
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA -- NATURAL  RESOURCES  AGENCY  ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor 

CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA 
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST.,  SUITE 200 
VENTURA,  CA  93001   
(805)  585-1800 

 

Th 4.5a 

ADDENDUM 
 
DATE:  December 14, 2010 
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FROM:  South Central Coast District Staff 
 
SUBJECT:  Agenda Item Th 4.5a, Thursday, December 16, 2010, A-4-VNT-10-105 (Caltrans 
Hwy.101 HOV lanes, Ventura County) 
 
 
  
A. RESPONSE TO APPELLANT RICHARDSON’S LETTER DATED DEC. 8, 2010 
 
In a letter dated December 8, 2010, which has been included in the correspondence 
attached to this addendum, appellant Richardson reiterates a number of points in his 
appeal.  He also asserts that submitted items were omitted from his appeal, attached as 
Exhibit 1 to the staff report. And, he states that there are serious factual errors in the 
staff report as well.  Accordingly, Commission staff has prepared the following: 
 
Response. The subject letter alleges that the staff report for this appeal failed to include 
four submitted letters. In fact, two of these letters (Bohn and Peck) are included in the 
staff report as part of Exhibit 9. The third of this series is not actually a letter, and was 
not included because it was not directed to the Coastal Commission and preceded the 
County’s final action on the matter. It is titled “A Personal Statement for the Ventura 
County Board of Supervisors from Doug Richardson” (no date).  
 
In a similar vein, the fourth document is an apparent circular addressed to “Dear Fellow 
Californian” and entitled “Caltrans Bike Path Threatens Valuable Regional Beach 
Resource” (no date). The latter two items were part of the administrative record, and are 
resubmitted by appellant with his new letter of 12/8/2010. All of the items not previously 
seen by the Commissioners are included in the correspondence attached to this 
addendum. 
 
The subject letter also alleges that the staff report for this appeal contains a series of 
factual errors. Some of these appear to be differences in opinion, while other assertions 
need further clarification. In any case, this memo responds to each, as follows: 
 
1. Allegation: staff report incorrectly states that the entire 3.4 miles of the project are 
posted for emergency parking only. Appellant states that the 1.2 miles constituting the 
La Conchita Beach frontage are not posted.  
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Staff has consulted Caltrans source documents, and clarification has now been 
received from independent sources. While both ends of the project are posted with the 
standard “emergency parking only” signs, the 1.2 mile segment referenced by appellant 
is instead marked by a “no parking” warning painted on the pavement surface.  

 
Upon close examination, the painted warning could appear to apply specifically to the 
area within the stripes that demarcate the southbound bike lane. Nonetheless, the 
meaning is ambiguous. There is nothing to advise the (speeding) motorists that the 
warning applies only to the bike lane. Thus, to the uninitiated, it appears that the entire 
paved shoulder is restricted. 

 
Therefore, we conclude that the information from the appellant is a valid clarification. 
However, we believe the public perception of a continuously-restricted highway 
shoulder remains a factor. Certainly the area where some people now park is reserved 
as a shoulder for emergency parking along the highway.  And, this circumstance does 
not alter the traffic safety risk to both cyclists and motorcars that the present 
unprotected shoulder parking represents, particularly as cars starting from a stopped 
position attempt to immediately re-enter the highway traffic posted at 65 mph. 

 
2. Allegation: improper use of highway and freeway terminology.  Appellant appears to 
consider that the staff report uses these terms in a prejudicial way. Actually, the staff 
report is careful and deliberate in recognizing that “freeway” is a particular subset of 
“highway”—and that the highway which is (and will continue to be) known as U.S. 
Highway 101 will meet full freeway operational standards upon project completion. 
When it is necessary to distinguish the post-construction version of the highway from its 
current configuration, we have used the term “freeway” in its appropriate context. 
Therefore, we believe the staff report is accurate in this respect. 
 
3. Allegation: failure to recognize Highway 1 in Big Sur as a fitting example of the 
special legislation that could be applied to the La Conchita Beach area. It is true that 
Coastal Act Section 30254 calls for the rural portions of State Highway Route 1 to 
remain a “scenic two-lane road.”  However, we believe applicant is incorrect in asserting 
that such designation specifically for Big Sur was one of the first orders of business 
under the Coastal Act, and that it applies to this situation. The Ventura 101 is a different 
highway, four lanes not two, servicing significant levels of traffic between the cities of 
Santa Barbara and Ventura, and we do not know of any special legislation that would 
mandate the 55 mph speed limits and other measures advocated by appellant. 
 
4. Allegation: staff report states that the project footprint will not leave room for both 
seaward side parking and HOV lanes even if the bikeway is located on the inland side. 
This assertion appears to be in response to the idea that the oceanside alignment of the 
Coastal Trail/bikeway is the reason that the existing shoulder parking will disappear. 
This is not correct, as detailed in the staff report. Parking along the newly configured 
highway may only occur for emergency purposes (a standard safety measure for 
freeways in general).  Additionally, the Caltrans project manager confirms that there is 
insufficient room within the right of way for a safe bikeway and parking facility on the 
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seaward shoulder, no matter what—assuming that there can be no seaward expansion 
of the project footprint or rock armor (riprap). This is confirmed by examination of project 
technical plans, forwarded as part of the County’s administrative file.  
 
5. Allegation: staff’s recommendation will allow high quality, convenient access to be 
replaced with a lower and less convenient level of parking. Appellant advocates leaving 
the existing parking where it is, with perhaps the addition of stairs and ramps to help 
visitors reach the beach. In support of this assertion, appellant cites the distance from 
nearest parking area to the beach—which is stated as one to one and a half miles.  This 
is factually incorrect. 
 
It is true that the horizontal distance from the shoulder of the highway as currently 
configured to the sea (over the concrete barrier and rock armor) is at most a few dozen 
feet. On the other hand, the distance from the new and newly-accessible inland-side 
parking areas to the beach via the PUCs will not be anywhere near a mile. The La 
Conchita PUC, for example, will cross under both the freeway and the railroad in a 
distance of only about 230 ft. An examination of project technical plans shows that no 
part of the beach will be more than about 2000 ft. (0.4 mile) from an improved 
CCT/bikeway vertical access point, although the railing could be scaled in a similar 
fashion as is currently done over the K railing now at any point.    
 
The distance at Punta Gorda from the parking lot to the shoreline will be only slightly 
more than the distance at La Conchita, but will also be a smooth surface and will 
connect directly to the CCT.   In any event, all of the protected or new parking to be 
provided by this project, and distributed along the corridor, will be vastly safer than what 
is currently available along the highway.  Furthermore, a variety of user types will be 
able to use that parking and connect to the CCT/bikeway to safely traverse the corridor 
by foot or wheel.  This option is not available now and many people do not possess the 
athletic skill required to scale the K-rail and clamber down the riprap, which in some 
places is 20 ft. high. 
 
Because a much more diverse population will be accommodated with a safