans dated May 8, 2002 

PSOMAS. Revised map entitled "Vegetation and Soil Sample Locations" dated May 14, 2002, 
with a modified delineation of wetlands based on the May 13, 2002 site visit. 

Site visit on Monday, May 13, 2002 with Drs. Read and Winfield and Caltrans representatives. 

The Coastal Act defines wetlands as " ... lands within the coastal zone which may be covered 
periodically or permanently with shallow water .... " The definition adopted by the Commission 
and codified in Section 13577(b)(1) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations defines 
wetland as, " ... land where the water table is at, near, or above the land surface long enough to 
promote the formation of hydric soils or to support the growth of hydrophytes .... " In discussing 
boundary determinations, the same section of the Regulations specifies that wetlands have a 
"predominance" of hydrophytic cover or a "predominance" of hydric soils. Although the 
definition is based on inundation or shallow saturation long enough for anaerobic reducing 
conditions to develop within the root zone 1, in practice hydrology is the most difficult wetland 
indicator to demonstrate. In California, a predominance of hydrophytes or a predominance of 
hydric soils is taken as evidence that the land was "wet enough long enough" to develop 
wetland characteristics. How is such "predominance" demonstrated? 

No delineation methods or protocols are included in California law. Given this void, delineators 
rely on methods developed in the context of various Federal laws, including the Clean Water Act 

1 As demonstrated by the definitions of hydric soils and hydrophytes: "A hydric soil is a soil that formed 
under conditions of saturation, flooding, or ponding long enough during the growing season to develop 
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anaerobic conditions in the upper part." National technical committee for hydric soils, October 18, 1994; • 
A hydrophyte is, "Any macrophyte that grows in water or on a substrate that is at least periodically 
deficient in oxygen as a result of excessive water content .... " Environmental Laboratory. 1987. Corps of 
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Washington, D.C. 
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and the Food Security Act, and on other pertinent scientific works2
. The Army Corps of 

Engineers (Corps), the Environmental Protection Agency, and the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service have developed generally science-based delineation protocols within the 
context of their governing laws and regulations. These federal procedures generally require 
positive evidence of all three wetland criteria: wetland hydrology, hydric soils, and a 
"prevalence"3 of hydrophytes. The indicators of wetland hydrology and hydric soils are 
conceptually straightforward and generally independent of the other two factors. This is not 
always the case for indicators of the presence of hydrophytic vegetation. 

There are two elements necessary for demonstrating that a community is comprised 
predominantly of wetland vegetation. First, one must identify those species that are growing as 
hydrophytes. Second, one must demonstrate that those hydrophytic species make up a 
predominance (>50%) of the dominant plant species in the community. The latter is generally a 
simple exercise following the protocols in the 1987 Corps Manual. Identifying hydrophytes is 
less standard4

, but under federal regulations also is generally a matter of following written 
protocols, although professional judgement is sometimes required. Most protocols make use of 
plant lists produced by federal agencies. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in cooperation with 
other federal agencies, developed lists of plant species that occur in wetlands5

. Based on 
descriptions in state and regional floras and the opinions of regional ecologists, plant species 
known to occur in wetlands in at least some areas were assigned to one of five categories, 
depending on the estimated probability of occurring in a wetland6

. Under federal procedures, 
species listed as OBL, FACW, or FAC are defined as "hydrophytes," despite the fact that for any 
individual species the percent of occurrences in upland will actually be between <1% and 66%. 
However, this causes no conflict because even those FAC species that commonly occur in 
uplands, can be assumed to be growing as "hydrophytes" where the presence of hydric soils 
and indicators of hydrology provide independent evidence of wetness7

. Under the Coastal Act, 
OBL, FACW, and FAC species are also presumptively "hydrophytic" and, in general, a 
preponderance of those species is presumptive evidence of a wetland. The strength of this test 

2 For example: Tiner, R.W. 1999. Wetland indicators. A guide to wetland identification, delineation, 
classification, and mapping. Lewis Publishers, Boca Raton, FL. 392 pages; Richardson, J.L and M.J. 
Vepraskas. 2001. Wetland soils. Genesis, hydrology, landscapes, and classification. Lewis Publishers, 
Boca Raton, FL. 417 pages: Cronk, J.K. and M.S. Fennessy. 2001. Wetland plants. Biology and 
ecology. Lewis Publishers, Boca Raton, FL. 462 pages; National Research Council. 1995. Wetlands. 
Characteristics and boundaries. National Academy Press, Washington, D.C. 308 pages. 
3 "Prevalence" and "predominance" are equivalent. According to the 1987 Corp of Engineers Delineation 
Manual, the "prevalent vegetation" has the character of the majority of the dominant plant species in the 
community and "Dominant species" are those that define the character of the community because of their 
high relative ground cover, basal area, or other measure of standing stock. 
4 

"Interpretation of plants as wetland indicators vary (sic) according to the approach taken for wetland 
delineation." Tiner, 1999, op. cit, page 78. 
5 

Reed, P.B. Jr. 1988. National list of plant species that occur in wetlands: California (Region 0). U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Report 88 (26.10). 135 pages. 
6 

"Obligate Wetland (OBL)- > 99% of occurrences in wetlands under natural conditions; Facultative 
Wetland (FACW)- 67-99% of occurrences in wetlands: Facultative (FAC)- 34-66% of occurrences in 
wetlands; Facultative Upland- 1-33% of occurrences in wetlands; Obligate Upland (UPL) > 99% of 
occurrences in uplands under natural conditions within the region, but occurs in wetlands elsewhere. 
7 

The distinction between being included in a list of species that occur in wetlands or being defined by the 
Corps as a "hydrophyte" for methodological purposes and actually growing as a hydrophyte is an 
important one. This is clear in the following discussion of wetland indicator plants (Tiner, 1999, op. cit, 
page 80): "FACU species (plants that are typically found in nonwetlands) are more contentious as 
wetland species, since by definition they occur more in uplands than in wetlands. The national list of 
wetland plant species includes about 1400 FACU species (21% of the list)(Tiner, 1991 ). Some species 
are quite common in wetlands and when growing under such conditions are hydrophytic." The reverse 
situation may occur with species that are typically found in wetlands, and a finding that they are not 
growing as "hydrophytes" is similarly contentious but nevertheless sometimes justifiable. 
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is greater where most dominant wetland indicator species are classed as OBL or FACW. 
However, where the wetland character of a site is demonstrably ambiguous because of the 
presence of substantial upland features, characterizing a species as "hydrophytic" requires 
professional judgment9 in addition to a demonstration that the species is included on a list of • 
plant species that occur in wetlands. In such situations, rote application of the Corps' protocol 
for identifying hydrophytic vegetation outside the context of the 3-parameter test for which it was 
developed could potentially result in wrongly categorizing some "uplands" as "wetlands," 
especially where FAG species comprise a significant portion of the vegetation 10

. The subject 
site presents such a situation based on the substantial evidence presented in the applicant's 
reports. 

The proposed project site is currently a difficult site to delineate for at least four reasons. First, 
the topography has been substantially altered over the years by agriculture and later by fill and 
grading. Second, it is an atypical situation because it was used for many years as a vehicle 
storage yard and was covered with asphalt until November 2000. Therefore, all the vegetation 
is recent and the vegetative characteristics of the site will continue to undergo successional 
changes for several years. Third, it is a problem situation because November 2001 through 
April 2002 was a period of extreme drought (3.98 inches of rainfall compared to the long-term 
average of 11.33 inches11

}. Finally, it is a problem situation because the soil is comprised of fill 
from elsewhere, so soil color and redoximorphic features 12 are not necessarily reliable indicators 
of hydric soils. 

With one exception, the narrative descriptions in the reports and the depictions in the data 
sheets matched what we observed on the ground13

. The site has been graded to create a east­
west swale in the middle portion of the median strip. The swale slopes down to the west (with 
about a 4-foot fall) and delivers water to a man-made catchment that drains off the property to 
the south. The site may receive some freeway runoff at the western half of the property. There, 
the roadway abuts a broad mowed strip that slopes onto the site. The eastern half of the 

8 ·'v\htle both OBL and FACW species are universally recognized as useful indicators of wetlands, FAC 
and FACU are not reliable wetland indicators and their use in wetland delineation has been contentious 
(see 56 Federal Register 40446-40480, August 14, 1991). Since they occur in wetlands with some 
frequency and may even dominate certain types, they have the potential to be hydrophytes .... " Tiner, 
1999. op. cit, page 78. 
9 Professional judgement takes into account such factors as recent rainfall patterns, topography, drainage 
patterns, soil characteristics, technical indicators of hydrology or hydric soils, adjacency to obvious 
wetland areas, number of associated FACW or OBL species, and presence of facultative adaptations to 
inundation such as adventitious roots. However, despite the importance of considering factors related to 
hydrology and soil characteristics in this process of assessing whether a species is growing as a 
"hydrophyte," demonstrating the presence of hydric soils or wetland hydrology according to the Corps' 
rules is not required, i.e., such judgement does not convert the one parameter requirement into a two or 
three parameter requirement 
10 In this context, it is worth pointing out that there is no perfect wetland definition or delineation method. 
For example, the Corps approach risks underestimating the extent of seasonal wetlands in Mediterranean 
or arid climates because hydrology indicators and vegetation indicators may be seasonally absent. On 
the other hand, the California approach risks overestimating the extent of seasonal wetlands because of 
the environmental plasticity of some wetland indicator plants. Professional judgement is usually required. 
11 Rainfall data for Los Angeles International Airport from Western Regional Climate Center. 
12 Redoximorphic features, such as "rust"-like concentrations, result from the reduction, translocation, and 
oxidation of iron and manganese oxides in, at least periodically, saturated soils. 
13 An exception was sample site P-21. Mulefat was an unrecorded dominant in the shrub layer and the 
soil had redoximorphic characteristics in the root zone that had not previously been noted. Dr. Winfield 
dug a series of soil pits west from P-21. Based on the additional data from these pits and the continued 
presence of mulefat, we agreed that the western boundary of the wetland area characterized in the 
reports as "Arroyo willow- mulefat association" should be moved west along the swale approximately 20 
m. The boundary was subsequently re-surveyed by PSOMAS. 

• 

• 
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property appears to be slightly higher than the adjacent roadways 14
. The land adjacent to the 

roadways on the north and south is lower and there is a ditch along the southern roadway, so 
much of the freeway runoff appears to be directed offsite. The primary source of water is 
probably direct precipitation. There were no standard Corps indicators of wetland hydrology at 
any of the sample stations. However, there were patchy areas in the swale where there 
apparently was a higher clay content in the surface soils and the soils had cracked and curled 
forming concave surfaces. These characteristic mud cracks are caused by drying and 
shrinkage of wet soil, indicating previous pending or surface saturation. 

The texture of the soil in the upper 12 inches was generally a fine sandy loam or coarser 
material, which one would expect to be highly permeable. At half the sample sites (in no 
particular spatial pattern) there was a deeper layer of clay loam or clay, generally between 12 
and 24 inches below the surface. This will act as a confining layer and tend to perch water. The 
remaining soil pits had coarse materials from the surface to the depth of the hole, which was 
generally 18 inches. It is possible that these locations also had a deeper clay layer at unknown 
depth15

. The confining layer may roughly follow the surface contours, in which case water 
would tend to move horizontally toward the swale at the depth of the confining layer. Only one 
of the 28 widely scattered sample sites had evidence of hydric soils according to the Corps' 
protocols16

. Generally, any redoximorphic characteristics were too deep to be diagnostic of 
hydric soils. In this regard, it should be noted that hydric features present now, with the possible 
exception of oxidized root channels, would have developed during the period prior to the asphalt 
being laid on the site. Without detailed knowledge of the land-altering activities that took place 
subsequent to agricultural usage, it is very difficult to interpret the current soil conditions. In 
addition, there has been insufficient time since the asphalt was removed for the soil to reflect 
the new existing conditions; therefore, the soil features present are useful for the wetland 
delineator only to the extent that current conditions reflect the conditions present prior to the 
addition of the asphalt pavement. 

The pattern of the herbaceous vegetation is confusing and bears little relationship to the 
topography of the site. Throughout the site, many areas are dominated by species that are 
designated as OBL, FACW, or FAC in the list of plant species that occur in wetlands. Of the 8 
dominant herbaceous species present in the samples, 6 are FAC or drier. However, the 
remaining two are Spergularia maritima (OBL), an annual herb and Po/ypogon monspielensis 
(FACW+), an annual grass. Spergularia occurs throughout the site and probably has the 
greatest ground cover of any species, but particularly dominates the higher, apparently drier 
areas. The swale, which one would expect to be wetter, is dominated by FAC herbaceous 
species. Polypogon occurs in single clumps or small patches throughout the site. A portion of 
the swale also supports arroyo willow (FACW) and mulefat (FACW), which are dominants in the 
shrub layer. Except in patches of nearly 100% Spergularia, the wetland indicator species are 
intermixed with 30 species of mostly weedy, upland plants, all but two of which occur only as 
subdominants. 

The vegetation is also puzzling because of the rainfall pattern. Given the extremely low rainfall, 
the highly permeable nature of the surface soils, and the depth of the confining layers, it seems 
very unlikely that these soils were saturated long enough to develop anaerobic reducing 
conditions within the root zone at anytime during the winter of 2001-2002. Nevertheless, the 
annual plants Spergu/aria (OBL) and Po/ypogon (FACW+) germinated and grew to become 
dominant species during that time. Notwithstanding these observations, I think that Polypogon, 
and probably Spergularia, are properly classified for the region. This presents the paradox that 

14 
Based on the elevations on the map entitled "Draft Vegetation and Soil Sample Locations" dated 5/8/02 

and contained in the Addendum cited above . 
15 

Two of 5 deeper holes, with no confining layer in the upper 18 inches, had a deeper confining layer. 
16 

Chroma of 1 was not considered a reliable indicator because the soils are fill and low chroma color may 
be an artifact of previous conditions elsewhere. 
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an OBL and F ACW+ species were apparently not growing as hydrophytes at this site during this 
last winter season. I hypothesize that, in the absence of competition 17

, these species are 
capable of growing under a greater variety of environmental conditions than suggested by their 
observed distribution under natural conditions. In fact, many wetland species do not require • 
saturated soil conditions, but rather have evolved adaptations that enable them to tolerate such 
conditions. This provides them with a spatial refuge from upland species which are unable to 
survive under conditions of saturation and oxygen deficit. The occasional presence of such 
wetland indicator species in an upland situation would not be surprising. 

The winter of 2000-2001 was a very different situation. That was a wet winter (Nov-Apr rainfall 
of 14.37 inches compared to the 11.33 inch average). It is much more likely that the soil 
saturated in various areas and perhaps ponded in the swale during that time. Based on their 
height distribution, that was the year when the arroyo willow and mulefat must have recruited. 
We have no knowledge of the annual herbaceous vegetation prior to this year. 

It is clear that no areas on this site would delineate as wetlands under the Corps' regulations 
due to the absence of hydrology indicators and the general absence of hydric soil indicators. 
However, the preponderance of dominant species throughout most of the site were OBL, 
FACW, and FAC wetland indicator species, which meets the Corps' vegetation criterion. 
However, since there was also substantial evidence of upland environmental conditions, it was 
necessary to assess whether the predominant species were growing as hydrophytes and were 
therefore indicative of a wetland. In the above mentioned reports, it is concluded that the area 
that was dominated by arroyo willow and mulefat in the shrub layer and that had a relatively 
shallow clay confining layer with redoximorphic features in or near the root zone is a wetland 
under the Coastal Act. I agree with that conclusion and with the boundaries, as modified during 
our site visit and shown in the revised map referenced above. The reports also concluded that 
none of the rest of the site qualified as wetland. I also agree with that conclusion, but in the 
narrow sense that those areas did not have wetland characteristics in 2002. 

Such a caveat is unusual in a recommendation. In a natural area under normal circumstances 
during a drought year, one would use professional judgement to adjust for the shortage of 
rainfall and make a wetland determination that would try to capture the wetland boundaries 
under usual conditions. Even in the case of seasonal wetlands, there would be evidence of 
prior conditions in the soils and the perennial vegetation present. One might also be able to 
examine aerial and ground level photographs from recent years with more normal rainfall and 
talk to local residents with knowledge of the site. With the return of normal weather conditions, 
the site would tend to return to its average mix of wetland and upland hydrology and vegetation. 
At the subject site, this approach is not possible because the usual condition has been that of 
an asphalt-covered parking lot. One can only look at the current condition, during an extreme 
drought, and perhaps guess at the community trajectory. If the soil characteristics of the upper 
north and south slopes are similar to those immediately west of the fence that defines the 
western edge of the previously paved area, then one would expect that the vegetation would 
eventually take on similar upland shrub characteristics. On the other hand, the presence of a 
shallow, clay-rich confining layer over portions of the site provides a soil environment 
characteristic of many wetlands and demonstrates wetland potential. In fact, I think it more 
likely than not that some areas in or near the swale but outside the boundaries of the delineated 
wetland will develop wetland characteristics over a period of years with normal rainfall. 
However, there is no factual basis for delineating additional areas at this time. Because of the 
unique situation at this site, identifying such areas would require observations during the rainy 
season of a normal rainfall year, or a significant experimental study of hydrology and soil 
characteristics. 

17 Competition would be unlikely at this recently exposed site because it had no vegetation in November 
2000 and was probably still relatively unvegetated at the beginning of the 2001-2002 wet season. 
Compared to nearby areas, it still has considerable open space. 

• 

• 
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AGREEMENT REGARDING PROPOSetfSTREAM OR LAKE ALTERATION 

THIS AGREEMENT, entered into between the State of California, Department of Fish 
and Game, hereinafter called the Department, and Az.iz Elattar of the California Department of 
Transportation, District 7, 120 South Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012. hereinafter called 
the Operator, is as follows: 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 1601 of California Fish and Game Code, the Operator, 
on the 8th day of November 2000, notified the Department ~hat they intend to divert or obstruct 
the natur:JI flow of, or change the bed, channel, or bani< of, or use material from the 
streambed{ s) of, the following water( s ): that portion of an unnamed tributary to Ballona Creek 
located between the eastbound and westbound lanes of State Route 90 from Culver Blvd. to 
Midanao Ave., near the unincorporated community of Marina Del Rey, los Angeies County, 
California, Section_ Township 25 Range 15W {Venice Quad.). 

WHEREAS, the Department (represented by Pam Beare through a site visit on the Jth 
day of February, 2001) has determined that such operations may substantially adverselv ~ffect 
those existing fish and wildlife resources within unnamed tributary to Ballona Creek, 
specifically identified as follows: birds: great blue heron (Butorides striatus), barn swallow 
(Hirundo rustica), Allen's hummingbird (Calypte anna). American goldfinch (Carduelis tristis), 
northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), and mourning dove (Zenaida macroura); riparian 
vegetation which provides habitat for those species: mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia), tall 
flatsedge (Cyperus eragrostis), cattail (Typha sp.), and all other aquatic and wildlife resources, 
including that riparian vegetation which provides hat.itat for such species in the area. 

THEREFORE, the Department hereby proposes measures to protect fish and wildlife 
resources during the Operator's work. The Operator hereby agrees to accept the following 
measures/conditions as part of the proposed work. 

If the Operator's work changes from that stated in the notification specified above, this 
Agreement is no ionger valid and a new notification shali be submitted to the Department of 
Fish and Game. Failure to comply with the provisions of this Agreement and with other 
pertinent code sections, including but not limited to Fish and Game Code Sections 5650, 
5652, 5937, and 5948, may result in prosecution. 

Nothing in this Agreement authorizes the Operator to trespass on any land or property, 
nor does it relieve the Operator of responsibility for complianr::e with applicable federal, state, 
or loc.al laws or ordinances. A concumm?.~ed Agreement does f'IOt constitute Department of 
Fish and Game endorsement of the proposed operation. or assure the Department's 
concurrence with permits required from other agencies. 

This Agreement becomes effective the date of Department's signature and terminates 
December 31, 2002 for project construction only. This Agreement shall remain in effect for 
that time necessary to satisfy the terms/conditions of this .Agreement 

EXHIBIT NO. C 
APPLICATION NO • 
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STREAMBED ALTERATION CONDITIONS FOR NOTIFICATION NUMBER: 5-265-00 

1. The following provisions ?<?nstitute the limit of activities agreed to and resolved by this • 
Agreement. The s1gnrng of .. ""IS Agreement does not 1mply that the Jperator is precluded from 
d<?ing other activities at the ~ite. However, acti~ities_ not specifically agreed to and resolved by 
thts Agreement shall be subject to separate nottficat1on pursuant to Fish and Game Code 
Sections 1600 et seq. 

2. The Operator proposes to alter the streambed to extend the freeway section of State Route 
90 (SR-90) to just west of Culver Boulevard (KP R2.8), near the community of Marina Del Rey 
in Los Angeles County. ' 

3. The agreed work includes activities associated with No. 2 above. Specific work areas and 
mitigation measures are described on/in the plans and documents submitted by the Operator, 
including the Planting Plan and Plant list, which are attached to this agreement, and the 
Natural Environmental Study Report; mitigation measures shall be implemented as proposed 
unless directed differently by this agreement. 

4. The Operator shall not impact more than 1639 ft2 (.41 acre). Approximately 1275 ft2 (.32 
acre) are permanent impacts; approximately 364 ft2 

{. 09 acre) are temporary impacts. 

5. The Operator shall submit a Revegetation/Mitigation plan for Department review within 60 
days of signing this Agreement and shall receive Department approval prior to project 
initiation/impacts. The plan shall include a complete description of the mitigation plan 
including: identification of one or more specific, onsite habitat restoration (0. 73 acres) areas 
as well as a description of the enhancement areas (0.61 acre); the revegetation plan, inciuding 
success criteria; and a long-term maintenance and monitoring plan. Revegetation shall use 
only endemic species. 

All mitigation shall be installed as soon as possible, but no later than December 31, 2002. 

6. An annual report shall be submitted to the Department by Jan. 1 of each year for 5 years 
after planting. This report shall describe the status of the reveg~tation and i~clude, at a 
minimum, percent cover, the number of plants replaced by spec1es, an overv1ew of the 
revegetation effort, and the m~thod used to assess these parameters. Photos from 
designated photo stations shalf be included. · 

7. If after 3 years of monitoring the mitigation meets the 5-year success criteria, AND the 
Department reviews and approves the mitigati~n s.tatus in writing, the Operator may consider 
the sites have been successful and cease monrtonng. 

8. The Operator shall not remove vegetation within the stream from Marcr, 1 to August 15 to 
avoid impacts to nesting birds. However, the Operator may. remove vegetation during this time 
if a qualified biologist conducts a survey for nest1ng b1rds wtthtn one w~ek ef the work, and 
ensures no nesting birds shall be impacted by the p~oJect. If neshnQ b1rds are present. ~o 
work shall occur until the young have fledged and wtll no longer be 1mpacted by the project. 

I 

9. Access to the work site shall be via existing roads and access ramps. 

10 The pen meter of the work stte shall be adequately flagged to prevent damage to adJacent 
ripanan habitat 

11 . Structures and associated materials not destgned to withstand higtt seasonal flows shall 

• 

• 



'.Page_i of ..1. 
~).. ". 0 t" "' ,. e::') \ 

)·Of· &oft~ 

STREAMBED ALTERATION CONDITIONS FOR NOTIFICATION NUMBER 5-265-00 

• be removed to areas above the high water mark before such flows occur. 

12. Staging/storage areas for equipment and materials shall be located outside of the stream. 

13. Spoil sites shall not be located within a stream/lake, where spoil shall be washed back into 
a stream/lake, or where it will cover aquatic or riparian vegetation. 

14. Precautions to minimize turbidity/siltation shall be taken into account during project 
planning and implementation. This may require that the work site be isolated and/or the 
construction of silt catchment basins, so that silt, or other deleterious materials are not allowed 
to pass to downstream reaches. The placement of any structure or materials in the stream for 
this purpose, not included in the original project description, shall be coordinated with the 
Department. Coordination shall include the negotiation of additional Agreement provisions. 

15. Raw cement/concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, paint or other coating material, oil or 
other petroleum products, or any other substances which could be hazardous to aquatic life, 
resulting from project related activities, shall be prevented from contaminating the soil and/or 
entering the waters of the state. These materials, placed within or where they may enter a 
stream/lake, by Operator or any party working under contract, or with the permission of the 
Operator, shall be removed immediately. 

16. The Operator shall comply with all litter and pollution laws. All contractors, subcontractors 
and employees shall also obey these laws and it shall be the responsibility of the operator to 
ensure compliance. 

• 17. No equipment maintenance shall be done within or near any stream channel where 
petroleum products or other pollutants from the equipment may enter these areas under any 
flow. 

• 

18. Any equipment or vehicles driven and /or operated within or adjacent to the stream/lake 
shall be checked and maintained daily, to prevent leaks of materials that if introduced to water 
could be deleterious to aquatic life. 

19. The Operator shall provide a copy of this Agreement to all contractors, 
subcontractors, and the Operator's project supervisors. Copies of the Agreement shall 
be readily available at work sites at all times during periods of active work and must be 
presented to any Department personnel, or personnel from anoiher agency upon demand. All 
project personnel shall comply with all terms and conditions of this agreement. 

20. The Department reserves the right tc enter the proJect site at any time to ensure 
compli3nce with terms/conditions of this Agreement. 

21 The Operator shall notify the Department, in writing, at least five (5) days prior to 
initiation of construction (project) activities and at least five (5) days prior to completion 
of construction (project) activities. Notification shall be sent to the Department at 4949 
Viewridge Avenue, CA 92123, Attn: Pam Beare. 

22 It IS understood the Department has entered 1nto th1s Strearnbea Alteratton Agreement for 
purposes of establtshmg protecttve features for fish and wtldltfe The deciston to proceed witn 
the proJect 1s the sole responsibility of the Operator, and 1s not required by this agreement. It 
is further agreed all liability and/or incurred cost related to or arising out of the 
Operator's project and the fish and wildlife protective conditions of this agreement, 
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STREAMBED AlTERATION CONDITIONS FOR NOTIFICATION NUMBER: 5-265-00 

remain the sole responsibility of the Operator. The Operator agrees to hold harmless the • 
State of California and the Department of Fish and Game against any related claim made by 
any party or parties for personal injury or any other damages. 

23. The Department reserves the right to suspend or cancel this Agreement for other reasons, 
including but not limited to the following 

a. The Department determines that the information provided by the Operator in support of 
the Notification/Agreement is incomplete or inaccurate; 

b. The Department obtains new information that was not known to it in preparing the terms 
and conditions of the Agreement; 

c. The project or project activities as described in the Notification/Agreement have 
changed; 

d. The conditions affecting fish and wildlife resources change or the Department 
determines that project activities will result in a substantial adverse effect on the 
environment. 

24. Before any suspension or cancellation of the Agreement, the Department will notify the 
Operator in writing of the circumstances which the Department believes warrant suspension or 
cancellation. The Operator will have seven (7) working days from the date of receipt of this 
notification to respond in writing to the circumstances described in the Department's 
notification. During the seven (7) day response period, the Operator shall immediately cease 
any project activities which the Department specified in its notification. The Operator shall not 
continue the specified activities until that time when the Department notifies the Operator in 
writing that adequate methods and/or measures have been identified and agreed upon to 
mitigate or eliminate the significant adverse effect. 

CONCURRENCE 
' 

California Department of Transportation California Department of Fish and Game 

• 
~k:,.- C·Zi"l 

(sig ~ (date) 

/lplf/ ~S/Jit/.t'K/ J)f,,TY' IU.rT: "'"­
(fype orprint name and title) 

Prepared by Pam Beare. ES Ill 

C. F. Raysbrook. Regional Manager 

• 
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Native Revegetation and Enhancement Program 

LA-90 Improvement Project 

DRAFT 

March 7, 2002 

Purpose of Revegetation and Enhancement 

The current plan for the LA-90 Improvement Project (Project) would avoid existing 
federal and state delineated wetlands, located parallel to (but south and outside of) the 
westbound lanes and westbound connector. The purpose of the Revegetation and 
Enhancement Program is to improve the diversity of existing native habitat and water 
quality over existing conditions. These objectives are achieved for the existing wetland 
by removing exotic plants and replacing them with native wetland species. In addition, 
pampas grass in the upland median between the westbound and eastbound lanes will be 
removed and replaced with upland native vegetation. 

Program Elements 

Following an overview described in the tirst section, this Program consists of the 
following elements: 

1. Exotics Removal; 

2. Habitat Enhancement for the Existing Wetland: 

3. Median Native Landscaping; 

4. Bioswale Native Landscaping: 

5. Irrigation: 

6. Implementation and Schduk: 

7. Performance Objectives: 

8. \1onitoring and \laintenance: 

9. Rerorting. 

RECEIVE~;) 
South Coa5t Reg1on 

MAR 1 2 200l 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT NO. - , ? 
APPLICATION NO . 
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This section provides a brief summary of the Program· s approach for each element. 

Exotic Removal and Native Replacement 

Pampas grass is the dominant exotic species and will be the primary focus of exotic 
removal. Other highly invasive perennial exotics such as castor bean and iceplant will 
also be removed as encountered. All removal of exotic plants will be conducted in an 
environmentally sensitive manner. Due to dense interconnected growth of pampas grass 
and native saltbush, some impacts to native saltbush may occur in the course of removing 
the pampas grass but these impacts will be offset by planting of native vegetation. Spot 
application of a systemic herbicide such as Roundup, applied to freshly cut stems or root 
stwnps of exotics, may be required for effective eradication, but this approach will be 
used only as a last resort if removal by hand or machine proves infeasible. No pesticides 
are anticipated to be needed or used. 

For all areas, only native species known to occur or believed to occur historically in the 
Playa Vista region will be planted in place of the exotics. 

Wetland Enhancement 

The existing wetland is supported by urban runoff via culverts, particularly one at the 
comer of Mindinao and the westbound 90, and probably by incidental runoff from a 

• 

small nursery adjacent to that intersection. It is possible that less water will be available if • 
the nursery at the upstream (west) terminus of the wetland vacates the property in future, 
but on the other hand more water will become available to native plants after the 
.::ompeting pampas grass (a large water consumer) is removed. For purposes of this 
Program, it is assumed that on balance sufficient water for 0. 73 acre of enhancement will 
be available. This water is expected to continue to come primarily from nuisance runoff 
via the existing (off-site) storm drain system. The water will flow (as it does now) along 
the base of an artificial unlined storm channel and ultimately enter the Marina Drain. The 
geometry of the ditch that supports the existing wetland will not be altered. 

Habitat values of vegetation along both banks of the wetland will be enhanced by 
removing exotics (primarily pampas grass and ice plant) and replacing these with native 
riparian species. Existing native vegetation along the banks (saltbush) will be retained as 
much as possible to provide habitat transition btetween riparian and upland vegetation 
types, but as stated above. dense interconnected growth of pampas grass and saltbush 
may necessitate some impacts to the saltbush in order to remove the pampas grass. 
Existing native wetland vegetation along the base of the channel will be augmented with 
additional native wetland species, where exotics are removed and space is exposed. The 
existing acreagl! of wetland area will not change. 

2 • 
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Like the \Vetland. the existing median bet\\een the \\estbound and eastbound lanes has 
been im·aded by pampas grass. This pampas grass will be removed and replaced \Vith 
upland native species. :\ative shrubs already present. such as saltbush. will be retained 
and integrated into a planting plan that emphasizes a natural-looking landscape. 

Bioswales 

Bioswales are vegetated. shallow linear depressions that are designed to improve water 
quality as low flows pass over them. Bioswales along the improved roadways will be 
planted with low-growing, native perennial grass species over a substrate of native soil 
topped with clean gravel. 

Planting Schedule, Irrigation, Maintenance, Monitoring 

Planting of natives will take place after exotics have been removed. Prior to planting, a 
temporary irrigation system will be installed. Irrigation will be used to accelerate 
establishment of the native plants in the event that natural rainfall is insufficient during 
the first two or three growing seasons. After plants are established at the end of the 
second or third growing season (depending on growth rates). irrigation will be phased out 
gradually. The objective is to have native, low-maintenance vegetation that can be self­
sustaining on a combination of natural rainfall and summer landscape runoff. The five­
year monitoring program is designed to ensure effective exotic removal, high 
survivorship, and high establishment success of native plantings. 

Performance Objectives and Reportin12: 

The existing site is highly degraded with high proportion of exotic species that have 
potential to disperse seed material (and probably are dispersing such material) into native 
habitats of the region. Therefore, any removal of these exotics and enhancement via 
planting of native species can be viewed as a significant benetit of the project. In order to 
document this benefit. the performam:e objectives for the Program at five years include 
three principal parameters: nati\·e \ egetation canopy 1..:0\ er. native canopy height. and 
1..:0\ er by invasive exotics. Annual reports. describing progress of the project, survivorship 
ot" plantings. and problems {if ~111)) will be ~ubm1tted in c:a~..:h of Years 1--+. with a final 
report addressing the pertorman~..:e obje~..:ti\es submitted at the end of Year 5. 

1. Exotics Removal 

L-..:oti~..:s remo\ al applies tu the \\ erbnJ enharKement are~' anJ thl.' mediJn native 
LmJscapl.' area. 
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• Pampas grass 
• lcep!ant 
• L:mbre!!a Sedge 

• Other Weeds: castor bean. cocklebur. yellow star thistle. garland chrysanthemur 

The three top priority species ha\·e high potentia! to persist on the project site or reinv;.h 
from other areas unless strictly controlled. Pampas grass is especially dominant and ab 
to outcompete native wetland and upland species by rapidly consuming large amounts { 
>vater \Vithin thi! root zone. keplant is less abundant than pampas grass but may become 
severe problem once the pampas grass is removed. Iceplant is a common slop. 
landscaping plant that can invade a site via Boating ·•rafts'' that break off from upstrean 
landscaping, often during storm events. The umbrella sedge is currently a relative!;. 
minor threat but, like the iceplant, may become a problem when other competing exotic 
species are removed. Umbrella sedge is commonly used to decorate pond gardens. but 
often disperses out of these artificial features and naturalizes in native areas. 

The other weeds, such as castor bean. do not presently occur on the site in large numbers 
but do occur abundantly in the local area and therefore remain a potential threat once 
areas are cleared of other exotic vegetation. 

Pampas grass will be removed by first placing a large tarp over any t1owering/fru. 
stalks (inflorescences) and securing the tarp to prevent seeds from dispersing during 
removal. The inflorescences will then be cut at their base, carefully removed with the 
tarp, and placed in a haul truck. After the inflorescences are removed, the vegetative part 
of the plant will be dug out with a backhoe and/or cut at its base (depending on size of the 
plant) and. for larger plants that cannot be entirely removed by hand or machine, the cut 
stumps will be treated immediately with systemic herbicide. Herbicide will be applied 
either with brush or small hand sprayer, depending on the sizes of the plants. Herbicide 
application will be conducted at the direction of the project biologist, on a calm day and 
in a manner that prevents any herbicide from entering the wetland. 

Iceplant will be removed manually or. if feasible. by machinery working from the road 
shoulder. Umbrella sedge will be removed by hand as encountered along the drainage 
ditch. Castor bean ,.,·ill be removed manually unless it is well-established. in which case 
the method used for pampas grass \\ill be used. Exotic herbaceous vveeds will be 
removed manually. 

All exotic plant material will be hauled off site Jnd disposed of Jppropriately . 

... Habitat Enhancement 

• 
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Site Preparation 

Based on field observations of surr'act: matt:rial :..md knov .. ledge of historical disturbances, 
soils of the project site contain dredge materials from construction of the mnrina and 
therefore may h~ve higher salimties or pH than many freshwater \l..etland and riparian 
native species tolerate. Prevaknce of saltbush in the are:.~ may be suggestive of this 
condition. Prior to planting, soils of the channel banks will be tested to determine whether 
amendments are necessary to plant riparian species. Tests of the existing wetland soils 
along the base of the channel will probably not be necessary due to the fact that 
freshwater wetland species are already present and tberefon: soils can be presumed 
suitable. 

Planting Plan 

Wetland (Base ofChannef) 

This plant list reflects dual objectives of enhancing native biodiversity while maintaining 
storm flow capacity of the channels. The selected species are relatively low growing 
structurally weak, meaning that they will tend to lay tlat when impacted by high flows. 

• 1-gallon containers 
• 24" on center 
• Plant as ''infill" only 1.vhere exotics are removed -- retain existing native 

vegetation 

Cyperus eragrostis 
Eleocharis macrostachya 
Scirpus californicus 
Juncus balticus 

Riparian (channel banks) 

sedge 
common spike-rush 
tule 
rush 

Riparian species (arroyo willows) already exist in small numbers along the northern bank 
of one of the channels. This riparian vegetation will be expanded. and biodiversity 
enhanced, via planting of cottonwoods and additional willo\.v species that are smaller in 
height. Perennial grass (wild rye) introduces a low. herbaceous understory that not only 
improves diversity but. with J spreading gro\\1h via underground stems, provides bank 
stability and erosion control functions. \\ ild rye c.1n be lightly mowed or cut periodically 
if needed to maintain visual access. 

• Keep native saltbush along south upper banks as transition between riparian along 
channel and upland vegetation in median: 

• Trees.\villo,,s 10 feet ,ln center \\ith \\lid r:e -111d mukfat p!J.nteJ in J nJtural 
p;1ttern betw..:en trees ,md \\i!lu\\S ~dung!,,,,_ .tnd miJ-ban~ area: wild r;.e onl: 
along top •.Jt" bank bel,)\\ nh1J .~houlJer tu .ll!\1\\ '..~'''sur' h..1bitat from roaJ,,ay: 



~>.~.~,t Y: , '. . ' 
r•DI· Y1't 

• :\void planting cottonwoods along northern upper banks where incidental 
breakage of limbs from (eventualh) mature trees durin!! hil.!h •vinds mav cause ...... .. '-' ..... .. 
traffic hazard. 

Populusjremontii 

Salix goodingii 
Salix exigua 
Leymus triticoides 

cottonwood (lower northt:rn bank: all along southern bank as 
appropriate) 5-gallon comainer 
Gooding· s willow 1-l.!.allon comainer 

~ w 

narro\v-kaved wi llo\\ 
wild rye 

Baccharis salicijolia mulefat 

!-gallon container 
!-gallon container 
!-gallon container 

3.0 Median Native Landscape 

This element applies to area between the wetland and the eastbound lanes of SR-90, 
focusing on locations where pampas grass is removed. 

Site Preparation 

Site preparation methods will be the same as for the Habitat Enhancement area except 
that soil tests will focus on the areas occupied by pampas grass. and include an evaluation 
of soil compaction/drainage. If high soil compaction is a potential problem, soil will be 
ripped before planting. Amendments will be added if soil tests indicate tha( they are 
necessary. 

Planting Plan 

(Jpland (median) 

The appropriate plant palette for the median \Viii depend on results from soil tests. 
Currently, saltbush is the dominam native shrub in the median. In general, saltbush tends 
to occupy a more alkaline soil type and microhabitat than other upland shrubs such as 
laurel sumac. While it would be desirable to augme::t existing low-diversity saltbush 
vegetation with additional native shrub and herbaceous species. it may be more practical 
to simply plant additional saltbush, particularly if soil tests reveal that addition of 
substantial amounts of soil amendments would be needed to plant other species. 

Hmvever. in the event that soil tests indi<..:ate that soil salinity. pH. ;.md. or drainage can be 
brought within tolerance levels of other nati\ e species in a manner that is still compatible 
with retaining the existing saltbush \t:getation. specit:s from the fo!lov.ing list \Viii be 
planted. 01ative grasses \viii be emphasizt:d where motorist" isibility is important. The 
grass and wildt1ower species are expected to re-seed and evemually provide good native 
groundcover. 

• 1-gallon containL'rs and or! t\.1r grasses l plugs 
• 5 t';;cr on center 
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Shrubs: 

£}.~. b,t.,. p 1 
~ -t:> (. 'I]\ 

• Baccharis pi/ulan.)· Co:otc bush 

• 

• 

Rhus integriji;/ia lemonadeberr: 
.'vfalosma laurina laurel sumac 

Perennial Grasses: 

Puu secunda 
.Vasse!lu cernua 

bluegruss 
nodding needkgrass 

Wilrlflower mix: 

Eschscholrzia caejpitosa 
Gnaphalium caiijornicum 
Lasthenia caiijornica 
Lupinus bicolor 

4. Bioswale Native Landscape 

dwarf Californi:t poppy 
everlasting 
goldfields 
miniature lupine 

Bioswales will be established to improve quality of low-t1ow runofT entering the 
enhancement areas. The bioswales will be planted with native perennial grasses that are 
low-growing and low maintenance, but which are also compatible with the native 
herbaceous component of the median landscape plan . 

Poa secunda 
Nassella cernua 

5. Irrigation 

bluegrass 
nodding needlegrass 

A !emporary irrigation system will be installed in the riparian and upland vegetation areas 
prior to planting that is designed to accelerate establishment of new plants and provide a 
source of water if natural rainfall is insufticient. It is expected that once the vegetation is 
established. irrigation frequency will be reduced gradually to allO\v natural rainfall to 
sustain the upland veget:ltion. and rainfalLrunotl to sust1in the wetland/riparian 
vegetation. 

6. Implementation and Schedule 

Exotics wi II be removed prior to installation of the temporary irrigation system and native 
landscaping. If hea,·y equipment such as a backhl)e is necessary for removing pampas 
grass. an access route from th~ upland south ~id,: ot· th.: rr,lject (number one eastbound 
lan~) \\ill be established . 

7 
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~ative planting \viii bc sch~dukJ as much as possiblc to take advantage of v.inter 
rainfall. 

7. Performance ObjP~tives 

Overall performance of the project will be evaluated in Year 5. by \.vhich time the native 
vegetation is expected to ha\e established and become independent of irrigation. The 
project is expected to achie\e the follo\\ing objectives: 

• Eradication of pampas grass and other highly im·asi\ e exotics; 
• At least 80% cover by native vegetation: 
• Minimum average tree height of 15 feet. 

8. Monitoring and Maintenance 

The native landscaping is designed to be low maintenance and self-sustaining over the 
long term. Consequently, it is anticipated that intensive monitoring and maintenance will 
be limited to the first five years after planting. which is considered more than sufficient to 
ensure that the habitats are well established. as shown by the foHowing sequence of tasks. 
Monitoring and maintenance will be conducted in consultation with a qualified biologist 
or native revegetation specialist. 

6 Months (after planting) 

• Once monthly. or more frequently if needed. closely monitor invasives and 
remove as necessary: 

• At least every two weeks. or more frequently if needed, monitor survivorship of 
native plants, replant and adjust irrigation as needed. 

6 Months Year 3 

• Once quarterly, monitor invasives and remove as nec~ssary; 
• Once quart-.:rly. monitor survivorship of native plants, replant and adjust irrigation 

as needed. If one or more plant species have consistently weak gro'A1h or 
othenvise appear to not favor the site conditions. replant with other native species 
that are performing \\dl on the site: 

• :\t the beginning of Yc3r 3. begin a program of gradual reduction in irrigation 
frequency and amount. with a goal of eliminating irrigation by Year 5. 

Years-+-5 

• c,mtinue same tasb .b YedrS 1-~ but\\ ith added fo-:us 011 reducing d~pendence 
. dt' \cgdatiun dn ttTt ltlll .• tnJ ...:umpkte eltll1111~t!t<ll1 ,Jf irrigation. by Yl..'ar ~ 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

• 

9. /Reporting 

An annual report will be prepared and subm•tted by December 31 of '{ears 1-4 that 
documents progress of exotic removaL survivorship of native plantings. and remedial 
actions (e.g. replanting) that \vere necessary. :\ tina! report will be submitted by 
December 31 of Year 5 that documents all of the ::~bove plus evaluation of the site in 
comparison to the performance objectives . 

9 
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I Ballona Wetlands Land Trust 

May22,2002 

TO: Pam Emer:Wn, California Coastal Commission 
Via electronic mail and. fac:rim11e 

FR: Sabrina V ensk:us, Ballona Wetland~ Land T111$t 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

MAY 2 2 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

RE: Caltrans CDP 5-01-432-Rollte 90/Culver Bo11levard Brid1e 

Dear Pam, 

The Ballona Wetlands Land Trust met with Caltrans Senior Staff yesterday, 5/21102. We were 
heartened to gain consensus that the North Alternative would be the ecologically superior project if the 
Cotnmission agreed to allow an impact to wetlands on the magnitude of .S acres instead of .4 acres, as 
contemplated by the Modified East Alternative. 

The North Alternative would impact .S acres of wetlands, in the form of fill, while the modified East 
alternative impact .4 acres in the: form of $hading (in the boat yatd a:rea whm-e mature willow trees 
currently ifOW). But the value of connooq the remaining habitat at issue in this project to Ballona 
Wetlands Area C would exponentially outweigh the cost associated. with impaotina an extra .l acre of 
wetlands. 

• 

The BaUona Wetlmds Land Trust would support the North Alternative even with the impact to .5 acres 
of wetlands since it would. facilitate the connection of the remaining habitat with the 73 acre State- • 
owned parcel of the Ballona Wetlands, thus bringing that habitat in1o the greater Ballona Wetlands 
e'.: -,~ystem and, in tum, jncr~uing the ecological function and value ofboth habitat areas. 

The benefits of connecting the two wetland habitat parcels (Area C and Marina Freeway median) into 
one t01t1plet~ functioning syBtem: are indisputable. By connecting the wetland and associated upland 
habitat parcels, we bclic.we that wotland acreage would actually increase substantially over time, well 
beyond the .S acres filled in the Nonh Alternative proposal. This is a priceless opportunity to recoDlleot 
and restore parcels of discormected habitat that can once again be reconnected and returned to one 
functioning system. We believe that the sacrifice of .1 acre of wetlands that would result from adopting 
the North Alternative instead of the Modified Bast Alternative, is well worth the price. 

Sincerely, 

Jl~Va:l_ 
Sabrina V enskus 

EXHIBIT NO. 4!f 
APPUCATION NO. Pt 

Ballcrna. Wetlands Land Trust 

Sc#JIIC1•.,_ 
Box ;62; • Pl:~.ya del Rey • California • 902.96 • [el. 310. Hll· 14-i~ • fax. J~o. 264. 94n • w-ww.ballona.ors 

a Kenai Recycled Blend 
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BALLONA ECOSYSTEM EDUCATION PROJECT 

TO PAM EMJ.:RSON IN RESPONSE TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
NUMBER 5-01-432 -ROUTE 90/CUL VER BLVD. BRIDGE 

Mayll,200l 
Dear Pam: 

I want to update you on the discussion we bad with the staff at CaJTrans on May 21st, 
2002. While they agreed to redraw their rendering of the North Alternative to have the smallest 
possible footprint, and therefore minimize impacts on wetlands, we believe that there is a desire 
by Caltrans to retain control of this median for future freeway widening purposes which is not 
stated in their application before the Coiilillission but remains, like an invisible proverbial 
elephant in the living room, as a huge obstacle to consideration of any project except their 
preferred project. 

The impression we got from senior CaJTrans staff is that they agreed that the north 
alternative was the best from an environmental perspective except as it relates to impacts on 
existing wetlands. While we disagree with their mapping and reiterate that the north alternative 
causes no wetland fiJI, the big picture is that our alternative allows almost 20 acres of wetland­
filled median to be restored in its entirety and coMected to the stat€H>wned 73-acre Ballona 
Parcel C and the future state-owned 140-acre Parcel A with direct connection to the ocean. 

WHY IS CALTRANS RESISTANT TO GIVING FAIR CONSIDERATION TO THE 
NORTH ALTERNATIVE? 

The North alternative proposes to reconnect the 73 acre State-owned Ballona Wetlands 
parcel C and a 20 acre parcel of State owned wetland and uplands in the current 330 foot wide by 
Y:a mile long freeway median which by Cal Trans' own admission will not be used for 
transportation uses. 

Do they still intend to use the median for more freeway lanes, instead of habitat 
restoration or parkland, in contradiction to the statement on page 18 of the Staff's April2002 
report "According to the applicant. the restored wetland and habitat will remain in place and will 
not be removed as a result of the construction of subsequent phases of the planned Expressway"? 

What we learned at our May 21,2002 meeting with CalTrans staff is that CalTrans wants 
to keep flexibility in order to widen this project from two through lanes in each direction to three 
lanes in each direction sometime in the future. This is in direct conflict to their publicly stated 
goal of restoring the median as natura] habitat. 

THE NORTH ALTERNATIVE IS FEASIBLE AND MOST PROTECTIVE OF 
COASTAL RESOURCES 

We have proposed as a "feasible" and "least damaging" alternative to the Route 90 bridge 
project one which will accomplish CalTrans' goal ofbridging over Culver Blvd., and also 
accomplish goals of the Coastal Act and our goal of maximum protection of remaining natural 
habitat in the Ballona Wet]ands areat all using funding that exists today in the State Highway 
budget for this project. CalTrans' plan is contrary to the Coastal Act's mandate that the Coastal 
Commission "must consider the compatibility of the proposed development with a prospective 
public park (BalJona Parcel C) and with public use of the area". By constructing a fre~~SSIWWOJ Tv'lS'v'O_; 

EXHIBIT NO. C) V'IN~0:11TvJ 

APPLICATION NO. ZOOZ 6 Z .A~W 

uo!6a(! ~sooJ ytnos 
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Denue Robb 

bridge and berm to support the bridge squarely in the path of the only connection between the 
wetlands in the median and the State-owned Parcel C, CaiTrans would forever disconnect these 
two state-owned wetlands parcels with many tons of concrete and a multi-story structure. In tbe 
Coastal Commission staff report from April 2002 it is stated on page 29 that "no recreation on 
the site is proposed or appropriate." How was this conclusion reached? We don't know, and 
there is no explanation anywhere in the administrative record. 

CAL TRANS fAULTY ANALYSIS OF Af,TERNATIVES 
CaiTrans plans are a moving target. In their plans presented to the Coastal Commission 

in February 2002 their bridge had a narrow median. After we proposed the North altemative 
they decided the median needed to be 22 feet wide, much wider than in their original plans. 
They have added phantom lanes which are not for vehicle usc, but which cumulatively add at 
least 30 feet to the width of the North alternative and bring the lanes closer to, or on top of 
existing wetlands. These are not in our proposal because they were not in Caltrans' proposal. 
CalTrans renderings of the north alternative so far merely serve to create a threatened impact on 
wetlands in order to rule out our proposal, claiming ours has a more detrimental impact on 
wetlands than their plan. This question needs to be asked, "Why does CaiTrans normally allow 
so many exceptions to their standard lane widths throughout the local highway system, except 
here?" Why is a twelve foot vehicle lane mandatory on this road when CalTrans has allowed 
nine and ten foot lanes elsewhere? Why is a 22 foot wide median mandatory when CalTrans has 
allowed approximately 6 foot wide medians elsewhere? This insistence on the widest possible 
lanes creates an imaginary impact on wet1ands. 

CONSISTENCY WITH COASTAL ACf SECfiON 30233 
A table which CalTrans bas prepared entitled "Wetland and Vegetation Area Impacts" 

• 

bas added another way to attack our proposal. While recently CalTrans has become conccmed • 
with impacts to wetlands, they are now alleging that the north alternative would cause shading to 
1.11 acres of vegetation area. Cal Trans has not been concerned with vegetation area impacts 
before in this project and, in fact, their project would fill much more acreage of Wlpaved 
vegetated areas than the north alternative. If the only negative impact to wetlands in the north 
altemative is the filling of 0.5 acres (which is erroneous as the north alternative does not fill 
wetlands) their plan by their own admission severely shades 0.4 acres of wetlands that were 
discovered recently in the eastern end of the median. The real differences between the CalTrans 
plan and the north alternative is that the north alternative makes the entire median more 
biologically productive and connects it the wetlands in the region. 

CalTrans previously considered the filling of .23 acres of wetlands in the first version of 
this project to be accg!fable.ln the project's staff report dated 1/18/02, page 18, it is stated "The 
applicant, the Department of Transportation, (CalTrans) contends that the pwpose of the project 
is for public service, which they assert is an allowable purpose for wetland fill under Section 
30233. 

In fact, the Court's ruling suppons our position, not Caltrans'. Under the Bolsa Chica 
lAnd Trust v. Superior C.ourt 71 Cal. App. 4th 493, 517 (1999) the Court ruled that roadway 
expansions into wetlands would be allowable if the expansion is necessary to mllintain existing 
traffic capacity. The fill of a tiny amount of wetlands which CalTrans alleges would occur under 
the north alternative is, in fac~ allowable under Section 30233 of the Coastal Act because 
moving the existing east bound roadway is not creating a new roadway, expanding roadways or 



• 

• 

• 

Den1se Robb 

causing grQwth. Therefore, it would be allowable under Section 30233 and balanc~ against the 
huge beneficial effect of reconnecting the median to the rest of the Ballona Wetlands. On the 
other hand, Cal Trans' bridge project, which will severely shade wetlands in the far east end of 
the median, therefore killing the wetland trees that are there, is a traffic growth inducing 
expansion of the roadway system. It allows greater capacity on the roadway system. and pours 
many tons more of concrete between the median and the rest of the Bal1ona Wetlands. This is 
the main difference between the two proposals. If wetland fill is the major issue here, CalTrans 
project would damage wetlands to expand the roadway capacity while the north alternative 
would fill (if you agree with their mapping) wetland merely to maintain existing traffic capacity 
and provide an enormous benefit to wetlands in the region. 

THE ISSUE IS: WHICH PLAN IS BE1TER? 
Coastal Commission Staff say on page 22 of their April 2002 report that the on-site 

wetlands are "man-made and degraded." Granted, these are not untouched, pristine wetlands. So 
the question is. do these wetlands need to be protected from the alleged and miniscule negative 
impacts of an environmental restoration alternative which is so environmentally superior as ours? 
The standard of review should be, on balance. what plan is better? 

CONNECfiNG TilE SEPARATE BALWNA WETLANDS PARCELS IS THE MOST 
IMPORTANT GOAL IN RELATION TO WETLAND IMPACfS 

Is our proposal biologically viable? To quote the April2002 staff report, from page 23, 
"Extensive research on the viability of habitat preserves emphasize that large contiguous parcels 
provide more productive habitat than small scattered. narrow parcels that are interspersed with 
other uses." The freeway median, despite degradation and vehicle noise, suppl:rts a number of 
wetland bird species, according to the Department ofFish and Game, including the great blue 
heron, bam swallows, Allen's hummingbirds, American goldfinches. northern mocking birds and 
mourning doves. Therefore, permanently cutting off the wetland-filled median from the rest of 
the Ballona Wetlands with more roads and concrete will lead to a loss of biological productivity. 
And conversely, merging these two wetland parcels by relocating the freeway road will greatly 
improve wildlife habitats. 

THERE IS A READY SOURCE OF FRESHWATER RUNOFF WHICH MAKES 
RESTORATION OF WETLANDS ON THE EAST END OF THE MEDIAN POSSIBLE 

The Alla Road storm drain runs directly under the east end of the median and drains 245 
acres of developed area. The median's restored wetlands could filter this runoff, which currently 
poms untreated into Ballona Creek. This would only be possible under the north alternative. 

HOW WILL THE TRAFFIC SYSTEM WORK IF THE EASTBOUND ROADWAY IS 
MOVED TO THE NORTH SIDE OF THE MEDIAN? 

The north alternative accomplishes the same goals ofthe original project and it does not 
alter any existing traffic patterns. AU traffic movements and access points would still be 
available. The relocated east bound roadway will still connect to Culver Boulevard via a one­
lane underpass. Also, by eliminating one intersection at Mindanao Way and the eastbound Route 
90, traffic backup that now blocks acces.q to the residential neighborhood on La Villa Marina 
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could be eliminated, because there would be an additional330 feet of cueing distance for 
vehicles turning from northboWld Mindanao Way to the eastbound Route 90. 

Thank You for f:.U:.. ~i~T'f 
Rex Frankel, ~Ao(B:iJ~;kcosystem Education Project 
6038 west 75th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90045 
email: ballona.free.press@juno.com 
Phone:31~21S-3774 

I "BEEP Route 90 Plan 5-21-02" 
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DRA.INACE sYSTEM AREA Une 
No. 

AREAS SOUTH OF BALLONA CltEeK CHANNEL 

OimtiMI.I Ouch O'tE 244a~; lt811t!. 

afferson Storm Drain D2E l'JUC I7lac 

AREA "D" TRIBUTARY tOTAL: 440ac 489ac 

Unmln s~ Drain South B 8Sac: Oac 
Area &-Batt B 44 ac: tlhe 
Area 8-So\ath B 135 ac: SOac 

Area B-Nwth B 28ac: tiOac 

AREA "B" TRIBUTARY TOTAL: 2!J21K." 339ac 

6Biia.i iDUTH a:E BALLONA. CREEK rnAI.'!It!lEL IQI&L: m...c I3..K 

562ac 
367ac 

92911: 

85ae 
\63ac: 
185ac: 
198 ac: 

631ac 

WI.Ac 

AREAS NORTH OF BALLONA CREEK CHANNEL 
.L.oo )() 
~~ AllaStonn In c 246ac Dac l46ac 

Lm.:otn Storm Drain North c Oac Sac &ac 
Ballona <dillilk lnlloW& Ana ""C" .; Oac 7ac 7ae 
BaDoN. Creek InfloW& • Anlll ~A .. A o~ 6ac: 6ac 

BALI..ONA CREEK NORTH TRIBUTARY TOTAL: 246ac: ·21.: 267ac 

tina Storm Drain ·Am "A. AlE Oac 128ac t28ac 
Marina SIDrm 'Dtaln - Atelii "C' ClE 163ac 6hc 229ac 

BASIN "H" TOTAL: 163ac 194ac 3S7ac 

6BEA&.NOgTR. DE 1611 gi!l)6 gJ.iJ(S; C:IA~~El. JlOTAI.; ~ m..u ru.M 

PLAYA VISTA TOTAL B\' AREAS 

AR&A. "A .. TOTAL: 
~?TOTAL; 
AREA -c· TOTAL: 
J\RBA •D" TOTAL: 

PLAYA VtsTA TOTAw 

Oac 1341C 134ac 
292ac mac 631ac: 
409ae 81ac 490ac: 
44Dac 489ac 91!1ac 

ill:1...K lH1..is: ~ 
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ROUTE SO IMPROVEMENTS 

MODIFIED EAST ALTERNATIVE 

March 5, 2002 

Description, Project Impacts and Analysis 

The Modified East Alternative (See Modified East Alternative Exhibit) retains the 
original East Alternative horizontal alignment but includes specific design modifications 
to eliminate design exceptions that previously made the original East Alternative 
alignment unacceptable to Caltrans for safety reasons. The primary difference is that 
the Modified East Alternative redesigns the Culver Blvd Undercrossing ("UC") Bridge 
profile to include a vertical curve, which increases the stopping sight distance along 
the Connector Ramps to meet required design standards. Like the original East 
Alternative, the Modified East Alternative would not require any filling or shading 
impacts to the existing wetlands. 

The advantage ofthe Modified East Alternative is the elimination of the stopping sight 
distance exceptions that were needed for the original East Alternative and what makes 
the alternative acceptable for safety reasons. The one disadvantage to the Modified 
East Alternative is that the Culver Blvd UC Bridge would require at least a partial, if not 
a full, redesign. There will be an increase in costs for the redesign effort. In addition. 
the project schedule will have to be extended to allow for the necessary redesign, 
review and approval periods. 

Background of Alternatives Development 

The Modified East Alternative is a result of a series of alternatives developed, in lieu of 
the original design. to explore all feasible means of avoiding impacts to the wetlands. 
The original design was developed to meet acceptable design safety standards and to 
avoid impacts to major existing utility lines (230kV electrical line and 96" Alia Storm 
Drain). The original design (See Original Design Concept Exhibit) included bridging 
the freeway over Culver Blvd and then splitting the freeway via Connector Ramps to 
merge with the eastbound and westbound frontage roads on either side of the wide 
median. However, the original design impacted the existing wetlands with 0.23 acres 
of fill. The Coastal Commission requirements mandate that no wetlands can be filled 
within the coastal zone limits. unless it is demonstrated that there is no less 
environmentally damaging alternative. Consequently, the project design required an 
alternatives analysis to be performed . 
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Three alternatives were developed. The original East Alternative modified the design 
of the Connector Ramps by squeezing them between the originally designed Culver 
Blvd UC Bridge and the existing wetland. The West Alternative moved the Connector • 
Ramps further to the west towards Mindanao Way. This alternative would have 
resulted larger wetland impacts and higher cost. Subsequently, the West Alternative 
was eliminated from further consideration. Finally. the third alternative kept the 
original design except that the Connector Ramps were designed to bridge over the 
wetlands instead of filling them. 

The "Bridge over Wetland" Alternative (See Bridge-Over-Wetland Alternative Exhibit) 
was deemed more favorable than the original design because it eliminated any fill 
impacts to the existing wetlands. However. the close vertical proximity of the bridges 
to the wetlands created shading impacts. 

The original East Alternative was developed specifically to avoid impacts to the 
existing wetlands. The disadvantage of this alternative was that it failed to meet some 
of Caltrans' mandatory safety design standards relative to stopping sight distance and 
it would have created potentially hazardous driving conditions. 

Development of the Modified East Alternative from the East Alternative 

The goal of the original East Alternative was to develop a design that would result in 
no permanent or temporary impacts to the existing wetlands. The East Alternative 
assumed two primary constraints: 1) Due to the complex design of the Culver Blvd UC • 
Bridge in order to avoid impacts to an existing 230kV electrical line and 96" storm drain 
that were infeasible to relocate, the bridge was assumed to remain as a constraint at 
the east end of the Connector Ramps. 2) The second constraint, on the west end, 
was that the Connector Ramps would be designed to avoid any fill or shading impacts 
to the existing wetlands. With the East Alternative design squeezed between these 
two constraints, a series of exceptions to standard Caltrans design requirements 
would require approval. These exceptions incluaed stopping sight distance for both 
crest and sag vertical curves, superelevation rate, as well as less significant 
exceptions for superelevation transition rates and runoff lengths, length of vertical 
curves, and the algebraic difference in pavement cross slopes. The critical design 
exceptions, that made this alternative unacceptable to Caltrans were those related to 
sight distance which posed a significant driver safety issue. 

Based on conversations with Caltrans Design Oversight, it was determined that the 
required design exceptions for stopping sight distance as related to the vertical curves 
would most likely not be approved due to driver safety concerns. Therefore, the 
Modified East Alternative was developed to meet the critical stopping sight distance 
standards. In order for this new design to meet this goal, the bridge design that had 
been used as a constraint from the East Alternative design would need to be adjusted . 

• 



• 

• 

• 

- ·-·---------------------------------

Since avoiding impacts to the wetlands is the primary focus of this alternative. that 
constraint (the wetlands) had to remain "fixed". Therefore. the only option left was to 
consider a redesign adjusting the Culver Blvd Bridge. 

Originally, modifications to the Culver Blvd ~C Bridge to meet stopping sight distance 
standards were not pursued because standard bridge design elements (namely a 
straight slope from the east end to the west end of the bridge) would have required the 
eastern relocation of the Bridge columns, which was not possible because of the 
location of the existing 96" storm drain and the electric line. However, the Modified 
East Alternative incorporates an enhanced bridge column design that allows the bridge 
profile to include a "vertical curve" that does not require the relocation of the Bridge 
columns in a manner incompatible with the 96" storm drain and the electric line. 
Allowing this vertical curve in the bridge increases the horizontal distance available for 
the Connector Ramps to make the vertical transition from the bridge to the frontage 
roads. This, in turn, allows for the provision of a sufficient stopping sight distance that 
meets the design standard for both Connector Ramps. 

The revised Connector Ramp profiles and the related redesign of the Culver Blvd 
Bridge constitute the primary differences between the original East Alternative and th 
Modified East Alternative. The need for approval of some non-critical design 
exceptions still remains for the Modified East Alternative. However, based on 
conversations with Caltrans Design Oversight, those remaining design exceptions 
initially appear to be relatively minor and similar to exceptions accepted on other 
similar Caltrans projects, therefore this Modified East Alternative appears approvable . 



DEPAltTM-ENT OF TRANSI?ORIA~ION 
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 
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SACRAMENTO. CA 94213-0001 
PHONE (916) 654-5266 
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March 4, 2002 

Mr. Peter Douglas 
Execut1ve Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, CA 941 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

EXHIBIT NO. ·~·: fl 
APPLICATION NO. 

Flex youf poUH!rl 

Be energy e[ficie11t' 

RECEIVED 
South Coast R . egton 

MAR 1 2 2002 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am writing today to request that the application relating to Route 90 be considered in 
April 2002, and that the application relating to Route 1 be considered in June 2002. As 
explained below, this schedule will allow departmental applications to be considered in a 
timely manner so as to not jeopardize budgeted funding e ..... t.. ha::; been allocated for these 
projects. 

• 

• As you are aware, the California Department of Transportation (Department) has filed 
applications for improvements to the Marina Freeway, Route 90 (application 5-01-432), 
Lincoln Boulevard, LA 1 phase I (application 5-01-184), and Li:pcoln Boulevard, LA 1 phase 
II (apphcation 5-01-450) projects. At its February 6, 2002 meeting, the Coastal 
Commission voted to continue consideration of applications 5-01-432 and 5-01-184 to a 
future date. The Department filed a 90-day waiver to allow the Commission to exceed the 
Permit Streamlining Act timeline requirements. 

The Department is working on design changes that will 1·esult in dual-purpose, 
environmentally superior projects that would enhance natural resources and address and 
improve existing problems along these important corridors. These regionally significant 
projects wlll address traffic congestion, safety concerns, emergency access const:r:a1nts, and 
local community impacts. They will also enhance wetlands, improve water quality, provide 
new non-motorized access opportunities, restore tidal action, and protect wildlife. 

In order to retain budgeted funding for these prOJects, the Department must obtain Coastal 
Development Permits by June 30, 2002. As noted abcYe, we request that Route SJ be 
considered in April 2002 because much of the information required to address concerns 
raised by the public and commissioners has been completed. Approval in April would give 
the Department approximately two months to obtain the required permits from the. 

"Caltrans i11tprovcs moOdily ac,.oss Califomia" 



• 
Peter Douglas 
March 4, 2002 
Page 2 

Coastal Commission. Although it would be preferable from a timing standpoint that the 
Route 1 applications also be considered in April 2002, we request that they be considered 
in June 2002 because additional information needs to be developed and submitted to fully 
prov1de answel'S to the Commission's questions. 

We anticipate that the Department will be able to obtain an extensiOn from the California 
Transportation Commission of the June 30, 2002 dendline, if a Coastal Commission 
approval is obtained. Only one such extension is available under California 
Transportation Commission requirements. 

The Department is committed to working closely with your staff and the Commission to 
address all issues raised and to develop projects to benefit coastal resources and the 
general public while providing the traffic improvements the local communities and region 
need. The Department will also send your staff a package that explains the Department's 
funding process and schedule more fully and for inclusion in your commissioner's briefing 
packages. 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Doug Failing, Chief 
Deputy lJ1strict 7 Director, at (213) 897-0362. 

• Sincerely, 

~.~~ 
Chief Deputy Director 

• 

cc: Honorable Members of the 
California Coastal Commission 

"Cnlltaas imp;·o1;c3 mobii11y across California" 



Funding Information for State Route 90 Project 
March 15. 2002 

Funds programmed during the 1996 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 
cvcle on State Route 90 are available for allocation until the end of this fiscal vear (June - -
30, 2002). 

Following is a breakdown of the cost for the State Route 90 project 

During the 1996 STIP cycle. allocation for the State Route 90 totaled $12.336.000. 

Projectsin the STIP may include projects on State highways. local roads, intercity raiL or 
public transit systems. The Regional Transportation Planning Agencies ( RTP As) propose 
75 percent of STIP funding for regional transportation projects in their Regional 
Transportation Improvement Programs (RTIPs). The California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) proposes 25% of STIP funding for interregional transportation 
projects in the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP). The current 
STIP was adopted by the CTC June 1998. 

The cost breakdown is as follows: 

• Capital Outlay $7.63 million (Grandfather STIP Funds). 
• Capital Support $4.91 million, includes review and coordination throughout project 

development and construction administration (Grandfather STIP Funds) 

These funds are only available until the end of this fiscal year (June 30, 2002). As such. 
the Department needs to secure all permits (including the Coastal Development Permit) 
prior to this date. 

If however, all permits for this project can not be secured prior to the end of the fiscal 
year. the Department has an opportunity to request a one-time extension which may be 
granted at the discretion of the California Transportation Commission if they feel there is 
a compelling reason for the extension. 

fJ.tk.t tt r ~ 

• 

• 
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.13) 897-0703 
September 19, .:.vv' 

Region 

• 

• 

Ms. Pam Emerson 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast District 
200 Ocean gate, 1 01

h Floor 
U:mg Beach, CA 90802-4325 

SEP 2 1 1001 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

RE: Proposed Culver Boulevard Project at State Route 90 (Marina Del Rey Freeway), Los Angeles, CA 
(CDP S-0 1-038) 

Dear Ms. Emerson, 

Per your request, the following paragraph and supporting documents should fulfill your request 
for more information regarding funding for the proposed Culver Boulevard Project at State Route 
90 (Marina Del Rey Freeway), Los Angeles County, CA. 

Budgetary Information 
Attached is the budgetary information for the above-mentioned project. These two sheets (one 
for EA 169311 is for the portion of the project to modify the Centinela A venue Interchange, 
which is mostly outside of the Coastal Zone; one for EA 169321 is for the portion of the project 
to construct the undercrossing at Culver Boulevard, which is inside the Coastal Zone). Please 
note that the Fund Source 1 of 1 indicates that the money will be from the State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP, see attached sheets explaining this funding program). As 
mentioned, the California Transportation Commission adopted the STIP in June 1998. If another 
funding source (including, but not limited to local government agencies) would be identified on 
this form. No other funding source is identified, therefore, the STIP is the only funding source 
for this project. In addition, we are providing two diagrams explaining the STIP Fund Allocation 
and the STIP Process. 

Definition of LA-90 
As defined in Section 390 in the Streets and Highways Code, Route 90 is from Route 1 northwest 
of the Los Angeles International Airport to Route 91 in Santa Ana Canyon passing near La Habra 
(see attached sheets). 

Legislative History of the Road 
Route 90 was added to the State Highway System in 1947 and is called the Marina Expressway 
(access controlled) from Route 1 (Lincoln Boulevard) to Ballona Creek. Route 90 was designed 
and build by State Funding by contracts administered by the State with work by Gereral 
Contractors (some Federal funding may have been used). The California Department of 
Transportation owns, operates and maintains the short segment of Route 90 from Route I to 
Slauson A venue. However, we question the relevance of this request. 



Ms. Pam Emerson 
September 19,2001 
Page 2 of2 
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Caltrans Plan for This Roadway Segment • 
Caltrans has no specific master plan for this or any freeway I expressway. Cal trans' process 
indicates that as needs are identified, they are forwarded to the California Transportation 
Commission (CTC) for prioritization and funding. Because of the need generated by work and 
recreational congestion, this project has been funded as a highly needed project by the CTC. In 
addition, Caltrans is not in the real estate business, and is legally mandated by law to dispose of 
unnecessary real estate. This area was designated as needed for this project since it was built in 
1972. 

Ambient Growth in Area 
The Southern California Association of Governments growth projections indicate that a 
minimum of two percent per year of growth is expected in this area. The project is needed to 
maintain the current traffic capacity by accommodating continuing growth. Caltrans will 
continue to pursue more traffic growth information, and will provide it in the immediate future. 

Project Alternatives 
A full range of alternatives were considered, prior to selecting this alternative which was 
considered the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative. 

Your assistance in bringing this project before the Coastal Commission in October 2001 is 
greatly appreciated. If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact 
me at (213) 897-0703. • 

Sir. ~':~ely, 

Deputy District Director 
Division of Environmental Planning 
Caltrans District 7 

• 
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March 18, 2002 

Ms. Pam Emerson 

CouNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

900 SOU'l1l ~ Aovt!NUB 
: . JUHAMJIIItA. CAt.tMRNL\ 911103-lll l 

r-..- (liU) o&.!ll-itoo 

CaiHomia Coastal COrnmJ88ion 
South Coast Area Office;· .. 
200 Oceangate, Sutte l()OO .. 
long BHch, CA 90802~ 

Dear Ms. Emerson: 

ROUTE 10 (MARINA .•. RIYl COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
APPLICATION 6-01-4-412. (IA1883U1) 

i\001Ul55AIL~'IQ; 
P.O. BOX 14Gil 

AUIAWBRA.. CAl.JliOBNIA 91110'l-14«t 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

MAR 1 9 2002. 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Public Works supports ~· Route 90 project to build a bridge on the Route 90 
overcrossing of CUlver~· 

·~· ' 

Traveling along the· UnQin:.Joultvard corridor and the access to the Marina has become 

• 
lnoreaaingty difficult due~~ traffic from d~and ambient traffic growth 
in and around the gen&rW-*: As you knoW, to meet this dtallenge. we and other cities 
and agencies formed tttt· :li1coln Corridor Task Force (LCTF) to improve mobility In the 
Uncoln Boulevard cor~.· 'Projects such as this are COA'fl)allbkt With the goals of the 

• 

LCTF. . 

We strongly support tra~tion ptojects that Improve~ to Marina del Rey tor the 
benefit of visitors and ~ of the Marina and the area. CaJtrans• Routs 90 would 
improve access to. the ~ by reducing traffic congestion at the two Intersections of 
Route 90 and CutvetB~. Accident $bitlstlcs lndtcatett.re have been 60 accidents 
at the Route 90/Culver ·~ intet'HCt~Onl over a five-year period. This is because 
of the potential conflict otai'\:expressway eroding a high-votume major highway at gtade. 
A bridge Cf088ing woutc:fgrNBY reduce the number of accidents there. 

Please consider theSe ~ to arrive at a favorable recommendation for 1his PI'Oiect to 
the California Coastal COmmission . 



Sent By: LOS ANGELES COUNrY; 

Ms. Pam Emerson 
March 18, 2002 
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If you have any question&, please contact Mr. Barry Kurtz of our Traffic and Lighting 
DiviSion at (626) 300--4 724. · 

Very truly yours, 

JAMES A. NOYES 
Director of Public Works. 

<:/11~ 
T. M. ALEXANDER 
Deputy OlrGctor 

BK;sy · . 
II'ITUIUaWIItlll..lif&IFIINk\fQJTE 111:1: •• 

co: Caltrans (Doug Fai~ 
Department of Bead*:~and Harbors (Stan Wisniewski) 

• 

• 
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'BOARD OF PUBUC WORKS 
MEMBERS CITY OF Los ANGELES 

CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT OF 
PUBLIC WORKS 

BUREAU OF 
ENGINEERING ELLEN STEIN 

PRESIDENT 

VALERIE lYNNE SHAW 
VICE .PRESIDENT 

VITAL Y B. TROYAN, P E 
CIT'V ENGINEER 

650 SO~ SPRING ST . SUITE 200 
MARIBEL MARIN 

PRESIDENT PR(). TEM 
r_: ~~· LOS ANGELES. CA90014-1911 

.r::::: r; ~ /7 ~ ,.._, STEVEN CARMONA 
WOODY FLEMING 

JAMES A. GIBSON 
SECRETAAY 

Stephanie Reeder 
'Coastal Commission Liaison 
CalTrans District 7 
120 S Spring St 
Los Angles, CA 90012-3606 

Dear Ms. Reeder: 

RICHARD J RIORDAN 
MAYOR 

January 17, 200 I 

. ..._ - : .::= . ! \ 'i,'
1 

L ! 1 

...___ \:J ~· ! 1Vt r I ,I 
..._ L._.. - · I I 

' I/ 
FEB - 2 2001 ~ :_)) 

- "-

r-· CALIFORNIA 
-OASTAL COMMISSION 

PLAY A VISTA PHASE lA TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION MEASURES - SR90 E/0 CENTINELA AVE TO 
E/0 MINDANAO WY (CITY ENGINEER COASTAL PERMIT CDPOl-01, WORK ORDER 80401335) 

The City of Los Angeles issues Coastal Development Pennits for development within the City's coastal zone under 
authority of the California Coastal Act, Section 30600(b) of the California Public Resources Code and under Chapter 1, 
Article 2, Section 12.20.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. However, Municipal Code Section 12.20.2.C.l. states in 
part that, "The provisions of this Section shall not apply to ...... any development b; a public agency for which a local 
penn it is not otherwise required .... " 

It appears that a local pennit is not otherwise required for the work shown on the "Project Plans for Construction on 
State Highway in Los Angeles County in Los Angeles from 0.4 km east of Centinela A venue Undercrossing to 0.3 km 
east of Mindanao Way." Therefore the work does not require a Coastal Development Pennit from the City of Los 
Angeles. For purposes of any review by the California Coastal Commission, we herewith give our conceptual approval. 

If you have any questions in this matter, please contact Mr. Jim Doty at (213) 847-8694. 

JD:CDPO I 0 l_nonjurisdiction.doc 

~ly, 

~~~ 
Environmental Supervisor II 
Environmental Group 

Enclosed: I" Sheet of Plans marked "Approved in Concept" 

Cc (with copy of plans): Pam Emerson 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 

EXHIBIT NO. 
APPLICATION NO. 

I~~ 

200 Ocean gate, I 0 TH Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 l) .. r> I . '1:1 ? 

Cc: Catherine Tyrrell. Playa Vista Capital LLC 
12555 W Jefferson Blvd., Ste 300 
Los Angeles, CA 90066 

.t.OOR£55 AU.. COMMUNICATIONS TO TME CIT'V ENGINEER 

1,~ f.... C.. -tr 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNrrf • AmRMAl1VE AcnON EMPLOYER 
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EXHIBIT NO. • 
APPUCATION NO. 

:t .. o,. 'ff"2 

V. PROJECT TRANSPORT AnON IMPAC ftv 1.. &..t n 
l fAt/, .. .., 

t),.: J. c,....,,;,.,.. (' ' 
INTEASEcnoN LEVEL OF SERVICE 

c.pacity calculations have been performed at the thirteen study intarsectionl to detennfne the 

trdlc 1rnp11c1s of project traffic resulting from the proposed tract modification and to compare 

thoN Impacts to the previously approved V1TM 49104. Three sets of Cllc::ulatloM ... shown. 

The ftrst let repeats the -Future Background Tratllc Without Prqecr conditions • dllcuased 

...... In this report The second Includes the previously approved Playa VIsta Phase 1 

develOpment o.e., with the approved land uses for Subphase 1f). The third set of Cllculationa 

replaCes the previously approved Subphase 1 F land uses with the EMT District uaes proposed 

for the modlftcation of Subphase 1 F. 

The capadty calculation results are shown in Table 8 which Indicate that. prior t:l mltJgatlon, the 

lend uses which comprise the previously approved VTTM 491 04 have a signlftcant Impact on all 

thirteen study intersections in both the morning and afternoon peak hour. The third analysis 

shows that the proposed EMT uses associated with the tract modification would significantly 

Impact twelve of the thirteen intersections in the morning peak hour and twelve of the thirteen 

intersections in the afternoon peak hour. 

Chapter VI of this report discusses the traffic mitigation measures required in the Phase 1 EIR 

for V1TM 491 04 and calculates the intersection level of service effect of these mitigations on both 

the previously approved VTTM 491 04 and the proposed tract modification. 

BICYCLES AND PEDESTRIANS 

The;a s no change to the ;verall bicycle and pede~tria.-. impacts as a result of the proposed 

tract modification. A continuous bicycle lane wilt be provided within the EMT District and this 

• ~ 

• 

• 
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SCENARIO A- FUTURE BACI<GROUNO TRAFFIC (WITH REVISED RELATED PROJECTS) 

• \ AMPKHOUR PMPKHOUR 
INTERSECTION VIC LOS VIC LOS 

........,.. Fwy EB & CulVer 1.<&69 F 1.201 F 

........... Fwy WB & Culver 0.989 E 1.308 F 
Uncoln 81 & ..leler8on Bl 1.211 F 1.228 F 
Uncoln 81 & T.- St 1.034 F 1.072 F 
Cenllnela & Marina Fwy EB 0.682 8 0.681 8 
Cenlfnlla & Marina Fwy WB 0.989 E 0.901 e 
Cenlfnlla & ...,.,., 1.0U F 0.961 e 
lr'IGIRood '~ 0.824 e 0.879 0 
T .... 81 & Centinell 0.641 8 0.764 c .... ,. '...,...,., 0.523 A 0.602 8 
~&Cenlfnela 1.456 F 1.332 F 
...... ,. Almpl 'Jeff.-.on 0.856 D 0.877 E 
~-a sa AllftPI '...,...,., 0.751 c 0.789 c 

8CENNIO Ba • FU1'\JAE BAOCGAOUND PLUS PHASE l APPROVED PAOJECT TRAFFIC 

MAPKHOUR PMPKHOUR DELTA 
ln'ERSECT10N VIC LOS VIC LOS MA PM 

Mlrlna Fwy EB & eutv.r 1.509 F 1.217 F 0.040 0.016 
Mlrlna Fwy WB & CuMI 1.002 F 1.361 F 0.013 0.053 
UncGin 81 '...,..,., 81 1.402 F 1.383 f: 0.191 0.155 
Uncoln 81 & T .... St 1.168 F 1.179 F 0.134 0.107 
CentlMII & Marina Fwy EB 0.821 0 0.871 0 0.139 0.190 
Cenllnl&a & Marina Fwy WB 1.263 F 0.961 e 0.27<4 0.060 
c.wtlnela '...,..,., 1.754 F 1.<482 F 0.710 0.515 
~&Jtff.-.on 1.2<Ca F 1.143 F 0.324 0.264 
T.- St & Centlnela 0.974 E 1.048 F 0.333 0.284 
"'-'* & Jetfttson 0.796 c 0.763 c 0.273 0.161 
~ a'eenttnela 1.678 F 1.417 F 0.222 0.085 
1-405 NB Ramps & Jefferson 1.158 F 1.333 F 0.302 0.356 
1-405 sa Ramps & Jefferson 0.913 E 1.065 F 0.162 0.296 

sa:NARa0 Bp - F\IT\JRE BACKGROUND PLUS PHASE I TRAFFIC WITH PROPOSED 1F EMT USE 

AM Pt<HOUR PM Pt<HOUR DELTA 
IN'TEJU)ECT10N VIC LOS VIC LOS AM PM 

Marina Fwy EB & Culver 1.491 F 1.209 F 0.022 0.006 
Marina Fwy WB & Culvef' 0.994 E 1.335 F 0.005 0.027 
Uncoln 81 & Jeferson 81 1.385 F 1.361 F 0.174 0.133 
Unco&n 81 & T.ale St 1.182 F 1.168 F 0.148 0.096 
Centlnela & Marina Fvty EB 0.761 c 0.789 c I a.o;;, 0.108 
C: nllr. Jla & Marina Fwy W8 1.195 F 0.923 E ~.206 0.022 
Centlnela & Jeffecson 1.433 F 1.391 F 0.389 0.424 
lnQiewoOd & Jefferson 1.278 F 1.1~ F 0.3&4 0.290 
Teale St &. Centinela 0.806 D 0.918 E 0.165 0.15-4 
Mesmet & Jefferson 0.758 c 0.781 c 0.235 0.179 
Seoulved.a & c.nttnela 1.609 F 1.~3 F 0.153 0.057 
• -4.05 NB Ram· • Jel:er;... 1. ~51 F 1.28l! F I 0.295 0.311 
1-405 sa RaiT'I()s 4l Jelferson 0.857 0 1.016 F II 0.106 0.249 



EXHIBIT NO. I" ·_--.,.....,...-, 
A~i~~A~~~ -~· 

VI. MmGAnON 

The tract modification, if approved, wilt still require the implementation of every mitigation 

measure 1h8t was required for the Phase 1 VTTM 49104 development. However, because 

Subphase 1 F (the EMT Oistrtct) may be developed as the aecond Implementation phase of the 

Phase 1 development rather than the sixth step, the implementation phasing for mitigation 

musures will change. This chapter descttbes those phasing changes. It then c::omp.-es the 

~or the nitigation program to mtagate the traffic lmpada or the~ approved 

VTTM 49104 as compared to the proposed tract rnodHicatJon • 

.-no.AnON IIIPLEMENTAnON PHASING 

Becll• Subphase 1 F of the Phase 1 Playa Vista development may come as the second 

lmplernentldion step rather than the sixth, some changE-s 'o the approved Phase 1 Mitigation 

• 

Program must be made. This is necessary because, for example, Subphae 1 F called for the • 

widening of Jefferson Boulevard east of the intersection of Jefferson/Centinela. However, this 

lrnpl'oYement only "ffr because an earlier phase had called for the improvement of the 

i1tersection of Jefferson/Centinela. Therefore, to fit the pieces of the overall Mitigation Program 

together, some phasing changes must be made in the Phase 1 Mitigation Program. 

Table 9 shows the proposed changes to the Playa VISta Phase 1 Mitigation Program. In almost 

Ill cases, the implementation of project mitigation has been accelerated. 

The wording on the condition for the Marina Freeway/Culver Overpass has been revised to limit 

the total amount of commercial and/or residential development that could be constructed in 

Phase 1 prior to bridge opening. This new wording takes into account the early implementation 

of S;..bphase 1 F and limits Phase 1 development to approximately the same generation of total 

trips as the previous implementation schedule prior to bridge opening. 
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EXHIBIT NO. t 1• 
APPLICATION NO. 

\~f· l..J $2 /)1.. 

i>fA·,k lJ1, ._,, 1 .. (.... 

-f.-

Subphau Locallon 

West end of 
Area D. South 
of Jefferson 
Boulevard 

lA 

West end of 
Area D, north 
and south 
of Jefferson 

lB Boulevard 

. ___ ._ 

,. 
(' .. 

A T.uu' a 
MmGA.TJoJiliii'·PUMENTATION PRA.SING W 

Corrections and Additions- Technical Appendices 

, __ 

Table 6-2(b) Rnlsed 117195 lo Reflect raa,. VIsta Studios 

AITACIIMENT •r (Rm.ed Matll. l"l Due lo Alternate Mltlptlons) 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS SUIPHASING PLAN 

PLAYA VISTA FIRST PIIASE MmGATIONS 

Proaram 

800 du • 
5,000 nsf retail 
I 0,000 nsf office • 
15,000 sq.rt. • 
community 
serving 

• . 
• 
• 

800 du • 
10,000 nsf retail 
10,000 nsf office • 
25,000 sq.fl. 
community serving • 

• 
• 
• 
• 

lntenectlon/Street lmproftments 

Connect nonhbound Una:tln to eastbound Culver- Widen Ballona Creek Bridge (a 
ponlon of eas~ side) 
Improve Cuher between nt« Cuhern.Jna:tln connection and the Marina Freeway 
Complete construction of Bay Street between Jefferson Boulevard and existing Teale 
Street. If connection cannot be made to Teale Sueet, alternative Improvements will be 
the construction of Uncoln/Jefferson Intersection to ultimate deslcn standards as 
described In DOT leuer of September 16. 1992. 
UncolnJJefferson (northeast and southeast quadrants only) 
Provide fundinc for desicn of ATSAC and pre-emption systems for Lincoln Boulevard 
Transit Enhancement Proaram 
At Jrade Improvements to Culver/Marina Freeway westbound 
At crade improvements to Culver Marina Freeway eastbound 

Wldenin& of Una:tln Boulevard to provide 4 n<'nhbound and 4 southbound lanes 
between Huches Terrace and Jefferson BoukMrd 
Lincoln/Jefferson (Complete Intersection Improvements as required In September 16, 
1992 letter) 
Widening of Jefferson Boulevard between Uncoln Boulevard and Bay Street 
Provision and operation of beach shuttle scrvtc:e 
Culver/Jefferson 
La Tljera/1-«JS Freeway nonhbound (cash contribution) 
Main/Rose 

Flm Phase end Miller Plaft for Playa Vista 
Fln11l EIR • May 26, 1993 



(.:"'>. t\, f). t' 1 . ~ 11> (' S Conealonlaftd Additions- Tec:hnlcll Appendices 

f ~ · I ....._ +-·~· 4: ,.,... T•We 6--l(b) 

, f ...... .,. ,. ""' 
,- u A1TACIIMENT •K• (Revised M•Jll, l9'.J Due to Altenlate Mltlptlons) 

!;" .o I· &.f"'!"'l.. TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS SUBPHASING PIAN', 
PLAYA VISTA FIRST PIIASE MmGATIONS 

l Subphase LocaUon Pf01nm lntenectloniStreet l•pnwements 

West end of 800 du • Widenln& of Unooln Boulcwrd to provkle 4 nonhbound and 3 southbound lanes 
Area 0, north 5,000 nsf retail between north of Jefferson Boulevard and Blllona Creek Brld&e 
and l\Outh 10,000 nd office • Add • third northbound lane on Uncoln Boulevard between Culver Connector and Fiji 
of Jcrrcrson Way 
Boulevard • Complete construc:llon or Bay Street between •new• Teale Street and •B• Street 

• Complete construction of •new" Teale Street between Lincnln Boulevard and Bay St rcct 
lC • Wldcnin& of Jefferson Boulevard bctweeJI Bay Street and west of Beethoven 

• Complete fundln& of A TSAC and pre-emption systems for Lincoln Boulevard Transit 
Enhancement Program 

• Culver/Nicholson 
• CulverNista del Mar 
• Unooln/M.ndanao 

' 

West end of 846 du • Wldenln& and lddlllon or founh nonhbound lane on Uncoln between La Tijera and 
Area b. nonh 20,000 nsf office Huches Terrace 
2nd south 25,000 sqJt • Construc:tion or •new" Tale Street between Bay Street and the terminus east or 7th 
or Jefferson communily serving Street within First Phase west end 
Boulevard • Provision and operation or two transit vehicles ror Lincoln corridor (plus a spare bus) 

10 • Centinela/Marlna Freeway eastbound 
• CentlnelaiMadna Freeway westbound 
• Jelferson/1-40 Freeway--westbound riJIU turn Improvements at the existln& northbound 

on-ramp 
• Jelfcrsonn-40.5 Freeway--eastbound rl&hl tum Improvements at lhe existln& southbound 

on-ramp 

---

City of l.ol Anaeles Flnt Phue and Mas~er Platt ror rtap Vlsll 
final erR • Mty 26, 1993 

S111e Cle:annshouse No. 900141510 

e • Page F. 98 
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Subphase 

lE. 

$'"· Ol· 'l'l'a.. TJAt(~ 
MITIGATION.- "\\INTATION PHASING • 

£S'>-"' I. · t' ;Mil Lq ~ l f- f 1./ Corrections and Additions - Technical Appendl~ 
<r )lu-\:-. f hNfoA f T•ble 6-l(tJ) 

~ t·· .-h.o .. 

Location 

West end of 
Area D. north 
of Jefferson 
Boulevard 

' A1TACHMENT •K• (Rmsed M•J 13, lttl 0... to Alternate Mldpllons) 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS SUBPIIASING PLAN 

PLAYA VISTA FIRST PIIASE MITIGATIONS 

Proga .. m lntenect~lreet lmpi'Oftmenls 

350,000 nsf office • Provide rundin&and deslan for ATSAC on Jefferson Boulevard between Beethoven and 
5,000 nsf or retail Centlnela 

• Provision and operation of two additional transit vehicles for Unc:oln c:orrido· 

...-Jill' . Provide a Caltrans approw:d pmjea study report (PSR) for the arade separatt.d 
Improvement at Culver and Marina Freeway 

,-I-.k • Construction or Bay Street bridge over Ballona Creek and Bay Street between B Street 
and Culver 

• Widening of Centlnela Avenue between Jefferson Boulevard and northerly of Juniette 
Street 

• Centinela/Culver 
• Centineii/Short 
• Culver/Inglewood 
• Manchcstcr/PershlnJ 
• Marina Freeway e.stbound/Mindanao 
• Marina Freew~y westbound/Mindanao 
• Ccntlnela/Jcffcnon (complete Intersection Improvements) 

C y of loa An&elct Flnt Phue and Muter Plan Cor Pll)'ll Viate 
final §IR · ~.41y 26, 1993 

... ~•A<tn 

ft---. ~ I'W"l 
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I:;, &;I ,. "13 '2.. , r: Coneclloas and Addlllons - Tedlnkal Appendices 

./3)t. U:~-fli-1Ji'-f. &• TaMe '-2(1») 

a?~~ ~" P". \ ......... h·,,.t- . 
ATrACHMENT •K• (Rnbed M•J 13, lttl Due to Altel'llllle Mltlpclons) 

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS SUBPIIASING PLAN 
t•LA VA VISTA FIRST PI lASE MmGATIONS 

Subphase Lnc•llon rrocn~m lntenectloniStreet lmpreftlllenU 

East end of 1,370,000 pf of • Option 8 Improvements to Centlnela Avenue between the Marina Freeway and Junleue 
Area D studio and studio- Street 

relalcd office • Complete construction of •e• Street from 9th Street to Centlncla before occupancy or 
any office space In IF 

• Construction of Centlnela Avenue south between Jefferson Boulevard and E Streel 
• Construction of Teale Street between 11th Sueet and existing Cenclnela Avenue 

connection to Major Street 
• WidenlnJ of alstln& Centlnela Avenue between Jetrerson and Mesmer Avenue 
• Widen Jefferson between Centlnela and 1....05 Freeway 

lF • Guarantee 1he watbound ponlon of the Jrade separation at Culver/Marina Freeway ... prior to occupancy of any office space In IF and complete cons1rualon or the westbound 
grade separation prtor to oa:upanty beyond UXX}.(XXl gr. sq.n. or non-residential sracc 
or 2,401 dwcllln& units tn Area D 
Ccntlnelalll Clenep 

• Centlnelalla njera 
• All Intersection Improvements alonJ Sepulveda Boulevard between Howard Huches 
• Parkway and Uncoln Boulevard , 

Major/Mcsmcr 
• 

Notrs: I. F« n compl~t~ d~scription of lmiUportntioil improt~~n•tnts, rqtr to OOT ltlltn dnttd Stpttltlbtr 16. 1992tJnd May IJ, J99J, 
con-tsponding drawings, and llll«httltnts. 

2 Mien appropriatt, ns dtlmtaint'tl by OOT. rnisiOM nury h lfllllk to IIIli Sub-Piuu/nt Plllll. 
J. For Transportation lkmand Management (TOM} hogram, tqtl' to DOT kttq dlltt'tl ~plmtber /6, 1992. 

Clly olloo Anac&a F1rll Pllale end Muter Plen for Pl~tp Vlate 
floel EIR • Mey 26, 1993 State Oca mahouse 1'1!). 90010SIO 

• ••1.e F- tOO • 
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Mem~randum 

ro 1 Kr. Tom Loftua 
State Claarinqhouae 
1400 Tenth street, Room 121 
sacramento, CA 95114 

0att I 

Ate No •• 

Robert Goodall .. Diatriot 7 -~~~==-=-=--, 
From ' Dlf'AITMINT OF TIANIPOITATION RECEIVED 

MAR 2 4 l9ro 

.ss:H Ho. 900l.O!UO JOEL STENSBY 

March 22, 1993 

IGJVCIQA 
Ci t.y of Loa AnCJI 
DIIR 
PLAYA VISTA PHA! 
90-0200 
SUI (C) (CUZ) (C 
v.ic. LA-1, to, .-

caltrana hae reviewed the above-referenced Playa Viata Pbaae 
draft IIR and veat.in9 Tentative Tract Kap No. 49104, which inalud• 
3,248 dvellin; unitar 1,250,000 aquare feat of new office apacer 
Je,ooo equare teat of neiqhborhood retail apace: and 300 hotel roc 

Thia aeaorandua ia to modify and clarify tha oo-n'ta in ouzo aeiiO­
randua of Daceaber 29, 1112 reqardinv the Pl•¥• Vieta Pbaae I•DBIJ 
Paqea two and three of tha oriqinal ... orandum have bean .odified 
retlec~ a1t1qat1on chanv•• diacuaeed in •••tinqa between Kaqgira 
'l'hoaaa Partners, Cal trana, and the city of r..oa AnCJalea on Pcru&r} 
11, 1993 and March 11, 1993. 

The following ia our modified DEIR reaponaa: 

wa have concerns about the capability of the roadway pavement 
and the adequacy ot the exiat1nv traffic lanes to accommodate the 
additional traftio venerated by thia project on our transportatio: 
facilities. 

Deaiqna baaed on twenty year traffic projection data (inoludinq 
percenta9• ot trucka) should be provided to mitiqata the impact c 
thia project on the exiatinq state hiqbwaya, includinq Route 1 
(Lincoln Blvd.), Route 90 (Marina rreeway), Route 105 (Kancheate: 
Blvd.) and Route 405 (San Dieqo rreeway). 

Thia project, alonq with numerous other projects in the vicinity 
of the Marina, have the cumulative ettact ol addinCJ approximatel 
40,000 to !o,ooo peak hour tripa to the syatem. Expanaion ot 
activity at LAX ie eatimated to add an additional 4,000 to 6,ooc 
peak hour tripa to the area ayetam. Volume/capacity ratioa wou: 
be aa high aa 1.86 on the Route 405 Freeway, it all theae proje~ 
are implemented. Pro~ortional ahar~ mit~qation !•••urea tor Pl 
(l:ifid~.!..•; I, ae wel a a for all other tratttc:r qenfietnq_pr(ij 
i!Lth re Jon ,__J_leeatobl(--_iml>Tt!.~tt.nt~(-prioz: -to-oriiT"muitaneoue 
~~-the-.conatruo~ion _ o!th~~~ _projec~~-· -------· ---

EXHIBIT NO. J• 
APPLICATION NO. 



Mr. Tom Loftua 
March 22, 1993 
Paqe TWo 

~P .. "• r "- . 
~ .~. .... t ,, 

r~ 

Tbia draft BlR propoaea to provide pri .. ry acceaa to the project 
traa 3efferaon Boulevard froa ita incercbanGe witb Che %•405 • tr-ay. 'l'bia acoeaa ia dependent upon JIDdifioation ot the · 
intercban9e atiOtion pr1Mrlly to the noJ:tbbouad an ancl off•rupa. 
Tbia pzopoaal conta!na aany nonatandard cleaivn featuraa and approval 
ia doubtful. 

OH LIIICOt.ll BOUL'IVARD ( R.'l'l. 1) : 

Aaant the Pbaae I aitiqationa beinCJ propqaecl on Lincoln Boulevard 
ia the reaaval of raiaacl channel1aat1on ialancla between Loyola Boul' 
va&-4 and. Teale straat and juat aoutb of Pi:ti Way and the Hazoina 
Bxpzoeaaway (Rte. eo). The purpoae of the lalan4 reaoval 1a to creat 
a fourth northbound tbrouqh lane. Tbia would create a potential tor 
biqh aeverity riqht anqle and approach turn ty;e oolliaiona on Linool: 
Bouleva&-4 within tba affected aeqaenta. Left turnin9 vehicles egreaa­
inv drlvewai• on Lincoln Boulevard and att .. ptinq to accaaa the saae 
would aonfl ct with biqh volume atZ'ai~t tbrou;h traffic on Lincoln 
Boulevard. The operational benafita vhiab are to accrue are rather 
questionable due to the increased accident potential and because only 
one direction la benefited. Also, aubatandard tan-toot tbZ'ouqh lanes 
would be employed. We do not 1'ael that the trade•off of ur;inal 
operational benefit• at the expenae of aafety 1a juatified. 

Inatead, we propose that from La Tijera Boulevard to Hu;hea Terrace, 
e 50/40 aiqnal tiainq aplit be provided in lieu of increaain; tbe 
northbound lanes trom 3 to 4 by removinq the traffic islands. rrom 
Ku;hea Terrace to Fiji Way widen to 4 lanes in each direction. 
Provide mora intersection capacity at Jaffaraon Boulevard and 
conatruot t.b_e __ a~\\~..heast ~ad~ of the eaparated 1ntarchan;a at 
Culver Boulevard. ~·o ,_ con_l!_truot Lfoux:_lanaJ.J.Ct~9Jt qf_Bay_~nt.t, 
~Z:O..!lS.Yl:V~r ~u~ety-~;_d1~o _ ~~!~ streej;..J:!L.th• . .J_.,c~n shown on _t;M. 
"Playa Vista Maa er Pan" • 

. --~ --·--~- ~· ... __ ... _, __ 

• 
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Mr. Tom Loftus 
March 22, 1993 
Paqe Three 

• ON THJI MARINA FRBEWAY ( Rte. 90) I 

• 

• 

&) 

b) 

c) 

Extend the W.l._aix lane freeway aection of tbe Marina rreewa~ 
eaat ~t_lallOna Creak, ovir-culver Boulevard. Continue Route ! 
a IIx lane expriiiiway, with channelization, weat ot CUlver 81~ 
111.2!.1~9 .the_ B/B._roadvay, . no~, c::gaoent to the W~oa4Q&tf=J 
a aix 1ane expre••vay 111 ~~~ B.lY_~rt;pn _ _g Qtt..J:l-9 ~ 
t§Ia afi~!-11.p·6J.1i_i-_r.Jt..iJignia al~e.-~!P.r.e.~.!w_~Y-4~-LincP.l.D 
Boulevara-(IOUte 1). 

conatruot a full Diamond InterchanGe at CUlver Boulevard. The 
veatbound oft•ramp and the eaatbouncS on-ramp providinCJ three J 

Maintain exiatin9 acceaa tc~ Alla Road to and troa W/8 Marina 
rreeway and CUlver Boulevard. 

ON THB SAN DIEGO PRBBWAY ( I-405) : 

a) Conatruct a collector road for the weatbound Route 10 connectc 
to northbound Route 405 freeway and the eaatbound Route 90 
connector to the northbound Route 405 freeway. 'l'bia will 
becoae the fifth lane of the northbound acute 405 freeway. 

b) Widen to two lanea and upqrada the qeometrios on the aoutbbour 
Route 405 (San Dieqo rreeway) connector to the westbound Marir 
Freeway • 

As mentioned previoualy, mitiqation meaaurea are eaaential and muE 
be implemented with or prior to the Phase I project if a reaaonab: 
level of trattio service for thia reqion ia to be maintained. 

QTHJB M+TIGATIONS WI BICQMMEHD FQR PHASI I All AS POLLQWSa 

caltrana require• 30 feet set-back tor large trees planted in a 
apead zone that is hiqher than 3~ miles per hour. Plantin9 atre• 
treee alonq Lincoln Boulevard should have autticient set-back. 
Beoause Lincoln Boulevard is the border of the proposed wetland 
mitiqation site, aa tranaition, native wetland trees auch aa Pop 
fromon~ii, Alnua rhombifolia, Platanus rac8aoaa or native oaKa a 
be planted inatead of palma or Moreton Bay Pig. 

Tha tree• planted alonq Lincoln Boulevard should ba maintained t 
local agencies. 

soma of the trees listed in the selection matrix are cateqorize 
wronq, such as Pittoaporum, Triatania conferta, Eucalyptus tic! 
etc . 



Mr. Tom Loftus 
Karch 22, 1993 
Pac;e Four 

Modifications of Route 90 have the potential tor adverae iapacta. 
cantinela Creak and an indirect ne;ative iapaat on Ballona wetla 
The Caltrana lnvironaantal Plannin9·Bran0h abould be kept ap~1• " 
of thoaa aapeota of the Ballona reatoration affo~ Wbioh may have 
an effect on tbe state Highway eyat .. in tbia area. 

under tbe ~opoaecl aitiqation, Lincoln Boulevard would be adjacent 
to a freahwater wetland&. Thia would need to be taken into aooount 
in tuture plannin9 efforta tor any .adifioatione to Lincoln Bouleve 
alon9 tbe aection aoutb of the Jefferson BoUlevard interaection. 
coordination wi tb Havuire 'l'boaaa Pari:nen would be raquj.ract if 
reatoration work ia conducted in cal trana ritllt-of-way. 

Thera ia a naec! for early contact •itb caltrana on baaardoua waate 
uttar• to anabla t.he applicant. to be lui liar wi tb Cal trana 
atandarda before construction. 

The pre41ot.ad no1ae lavale, froa traffic activity, for locations 1: 
12, 21, and 23 in tba vicinity of Lincoln Boulevard and locations 1 
11 and 1t in the vicinity of Cantinela Avenue and the Karina Fnew' 
were reviewed (aee Vol. XI, ric;. 7, Hoiae MOnitor Locations). 

a) 

b) 

C) 

Lo~tion 111 aaat of cantinela Avenue and Sepulveda intersect 
near Rigc;a Piaca haa been predicted at a noiae laval of lt.• 4: 

lLaq). AlthOWJh no ainqle tully raaidancaa are aff~acl in t. 
majdiate vicinity, the Pacifica Hotel aay bave 1at tloor.reai 

who may be impacted by increaaed future peak nola• lavala. 

Location 121, north of Jeffaraon BlVd. and aaat of Allard Cit 
D) haa a internal noie• level predicted at 18.8 dBA (Leq). 
site receptor ia far removed from Lincoln Boulevard to the w 
There is no information in the Noise Impact Study for Area 'C' 
(raaidential) via-a-via future noia• laval tor the Marina rree 
(Rta. 90). 

Any work or construction to occur within state right-of-way, as we 
as any miti;ation meaauraa auch aa aiqnalization, ;radin;, widenir 
drainaqe or freeway mainline or raap iaprovamanta which involve st 
right-ot-way or coats which exceed S30o,ooo will require a Project 
studies Report an4 Encroachment Permit. Any meaaure which coat lE 
than $3oo,ooo will require a Caltrana Encroachment Permit. 

Pinal contract plana for work within the State Hiqhway riqht•ot~we 
muat be reviewed by Caltrana Permits office early in the developmt 
process. 

Any transport of heavy construction equipment which require• the t 
ot oversize transport vehicles on State Hiqhways will require ~ 
caltrana Transportation Permit. We ~acommend that truck tripe be 
limited to ott-peak commute periods. 

• 
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Mr. Tom Loftua 
Karch 22, 1993 
Pa;e Five 

S'VI It;) 

E'~-J,.~t..-1 .. 
,, p,;' 

.) 

The CKP Transportation lapact Analysis Pro;raa and Deficiency Plan 
ahould include :11 at.ate ( rrewaya and Hivhv•yal and an identJ.­
tiaation of deficienciea below the eat~liahe4 evel•of•aervice 
atandardll. 

other conaiderationa ahould be ;iven to aitiqation tor oonqeetian. 
relief, auah •• rideabarin9, park-and-ride lot•, and ata9in9 areas • 

.Uao, ve reooaaend that a 'l'l'attic Hanaveaent Plan be developed, 
auch ua oonstruation traffic, parkinq, detoura, lane cloaure, and. 
alternate routea. 

In qeneral, prior to developaent application approval, the applicant 
will be requJ.recl to aubai t a 'l'ranapc;»rt.ation Deaand Manateaent Plan 
and a roouatMt Traffic StUCSI tor review and ap~l by the Director 
of PlanninCJ, and the Traff c ln9ineer, •• appz-opriate, to cletenine 
tbe necessary iaproveaenta tor iapaota to state tranaportation 
facili tiea 9enerated by the project. · 

lf you have any questiona reqarc:linCJ tbia responae, please 
call Wilford Melton at (213) 897•1338. 

ROBERT GOODILL, 
Ac:lvanoe Planninq Branch 

• attachment& Proposed Mitiqation Heaaurea 

ca: 

• 

Richard Takaee, City Planner 
L.A. City Plannin9 Department 
Room 505, City Hall 
200 N. Sprin; Street · 
Loa Anqelea, CA 90012 

nh\l0002MXX 



Kaku Assoctates. Inc 

LA 90 (EA 1693u1) 
TRAFFIC ALTERNATIVES 

EXHIBIT N0.1 ~ 
APPLICA 

COAST,_., ... ~---· .... ..;~!ON 
The objectives of the proposed Route 90/Culver Project are to reduce existing and future 
congestion levels and congestion-related accidents along Route 90 within the project area, 
increase emergency access in and out of Los Angeles International Airport. thereby improving 
access between the San Diego Freeway and the coastal zone. No viable project traffic 
alternatives, other than the proposed Project. have been identified that would satisfy the project 
objectives. As discussed below, traffic alternatives were studied; however, they were determined 
to have greater right of way and/or environmental impacts or to provide less benefit relative to the 
r,roposed Project. 

Under the "No Project" alternative, the interchange at Culver Boulevard would not be built, 
resulting in a continuation of the at-grade signalized expressway intersections at this location. 
The objectives of the project {i.e., congestion relief, mitigation of approved land development. and 
safety improvement) would not be realized. Congestion levels are projected to increase 
substantially under this alternative. 

Modal alternatives to the Project were evaluated and determined to not provide sufficient modal 
shift tc obviate the need for the proposed Project. Rather, both transit improvements and the 
proposed Project in combination {not one as an alternative to the other) were found to be needed 
to accommodate approved development. 

Additional system-level alternatives to the Project '.•:ere evaluated during project development that • 
involved improvements to existing parallel streets and/or freeways. No other opportunities were 
founc :.:.: develop a new east-west route within the study area because of right of way, land use, 
and tc;:;ographical constraints. 

The alternative routes investigated for widening, the locations of which are illustrated on Figure 1, 
included Jefferson Boulevard, Washington Boulevard, and Venice Boulevard. Jefferson 
Boulevard will be widened from Route 1 to Centinela Avenue as part of the Playa Vista mitigation 
program. In addition. the Playa Vista mitigation program includes improvements at key 
intersections along the Jefferson Boulevard corridor. However, capacity constraints at the 
Jefferson Boulevard/1-405 interchange limits the effectiveness of these improvements when it 
comes to connecting Jefferson Boulevard to the regional freeway system. Major widenings along 
Washington Boulevard and along Venice Boulevard were determined to be infeasible due to 
residential and commercial land use impacts, and neither provides a direct connection to the San 
Diego Freeway. 

Interstate 10 (Santa Monica Freeway) has been studied for the addition of high-occupancy vehicle 
(HOV) lanes. Further widenings to add mixed-flow lanes appears infeasible due to right of way 
impacts and costs. Computer model simulations of a widened 1-10 indicated that the widened 
facility would not divert enough trips away from the central portion of the study area to relieve 
congestion in the Route 90 corridor. 

In summary. when compared to the proposed Project. each of the project traffic alternatives would 
have greater right of way impacts on res:.::ential and commercial uses while prov1ding less • 
congestion relief. . 



• 

• 
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ROUTE 90 TR-\~SIT PROVISIO~S 

EXHIBIT NO. 4-;W. 
APPLICATION NO. 

ECEi\t~fl 
th c .......... l "~~:on 

Cl ,,,..,.....n~llA 
The question has been asked as to v;hy the SR 90 improvements d[G)i.~[\~6,\RMI5%lON 
for transit through the project length. 

RESPONSE 

The SR 90 corridor is surrounded by long-range transit proposals and therefore does not 
include a specific transit element. A summary of the transit plans in the area follows: 

Rail 

The 30-Year Plan of the MT A does not include any additional rail considerations in the 
SR 90 corridor. Instead, east-west light rail service already exists in the I-1 05/LAX areas 
and a new east-west line is planned in the Exposition Corridor, approximately 3.5 miles 
north of SR 90. 

No additional east-west service is planned for the area. 

The MTA does own an abandoned rail right-of-way that follows Culver Boulevard 
northeast of the SR 90 improvements considered in this project. However, the right-of­
way does not reach all the way to SR 90 in that there is an induc;trial park separating SR 
90 from the right-of-way. Culver City and Los Angeles have developed a bicycle path 
and pedestrian path in the right-of-way and the two cities are now working on tying that 
path to the Ballona Creek Bike Path. 

North-south rail service in the area is being reviewed as part of numerous transportation 
planning studies currently underway. The Lincoln Boulevard Corridor Task Force, 
Sepulveda Boulevard Corridor Task Force, the Westchester Community Plan Update 
Program and the Coastal Corridor Transportation Study are all evaluating potential north­
south transit connections. Playa Vista has reserved a 25-foot wide right-of-way along the 
east side of Lincoln Boulevard to accommodate future rail. This alignment could be used 
to connect the Green Line terminus in the LAX Lot C to the Exposition Line. This 
alignment is not now funded or approved by MT A, rather it is just one of the options 
being studied in the planning efforts now underway. 

Bus 

The main bus improvements focus on north-south traffic and not on increased service 
along SR 90. Santa Monica Big Blue Bus and the Culver City Bus both provide bus 
service in the area. Neither nO\V uses SR 90 as part of their route structure. 

Sant~ :VIomca has discussed adding articulated bus service to their Lincoln Boulevard 
route. Culver City is improvmg the existing transit tem1mal at Fox Hills :V1all. ~ew bus 
transit centers are proposed as part of the Playa\. ista fJroject. These would rnost likely 
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be located along the Lincoln and Centinela conidors at the east and west ends of the 
project, not along SR 90. 

Playa Vista has also committed to an internal shuttle bus system to better connect its jobs 
and housing to the regional transit system. 

Non-Motorized Transportation 

The information submitted to the California Coastal Commission includes a map that 
summarizes the on- and off-street bicycle facilities in the area. Numerous bike paths and 
lanes are interconnected to offer the public good opp011unities for both recreation and 
commuting. Since the Ballona Creek bike path provides an off street facility paralleling 
the SR 90 facility, no additional bike facilities are warranted in the SR 90 conidor. 

• 

• 

• 





COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF BEACHES AND HARBORS 

Ms. Pam Pmr:non 
California CDutat Co.mmissiOlt 
South Cout District Office 
200 Or.cenpte, I o"' Floor 
Long Bellah, CA 908024302 

Dear Pun: 

March 15, 2002 

ROUTE 98 (MAR.INA DEL UY) CDlA No. 5-tl-4-4ll (EAleJUl) 

Tbia letter will wnvt:f our OJ180in8 aapport for CaJrras• Route 90 pwjeet to bridp the R.oute 90 ovtt Culver 
Boultvatd. Traffic along the Lillcoln Boulevatd OOJrldo.r end BCCA~SS to Marina del Rey have become 
iDcn:asingly difficult duo to m~ traffic from developmEt and llnbieat traffic growth in tbe geoera1 ana of 
the Marina. To meet this challenge. tbe County joined with various cities and agmcis to f.cmn the Lincoln 
Conidor Task Force (I..CTF) wkh a aoa1 to improve mobility in the Linoolu Boulevard corridor; project~ such as · 
thil are compatible with 1be aoals of the LCTP. 

• 

This project is not withil\ the .Marina del Rcy Local Coastal Plan boundary; however, studies bavc 
shown tbat the benefits .6:om auch m impn)\l'amtnt project would extend beyond the pJOjeet area, 
making it consistent with the LCP by improvill.g traffic flow on tbo approach road& tc. the Marina. We 
1troDgly support transportation projcets that improve access to Marioa del Rey for the bcmefit of O'W' 

visiU>rs, businesses, and rc&ident&. Tht.se plarmcd modificatiou would abo ease the movement of • 
trailercd boats to and from the Marina, thus improviug c:oastaJ access for tbe boating public. 

We also join with om County Public Worb Dcpanmr:nt by remindina you Chat selected i.mprovmHrot5 10 Route 
90 would itnprcrve acccss to die MaiDa by J1ldaciug 11afiie ooupstion at tbe two major intlnrJctioDs wha:e 
RbiUC 90 CZOIM8 CUlvet Bouleftrd at grade. Addidonally, bridgiJJg over Culver BouleYII1J would p:atly 
n:d:uce the Dllli1ber oi accidants that occur c:hcrc. 

Please oonsidcr theae &don m maldq • l&vorabJe 18C(j!ll!!.....d&d01t to your CnmnriMion. If you have my 
q1111tiona, pleue call me at (310) 30s-9533. 

SW:JJC:Ih 

oo: ~ Failmg. Caltrms 
J-.y IGm. LADOT 

Fax: (S'IO) 821.a"345 
(310) 80H503 1aa37' FUI WAY. MARINA oa.. AEV, CAUFOANIA 90292 

INTERNET: htlp:l~.w.kl.~"t/' S•ot 9J2 
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(ttcu1Jit011 Manna del Rey /Bailon a LCP .. 

. •1 uas ·\. 8 and C 

1 <.) Rl'.iltgn JfiJ Clt.ll'nt.l CuJ.,cr Bhd J) J Sr\·I.Jnc dtvtded roJd The County Road Department 
hJ) rmr<ht'd tllJt thl' sh.lfP "S .. (UI'.C on Cuher !USI \\CS{ of Lincoln be eliminated and a 
tH'\" httdgc be constructed auoss BJIIonJ Creel.. (west of the existmg bridge). Jefferson 
\\OtdJ thl.'n mtl'rscct Cuhcr Jt J rtght Jnglc. Stx lane> will be provided between the Culver­
Lmcoln Bl.,d. tntcrchangc and jcffetson Blvd. wrth eight lanes from Lincoln to Route 90. 
At the suggestion of the Natural History Museum, water flow under Culver Blvd. will be 
mcn:.tscd by .1ddit10nal culverts tn order to improve the natural functioning of the wetlands. 

20. Desrgn and construct new roads tn an environmentally sensiuve manner which recognizes 
the preservJtion of the Ballona Wetlands and other significant habitat areas. 

21. Extend Adnmalty Way on a curved alignmen! to the new Culver Boulevard when the Area 
A basm ts developed. 

22. Extend Falmouth Avenue as a fou~-lane secondary highway to join Culver and intersect 
Jefferson Blvd. Thts extension shall be elevated on pilings to insure maximum movement of 
water and organisms (including mammals and avian spc:~.:;es) and clearance to permit periodic 
maintenance to remove debris, silt, etc., while maintaining water flow. The specific design 
standards necessary to meet these objectives will be set forth in the Local Implementation 
Plan. 

23. At the Culver-Lincoln Blvd. interchange, Culver will be lowered to an at-grade level with 
Lincoln bridged over it; and, the following ramps shall be provided: 

a. A loop ramp in the southeast quadrant accommodating eastbound Culver Blvd.-to­
nortnbound Lincoln Blvd. flow. 

b. A straight ramp in the southeast quadrant accommodating northbound Lincoln-to· 
eastbound Culver Blvd. flow. 

c. A loop ramp in the northwest quadrant accommodating westbound Culver-to-south­
bound Lincoln Blvd. flow. 

d. A straight ramp in the northwest quadrant accommodating southbound Lincoln·to· 
westbound Culver Blvd. flow. 

24. Widen Lincoln Blvd. to provide an eight-lane facility between Hughes Way and Route 90. 

25. jefferson Blvd. will be developed as a basic six-lane facility, with an additional eastbound 
lane between Lincoln Blvd. and Centinela Ave. 

26. Reserve right·Of·way for a transit way linkage in the Lincoln Blvd. corridor. 

-.. 27. Extend the Marina Freeway just west of Culver Blvd. with a grade separated interchange at 
their intersection. 

28. Extend Bay St. north of Ballona Channel as a basic four-lane facility constructing a bridge 
across the channel. 

29. During at least the evening peak hours, on-street parking will be prohibited on the south side 
of Jefferson Blvd. east of (:entinela to Mesmer Ave. to provide a third eastbound travel lane . 

e.t ,. -\ ,· (,J.. 
,_Of! /6t. ll11,c 

Lv~ 
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HeeltheiJey 

Callfornia Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

February 04,2002 

RE: Agenda item W 21n; Application Number:S-01-432 

Dear Coastal Commissioners: 

32.20 Nebraska Av~nue 
Santa Monica CA 90404 
3104530395 
fax 310 453 7927 
info@healthebay.org 
www.healthebay.org 

Heal the Bay is a non-profit environmental group with over 10,000 members dedicated to 
making Santa Monica Bay and Southern California coastal waters safe and healthy again 
for people and marine life. We have reviewed the staff report for the Caltrans Route 90 
project. Our concerns regarding this project pertain to the lack of a long-term monitoring 
and maintenance schedule for the proposed wetland restoration and the lack of numeric 
goals for the water quality monitoring components. 

1) A five.. year monitoring and maintenance requirement for wetland re!lltoration is 
inadequate . 

The staff recommends a five-year monitoring program of the wetland restoration, yet 
provides no scientific justification or examples to support why this duration was selected. 
Heal the Bay believes that five years of monitoring and maintenance is completely 
unacceptable to ensure the long-tenn restoration of a wetlands. Long-tenn wetland 
restorations typically fail due to poor hydrological design atldlor a change in hydrology in 
the restored area often due to sediment deposition. In addition, long•tenn pollutant 
loadings into restored wetlands can effect long-tenn viability. A~ currently proposed, the 
Commission's Special Conditions will not ensure long-term success of the restored 
wetlands because there are no requirements for funher monitoring and maintenance. How 
will the Commission ensure that after five-~ars the wetlands is a self-sustaining, 
functioning wetlands? What if Caltrans monitOring indicates that the restored wetland is 
not self-sustaining during the five-year period? 

Bt-cause wetland functionality is largely dependent on maintaining design hydrology that 
is dependent on many parameters that can change over time (future development, 
changing weather patterns, etc.), Heal the Bay strongly recommends long-term 
monitoring and maintenance of the restored wetlands. Cal trans should be required to 
commit to monitoring and maintenance of the wetlatlds in perpetuity, or to transfer th1s 
long-term monitoring and maintenance program to a Commission approved entity such as 
Playa Vista Capital, Friends of Ballona Wetlands, Bal1ona Wetlandc; Foundation, or 
Wetlands Action Network. 

Earth Shan!. 

EXHIBIT NO. 21( 
APPLICATION NO. 



Cal trans shall be required to provide tri-annual (every three-years) monitoring reports on 
the perfonnance of the wetland restoration in perpetuity. 

2) Water quality parameters lack numeric goals. 

We commend the Commission for requiring Best Management Practices (B:MPs) to 
protect the restored wetlands and Marina del Rey (the receiving waterbody). However, as 
currently drafted, the Special Conditions requiring BMPs do not include any mechanisms 
to ensure appropriately designed BMPs are installed, that the BMPs implemented will be 
adequately maintained to meet a desired obje(;tive, or that implemented BMPs are 
effective in protecting the wetlands and the Marina. Marina del Rey is currently listed as 
an impaired water-body on the States 303-(d) list for heavy metals, pesticides, and 
toxicity. How will the Commission determine the effectiveness of the proposed BMPs if 
there are no numeric water quality objectives to protect the restored wetlands? ' 

Hcnl the Bay recommends using the standards listed in the California Toxics Rule for the 
po11utants of concern (metals and pesticides). The project must not cause or contribute to 
exceedances of water quality standards. If the BMPs insure that water quality standards 
are met, then the project will have achieved this requirement. Water quality standards 
provide a way to measure the effectiveness of the BMPs and whether the maintenance of 
the BMPs is adequate. Finally, the Commission should require a water quality monitoring 
pro£!:am that adequately captures both dry and wet weather conditions. Caltrans should 
be required to provide an annual report to the Commission detailing the results from the 
monitoring program, and where numeric water quality standard exceedances exist, 
explain what actions or BMP modifications will be implemented to prevent future 
exceedances of standards in the wetlands. 

W,: -ecognize the Special Conditions include a numeric target for Total Suspended Solids 
(TSS ). However, as currently drafted, there i~ no data provided on existing conditions 
compared to post-construction TSS loading estimates. It is impossible to detennine if 
Section 3A, subsection 2c is less or more protective of the water quality and wetland 
viability than Section 3A, subsection 2b. Controlling TSS loading is imperative for 
protecting the biological resources because such loadings are usually associated with 
heavy metals and pesticides. In addition, wetland restorations often fail due to changes in 
hydrology that occur because of excessive TSS loadings. With no data provided, we 
recommend the Commission require Cal trans to meet the requirements of Section 3A, 
subsection 2b-to reduce post-development loadings of Total Suspended Solids (TSS) so 
that the average annual TSS loading are no greater than pre·development loadings. and 
delete from the Special Conditions Section 3A, subsection 2c. Based on Caltnms 
monitoring and maintenance program for the restored wetland, if excessive siltation is 
de~tennined to be impeding the ability of the wetland to function, the Commission must 
require Cal trans to modify their BMPs to protect the resource. 

• 

• 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and if you have any questions please feel free 
to call me at (310) 453-0395 ext.123 . 

James Alamillo 
Beach Report Card Manager 

./(£:"£;~ 
Mi;;?aggan 
Staff Scientist 

!2 .,, ?~ 
e~h.,·· .. ~/., ~ 
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BAYKEEPBR. 

Via Facsimile 
(619) 767-2384 

California Coastal C~oi= 
Sao Dieso. c A 

:t!i!llWJt@ 
::s 0 5 2002 
CALIFORNIA 

- - · . .iTAL COMMiSSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

February 4, 2002 

Ploltc.1iJt.l Oar Bay .-....--.. 
The Frut 0. WeUa 
min" ,.... Law atnia • 
the Wal8r ~ Alliln:e 

RE; Santa Monica Bayl{oeper's Cormnenrs on Route 90 Expansion, ltsn 21N 
and 21B. 

Dear COIStAl Commission: 

On behalf of Sania Monica BayKeepcr. 1 write to provide the following written QOIDIDelltS 

reo.,arding Calttan.s' applic:ations for pami.ts for toad project~ rda1iDg to the expansion of 
the Route 90 FteeWay and L.i.neobl Blvd. iu Marina Del Rey. to be heard by the Coastal 
Commission on February 6 as items 21 N and 2 J B. 

The BayKeeper is a non-'profit organizltion dedkatrd to the preservation and restoration 
of Sam& MoDica Bay, San Pedro Bay, and adjacent ooastal watfft, inchu:lq the BaDona 
Creek. the Ballona Creek Estuary, and tho Baltona Wetlands {colleetively n:fened to • 
the "'Ballona Watershed"). 'Ille BayKeeper' s. miss.iori includes tbe monitoring and 
protection of the region's waters, including local watersheds. nrine 118DCtuarie$, riYws, 
co~ estuaries, wetlands and bays from illegal dwnpiDg, hazardoua spills. toxic sou~ 
and other poUution, indud.ing polluted runoff. When water quality violations or habitat 
destruction threaten the repoa• s waters, tbe BayKeeper pursues oompliaDce e.tforts and 
remediation. 

In general, we do not believe these projects can be approv~ as they are currently 
propo5Cid. In particular, BayKeeper bMieves that tbe Commission must require 
compliange with Water QuaJity Standards fbr any disclJarse &om the development. We 
also believe subsequent environmental review is warrmted. 

BayKeeper agrees with staff that "'roads are a major source of pollutants that flow into 
water bodies." Many studies 511pport this position. However. BayKceper beliA:wes that the 
current proposal and staff' report fall short of achieving too objectives of the Coastal Act 
and. in particular, violatt the requirements ofPublic Resourc:es Code Sections 30230 and 
30231.1 This is especi.IIy troubling given the curreot coJ'Irlition of the BaUona Creek and 
wetlands. 2 

1 Public: Rcsoun;;es Cock Section 30230 requires that: 

P.O. Box 1001111, Marina dctl Ray, CA 10211/ Teiephn: (310) 30!!118461 Fax: (310) a79115 
Email: ln10flllrnbllytceeper.org I PollutiOn ttoutne; 1...s77--4 C.0. COAAT 

• 
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• 
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Bay Keeper feels th11t in the ab$eDce of a defininitive statement requiring compliao.ce with 
currently defined water quality standards, local water resources CiWD.Ot tmd will not be 
maintained and enhanced, nor will they be restored, as required by both 30230 and 30231. 

As the Conunission is aware, various state and federal standards have been set to ensure 
that sur:t8ce water quality and discharges to those waters meet the level necessary to 
support and sustain varioUl$ beneficialll5eS. For example, the United State Environnwttal 
Protection Agency promulgated in 2001 the California Toxi~ Rule. 40 CFR 131.38, to 
protect aquatic life !u addition, the State Water Resources CoJlll'OI Board has 
promulgated local.i.zed plans such as the Ocean Plan, the Inland Surfiu:c Water Plan, and 
Basin Phms. By their very nature these standards are designed to achieve the level of 

Marine lU:sources sball be~ enhanco1, and, wflcre fi.\lasible. Rl5toRd. Special 
protection sballl be P'e&ID aJCaS and species of &{ll!:ciaJ bil:llogic!ll ~:~r ~ic signific:ance. 
Uses of tk marine CD'Vfmoolmt lliball be carried out in a n•anner U1at will SUIIain the bioJoP;al 
pi.'OduCUvity of coastal wa~m& and tba1 will mailltajn t.e.tthy populatiom of aU specie,s ofmarlDc 
oc~ illloquatr: tor loq-term oommc:n::il1. n:cn::ation, s:ic:nri1!c, and educational purpo~CS-

Sccoud Public~ Code Sccr:lon 3023l rc:quinl5 that: 

The biological producth-ity end the quallty ot COIISI8l wnters, ~ wetlaads, C$tllll'ia and 
~ appropriate to maintain opti.u:mm pnpularioQs of marine org:ani1mc aud. for the proredicm of 
hUDliUl health shan be maintainr.d aM, ~ feasiblll, rastom1 tbrougb, among otla INI8D6, 

min1mlz.lag advt:rle efkts of wHI£ Wl!lter discbBJPI and enuai1110011t (aDd~ oontrolling runoff 

l ~.the Los An&des Rqioual Wata' QnaUty Cool.t()) Board ("'LARWQCB") identifies tht Ballona 
em;: Wate:rslled u having the followit13 bencficia1 uses; Ballona Cree*: .ExistiJl8 beneficial U91.'15: Non­
contac:t RCR:adob. Wildlii; habitat. Potential: 4rinbn: warm:, COIIlllCt .rem:atklu, aDd wanu ~ 
habitat. Ballooa Cn!:tk Estualy: Existing: N~ptioo, OOI1laa n:m:rtioo. DOCH:Oiltact R'ICfeltion,. 
~al and ~rt fi.sldug. EsluariDe Habitat. Marine Habitat. WIJdlifc Hablw, RaJc. 'l'brcn:Ded lt 
Endanp,eml Species, Mlpion of Aquatic Organisms, Spawni.dg, RtJprodnclion and/or Earty 
Devt:lopme:nt. Sbel1fi&b ~ Ballooa WetJaode: E:a$0ng: Contact Recrcatiou., Non-comact 
R.ecn:ation,. ~ Habitat. Wildlife Habitat, Raft, ThNatfll11Ml &: End.angered Species, Mi3ration 
of Aqu.a.ti(' Or&aniSm.l>, Spawmng, Reptocluction md./ or Early DeveJopme:at. Wetland Ha.bitat. 

MI.Jroover, ~Ilona Creek .Is rccogahe4 as • Significant Eanogiw Area ("SEA") by the LAR. WQCB. ~ 
LARWQC'B Butn Plu (l?'J4) pages 1·17. 1'he SEAs desigrul.ted by LARWQCB are analogous to 
cnvinmmentally sensitive ar«as UDdel tbe California Coas&al Act whi.ch arc "'any area ill wbidl plaDt o.r 
animal life or their h.liibittts are either rare or especially valuable bccawle o!thd.r special D8tUre or role in 
an~ and ~iridl could be easily distwt..l or degJaded by human aGtivities atld. dc:vd.op~J~CDtS." 
Public R.cso1ut:c:s Code ("PRC") Scc.tion 30107.5. 

Unfortunately . .notwitbsta.oding ll1t:se bcncficla1 ~ and the ll'lltet'5hed' i ecological unportana:, bels of 
tlK: follOWing lo"-ic and other pollutants found 111 the Balloua Cx=k Watmhcd already exceed federal and 
state water QUI.Ibiy SWldards: IU'ICI1ie.. cadmium, copper, DDT, lead. PCBB, ChttnA. c:blordaDc.. dicldrln. 
'iher. trl!My11n, 7JllC, eoie.dc viruses. and trash. See LARWQCB 1998 30J(d) Ust of'Impaitcd. 
Waterbod.ic.<~,. pages 67--68. Many of these pollutants are toxic to aquatic life and barmfuJ to hwnan&. · 
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water quality necessary to sustain aquatic life and other beneficial uses of our coastal 
waters. These standards are commonly refere«.ed in municipal stormwater permits by the 
StAte Water Resources Control Board and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards. 
However, agencies like the Coastal Commi!ISJon r c:tther than the local kegional Water 
Quality Control Boards are best situated to ensure these conditions are met as part of my 
devolopment approval. Moreover, ensuring compliance with tht..Be requirements ia well 
within the mandate$ of Sections 30230 and 30231. 

In tbe absence of rc:quirins complianr.e with these standards., .BayKoeper fails to 
understand how the current proposal is .. sustain[ingJ the biological productivity of coUtal 
wat«lf' and "maintain{ing] healthy populations of all species ... ,' u required by Section 
30230. We bel:ievo it docs not. Further, BayKeeper does not belleve it is possible to 
provide water quality at a level "appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine 
organisms" or "that will maimain healthy populations of all species of marine orgaui.stus 
adequate for long-t.enn commercial, recreation, scientific, and educariooal purposes" in the 
absence of complianoe with W'llter quality standards. BayKeeper also bdieva that there is 
no evidence in the record to support a conclusion to the CQntrary. 

Again, by definition, t.beae standards are what ensure MJter quality discharge$ are at a 
level necessary to protect these bena.tioial uses. 

Meanwhile, Caltrans makes mention of current information on th6 effioacy of structural 
Best Management Practices, as well u the alleged inefficiency of some of theBe 
technologies in eontrollins11.1110tt However, the Coastal Co.mmission should be aware 
that Caltrans i$ in the midst of compl«ittg a multi~year, multi-million dollar proj~ 
stUdying BMPs and methods for reducing polluted runoff' from roadways u a result of 
litigation brougbt in 1993 by the Natural R.esotll'¢e5 Dcfeose COUDcil and Santa Monic;a 
BayKeeper. For Caltrans to be making representations at Lhis time about the ~ of 
these devices in the abtlence of this completed study is not only a prejudgnat oftbe 
issues subject to this litiption. but is misJeadins to the Coastal Comm.ission. It is also 
important to note that these studies by Caltrans have been foeuscd on the application of 
structural BMP technologies to hi&hway retrofit projects, not new coll5UUCtion. In this 
vein, the Coastal Corrunitsion DU1St rccogni:te that it is easier to ptoperly develop new 
road projects during the design phase tb.ill it is to retrofit eiCisting structures.~ 

For tllete reasons, BayK.eeper pnpons tile foDowing coadition for indusion i11to 
tllese projeets: · 

3 BayKccpcr would !:ike to [emiJ1d t.hc Conun.iuion that dunng the csUibli9hment of tbe SWidard UJ:ban 
Stonnwarer Mitigation Plllll$. Tbe SUSMPs are not designed to •eftb:ltiCe" 'VIIM q,ualily ab<wc 
~ levels aDd they are not desigoa:l kl ~re5tore· waJ.et quality. Wtcad. they merdy attempt 
to -maintain.., wtner quality 11 a pre-di::Yelop0Je'Jl1level, and even thai 'bcc:omcS diftlc:alt in tbe abl;eftc:c or & 

rt:quirement to prohibit aay in<:reased poUutaJU.loadi.Dg from pro-devclcpfiW:J\1 oonditiO'rl$ 

• 

• 
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• Tbere sb:all be uo uet increase in stonnwater pollutiou loading to waten 
of the state from tbe final project relative tu pre-project tonditioua. 

• Caltn.as shall instaU BMPs neeeHary to ensure compliance with 
app)ieable water quality standards, inclucUdg tbe California Toxics Rule. • 

• Prior to the i.Munce of thiJ permit, C.Jtrar.s Jball provide a written 
report to Commilaion staff identif'yiug appUeable water quality tt:Jtndards 
ror this project. 

Lastly, SayKeeper must object to the ~ of these pennits under the guise they are 
somehow related to ''iucidcmaJ public services .. e.s provided under Public Rtl$ources Code 
Section 30233. This is hard to believe given that the 21N staff report aJone makes 
reference to the Playa Vista project no less than 61 time1 1 excluding the bibliography and 
appendices).' As it seems obvious (and unfortunate) that this project is in latge ~ if not 
entirely, designed to facilitate the Playa Vwa development, we hereby incorporate by 
reference, as if set forth fuUy herein, our comments ofNovember 13, 2001 (on file with 
the CommiS$ion), relating to vArious Playa Vista road improvements and the need for 
subsequent enviromnental M'li~ under the California Environmental Quality Act for all 
these road projects, We believe the same type of comprehensive and coordinated 
subsequent environmental rev1ew is necessary for these aspects of the Playa project as 
well. Only then will the public, this Commission, and all other reviewing agencies haw a 
true and adequate undemanding of the current and future 1mpa.ct:s of the development. 

Thank; you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Fleisclili 
Executive Dirt";Ctor 

• Caltrant' lWilidpal stoi"JI1Water pemrit aheady ptovuk:$ that u(t}be discbarge of storm water from a 
facility or activity that causes or a:mtnooces to the violation of~ qualir;y aandatds or w.<Uu quality 
~-es {OOllect:ive!y WQ$$) ili prolu'bilcd. ORDER NO. 99 - 06 - DWQ ~'PDES NO. CAS000003. 
NATIONAL POlLUTAhT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) PERMIT STATf!WlDE 
STOR."-1 WATI'!R. PERMIT ANO WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS (WDRa) FOR THE STATE 
OF CAUFO.RNIA. DEP A.R'JMEl;.T OF TRA."''SPORT A TION (CAI.TR.ANS) BayK.et:per metety a!.ks 
that thls oondi11on be reflctted in the Coutal Commission permtl ret)u:iremeot6 

s E1;en more telling may be tbe .faa tbat Coastal CommisSion staff soom tD ttunk this is part of the Playa 
Vista Project - as is evi~ ~ the fact that l.bey have filed 1his l12lff rcpon under thcir intcrMt 
computer coding ofH:\playa v1sta\caltmnsrOQJJIJ\~.Ol432.culver3.caltr:l.ns.do<:. See Statf~n at 49. 

~vv"* 
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POST-CONSTRUCTION WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Post-Construction Best Management Practices- (BMPs) 

1.0 Introduction and Listing of BMPs 

This is a brief overview of the water quality management plan for the Route 90 
Improvements project, Modified East Alternative. The water quality plan for the Route 
90 Improvements, as designed, will result in a system that: 

l) utilizes a treatment train of BMPs including grated inlets, trash and gross solids 
removal devices, and bioswale systems, 

2) treats runoff from both existing and new impervious areas, as well as the road 
right-of-way, 

3) should result in improved water quality overall as compared to pre-project 
conditions due to the extensive amount of existing impervious areas that will be 
treated via bioswales, and 

4) meets and exceeds the Los Angeles County Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and also the Caltrans Stormwater Management Plan 
(SWMP) requirements. 

The project includes the lengthening of Route 90 and addition of an east-bound and west­
bound connectors. The attached Water Quality Plan (Exhibit I) shows-the areas where f.­
Route 90 will be improved along with planned water quality enhancements. The project area 
includes existing jurisdictional wetlands within the existing drainage system. These 
wetlands were likely established due to urban runoff from an extensive system that is routed 
through this area. They currently perform water quality treatment of these offsite runoff 
flows and will continue to do so in the future. The Stormwater Management Program for the 
Route~ 90 Project will treat the additional2.3 acres of impervious surfaces resulting from the 
project, and will also treat 4.8 acres of existing Rt. 90 impervious surfaces that were not 
subject to treatment prior to entering the existing wetland system (west of Culver) or one of 
the piped drainages (east of Culver). Eight bioswales will be created to treat runoff from 
various portions of the right-of-way prior to discharge to the existing wetlands, the Alia 
storm drain, the Marina drain and a storm drain in the eastern portion that discharges to 
Playa Vista Area C. In addition, a ninth location acts as a natural bioswale (area I 0) and will 
treat runoff from this area. 

Attachment A of this plan provides a description of how the elements of this plan meet the 
intent of the February 2002 Coastal Commission proposed post-construction BMP 
conditions for the Route 90 project. 
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2.0 OPTIONS FOR STORMWATER TREATME:'IIT AND CHOICE OF SYSTEM 

A number of options have been identified to provide treatment of stormwater, including 
the use of catch basin filter inserts for all inlets, commercial treatment systems such as 
CDS Units or StormCeptors, and media filters, such as sand and/or compost. The 
bioswale system was chosen because of l) its expected high effectiveness in achieving 
good storm water effluent quality (EPA/ ASCE National Data Base on BMP 
performance, www.bmpdatabase.org; Low-Impact Design Strategies, An Integrated 
Design Approach, Prince George's County, Maryland 2000), 2) Caltrans has found that 
this type of BMP is effective and is acceptable to them, and 3) because of the fact that a 
land area was available for such facilities in the right-of-way. When practical, 
aboveground facilities are preferable to below ground, as they typically have improved 
performance via more and enhanced removal mechanisms (e.g., for example, photo­
degradation of pollutants such as hydrocarbons, more contact with plants and soils, 
etc.). Additionally, above ground areas are more visible and accessible for maintenance 
operations. Furthermore, the use of native plants will provide habitat value, primarily 
for birds and small mammals. 

The table below presents information on the 12 areas that have been identified as 
sep:1rate drainage areas within the Route. 90 project both within and outside the coastal 
zone. 

Table I. Route 90 Stormwater Management Program 

1---
Area Stormwater Treatment Strategy 

l a, b, c (drains to Trash management, stormwater pretreatment area 
wetland/swale area) 

2 Trash management, bioswale 
3 Trash management, bioswale 
4 Trash management, bioswale 
5 Trash management, bioswale 
6 Trash management, bioswale 
7 Trash management, bioswale 
8 Trash management, bioswale 
9 Trash management, bioswale 
10 Existing bioswale 
11 Trash management 
12 Trash management 

The pretreatment areas for Ia, I b, and lc will be designed to allow initial settling of 
sediments and treatment of oil and grease to ensure that the delineated wetlands will be 
protected from maintenance (sediment removal) needs. These pre-treatment areas will 
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involve cutting back into the slope, exposing the existing storm drain further upstream 
of the wetland and then creating a flared headwall. These areas will then contain some 
initial gravels to serve as energy dissipation and then soils that will be planted with 
native grasses. The soils and grasses, along with the slowing and spreading of flows 
will serve the pre-treatment functions prior to discharge to the existing delineated 
wetlands. 

After the project is completed, runoff will be conveyed either via primarily pipe systems 
with some limited overland flow to the bioswales. The bioswales will spread flow out, 
allow contact time with plants and soils, and provide sedimentation time for runoff. The 
primary pollutant removal mechanisms would include settling, filtration, and adsorption 
onto soils and plant materials. 

It is expected that a good portion of the runoff would be retained and released via 
evapotranspiration, there-by reducing the amount of runoff that would have occurred if 
other non-moisture adsorbant systems (e.g., concrete) had been employed. These types 
of systems have been found to be quite effective for removal of total suspended solids, 
heavy metals such as copper, zinc, and lead, as well as floatables, oil and grease, and 
other pollutants. The bioswales will be designed to treat 0.3" per hour of rainfall in a 
manner that achieves good treatment. All bioswales will have trash racks or equivalent 
trash removal systems. Oil and grease removals will be achieved via the use of natural 
adsorption in the initial areas of swale treatment. Where possible, all entries to the 
swales will include an initial area where flows will be spread out to maximize contact 
with soils and plants to enhance oil and grease adsorption and then photodegradation. 

The design standard of treating 0.3" per hour will exceed the Los Angeles County 
Standard Stormwater Mitigation Plan Requirements (SUSMP) of0.2" per hour 
significantly. Caltrans guidance will be used in design of the bioswales, including 
limiting the depth of flow for the design flow rate to less than the grass heights (or less 
than 4 ") and by ensuring that flows have at least a 9-minute residence time in the 
swales. If needed, small weirs will be employed to ensure that this objective is 
achieved. In addition, the system includes significant pre-treatment via the trash racks 
located on the pipe systems as they discharge to the bioswales as well as the oil 
adsorbing materials that will be included in the bioswale design (e.g., oil adsorping 
soils/mulches). The trash racks will consist of either grating structures within the pipes 
(with provisions for high flow releases) or the use of bags on the ends of outfalls. These 
bags have been tested by Cal trans in their studies of trash and debris controls. This kind 
of"treatment train" is not required by SUSMP and therefore will also result in an 
exceedance of the minimum SUSMP requirements . 
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3.0 INSPECTION, MONITORil\G, AND MAINTENANCE 

Normal inspection and maintenance frequencies for the BMPs being incorporated in this 
project generally range between six to twelve months. Caltrans proposes to incorporate 
Gross Solid Removal Devices (e.g. trash racks), oil adsorption, bioswales, and 
pretreatment areas to improve water quality and to meet the requirements of the Trash 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

Caltrans proposes the facilities be inspected every 30 days during the rainy season for 
the first year of operation after construction is complete, and just prior to the rainy 
season and at the end of the dry season thereafter. Caltrans will pro'-:ide the inspection 
and maintenance services indicated. Maintenance should be performed as follows: 

Trash racks: These trash racks will be designed for annual clean up. 

Oil Adsorption: If visual observations note that soils and plants are overly oily then 
maintenance will be performed to remove these. Maintenance could include some 
addition of oil adsorptive materials. 

Bioswales: These typically require maintenance on an every 2 to I 0 year basis for 
removal of sediments. When inspections reveal that more than about l 0 percent of the 
capacity of the swales has been filled in, the material should be removed and properly 
disposed of. If one of the inlets has material build up of more than 6 inches of 
sediments, then it should be cleaned individually. The need for trash removal should be 
minimal due to the use of trash racks. 

Pretreatment Areas, 1 a, 1 b, and l c: These areas will likely need to be maintained on an 
annual basis. When inspected, if the areas are more than 20 percent filled in, then 
removal of sediments will occur. 

After the first year, Caltrans proposes to adjust the frequency of inspections and 
maintenance efforts that are needed based upon observations. It is anticipated that the 
inspections and maintenance will be needed on a semi-annual basis. 

4.0 SUMMARY 

In summary, the proposed stormwater quality BMPs for this project has been designed 
to address the pollutants of concern for Marina del Rey, Ballona Creek and Estuary. 
With the opportunity to improve runoff water quality from existing roadway drainages, 
there will be an improvement in water quality over existing conditions. The size and 
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effectiveness of the proposed bioswale system is greater than that required by the Los r 
Angeles County SUSMP requirements (although not required ofCaltrans it is a useful 2&f ~ 
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measure of the standard in the community) and in addition is a much more robust 
treatment system than other systems allowed (e.g., the effectiveness of the bioswale 
systems would be much greater than currently accepted SUSMP BMPs such as catch 
basin filters). In addition, the inclusion of trash racks or other trash treatment systems to 
"pre-treat" runoff prior to entering the bioswales will further enhance the performance 
of these bioswales. The system will treat runoff from existing road and other paved 
surfaces that today receive little formal treatment prior to discharge to the existing 
wetlands in the western portion of the project or the other drainages. Therefore the 
water quality of storm water discharged from the existing areas will be improved. The 
new areas of pavement will be treated to a high level by the planed BMPs, exceeding 
standards (SUSMP) that have been found to be protective of water quality. 
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RANSPORT AT! ON 
, DISftiCt 1. '" 10. SPtM n. 

lOI AHONL CA fCI0124* 

1110 .,,, ~·· 
(213) 897-0362 

Mr. con Rove 
City of Loa Angeles 
Planning Departm•n­
Clty Ball - Rooa 561 
200 North Spring Street 
Loa Angel••• CA 90012 

D••?=" Mr. l!ovea 

September 10, 1993 

Thia latter 1• to notify the City of Loa An;tlaa Plannlnv 
Depactatnt, Plann1ft9 Comaiaaion, and the Planninv an4 Lan4 uae 
Management co .. itt•• (P.L.U.M.) of Caltrana' prtttnt poaitlon 
concernln9 the appeal of tht Playa Viata Phaaa I Development and 
Tentative tract Map Mo. 49104. 

Aa oC September 1, 1993, Caltrana etaff haa aat.vith McGuire 
Tho••• Partnarahlp (M.T.P.) and the City of Loa Angtlt8 Departaant 
of fran1portation to ravlav nav plana that rtflactad the ait1gation 
agreed upon in our attting vith M.t.P. Stnior Partner Ntlaon Rieing 
and ataff on Auguat 19th. 

We hava all a~ratd to the Route 90/Culvar Boulevard 
interchange concept with alnor modLf1cat1ona to Culver Boulevard 
and V1th the condition that the Route 90 bridge over Culver Boule• 
vard vill apan the ultimata aaater plan vldth of Culver Boulevard 
(approxiaately 122'). Thla plan 1ncludtd rtatriping the Route 90 
bridge over Baloona Creek to 6 lanta. 

Alao. tha M.T.P. Plan to 1i9nal control the Culver Boulevard 
loop ramp to northbound Lincoln and provide three lan•• both 
northbound and southbound on Lincoln Boulevard vaa unanimously 
&91'ttd upon. 

The preatnt environmental document tita the completion of Culver 
Boulevard/Route 90 partitl interehan9• to the completion of Playa 
Viata Ph••• 1. Wt have 19reed to support thia timin9 for the 
rtviaed (a9read upon) Route 90/Culver Boultvard 1nterchan9e. 

Baaed upon theae diecuaaions, lt haa bean concluded that 
caltrana• concern• have been adequately met. Contingent upon the 
City of Loa Angeles •9reement to the ttrma diecuaaed in thtae 
m•etin9•• it 1• Caltran• intent to reacin~ its appeal of the Playa 
Viata Phaae I Project. 

Sinc•rely, 

__L~./~ a. f ,, 
ce: Hal Bernaon 

councilman 
Nelaon Ridng 
HTP 

~~3. BAXTER 
Oit.:iet Dir~ctor EXHIBIT NO. Ill P. ~ 
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Kaku Associates. Inc. 

ROUTE 90/CULVER CALIFORNIA 
RESPONSES TO COASTAL COMMISSION STE9~,t()llt'OMMISS/ON 

TRAFFIC-RELATED ISSUES 

Route 90/Culver Staff Report Comment 1 

Present levels of service have acutely improved over 1990 levels of service reported by the 
Playa Vista Consultant. Kaku Associates, even without changes to the intersection. 

Response to Comment 1 

It is not true that there have not been changes to the intersection. Review of the 1990 LOS 
calculations versus more recent calculations indicates the following changes: 

• Striping modification on EB Culver approach to EB 90 on-ramp. 
• Implementation of City of Los Angeles' A TSAC signal control system (resulting in 7% 

capacity increase). 
• Also, although not a physical or operational change in the field, the more recent 

calculations utilize the LOS CMA methodology as refined and utilized by LADOT. 

LOS actually worsened in the PM peak hour from the 1990 conditions reported in the Playa 
Vista First Phase EIR to the 1998 conditions reported in Route 90/Culver Project Report, even 
with the intersection changes noted above (see Table 1). In the AM peak hour, the reported 
LOS improved. The AM peak hour improvement was due to a combination of the changes at 
the intersection noted above and a reduced traffic count. 

More ;ecent counts conducted in 2001 indicate that poor levels of service of E and F are 
continuing, during both the PM peak hour and during the Sunday afternoon peak hour of coastal 
recreational traffic (see Table 1). The end result is that the Route 90/Culver intersections were 
and are near and over capacity during peak periods in 1990, 1998, and 2001. 

For clarification, the traffic analysis in the Playa Vista First Phase EIR (including the 1990 LOS 
and 1997 projections) were prepared by Barton-Aschman Associates, not Kaku Associates. 

Route 90/Culver Staff Report Comment 2 

The staff report notes that the Playa Vista First Phase EIR estimates that traffic would increase 
by 4% per year from 1990 to 1997, including ambient growth and related projects, and yet the 
levels of service have actually improved since 1990. 

Response to Comment 2 

See response to comr. .. .mt 1 re changes in reported LOS since i 990. 

Regarding why the level of growth projected in the Playa Vista First Phase EIR did not 
materialize by the time the more recent (1998) calculations were done, the most likely reason is 
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the recession of the mid-1990s. The Playa Vista First Phase EIR was prepared during a time 
(late 1980s. early 1990s) when development growth had been rampant and was expected to 
remain so. and this expectation is likely reflected in the projected traffic growth rates utilized in 
the First Phase EIR. 

However, development essentially came to a halt for many years during the recession. 
Experience in many areas of Los Angeles indicate that traffic volumes remained relatively 
constant during the 1990s. and in some cases even declined. Subsequent to that time, 
development activity and traffic levels have begun increasing. 

Route 90/Culver Staff Report Comment 3 

No information has been provided regarding traffic re-routing or change in mode alternatives. 

Response to Comment 3 

Modal alternatives were evaluated and determined to not provide sufficient modal shift to obviate 
the need for the proposed Project. Rather, both transit improvements and the proposed Project in 
combination (not one as an alternative to the other) were found to be needed to accommodate 
approved development. For this reason, the Lincoln Boulevard Corridor Transit Enhancement 
Project is a part of the Playa Vista mitigation program. 

Additional system-level alternatives to the Project were evaluated during project development that 
involved improvements to existing parallel streets and/or freeways. No other opportunities were 
found to develop a new east-west route within the study area because of right of way, land use, 
and topographical constraints . 

The alternative routes investigated for widening included Jefferson Boulevard, Washington 
Boulevard, and Venice Boulevard. Jefferson Boulevard will be widened from Route 1 to Centinela 
Avenue as part of the Playa Vista mitigation program. In addition, the Playa Vista mitigation 
program includes improvements at key intersections along the Jefferson Boulevard corridor. 
However, capacity constraints at the Jefferson Boulevard/1-405 interchange limits the 
effectiveness of these improvements when it comes to connecting Jefferson Boulevard to the 
regional freeway system. Major widenings along Washington Boulevard and along Venice. 
Boulevard were determined to be infeasible due to residential and commercial land use impacts. 

Interstate 10 (Santa Monica Freeway) has been studied for the addition of high-occupancy vehicle 
(HOV) lanes. Further widenings to add mixed-flow lanes appears infeasible due to right of way 
impacts and costs. Computer model simulations of a widened 1-10 indicated that the widened 
facility would not divert enough trips away from the central portion of the study area to relieve 
congestion in the Route 90 corridor. 

In summary, when compared to the proposed Project. each of the project traffic alternatives would 
have greater right of way impacts on residential and commercial uses while providing less 
congestion relief. 
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A 

Intersection 

Route 90 EB Ramps 
& Culver Bl. 

Route 90 WB Ramps 
& Culver Bl. 

Notes: 

TABLE 1 
EXISTING INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE COMPARISON 

CULVER/90 RAMP INTERSECTIONS 

1990 Conditions 1998 Conditions 
(from 1992 PV (from 2000 

Peak 1st Phase EIRJlltl Pr~ect Report) (b} 
Hour VIC LOS V/C LOS 

Weekda) AM 1.323 F 0.90 D 
Weekday PM 0.943 E 0.95 E 
Saturday PM n/8 nla 
Sunday PM nla nla 

Weekday AM 0.834 0 0.79 c 
Weekday PM 1.036 F 1.13 F 
Saturday PM n/a n/a 
Sunday PM n/a nla 

2001 Conditions 
(based on 

new counts) (b) 
VIC LOS 

0.70 c 
0.95 E 
0.80 0 
0.77 c 

0.90 D 
1.01 F 
0.77 c 
0.93 E 

a. Before lane reconfiguration on EB Culver approach to EB on-ramp and implementation of ATSAC. 
b. 1998 and 2001 conditions incorporate lane reconfiguration at Culver/EB ramps and credit for ATSAC. 
c. For illustrative purposes. 
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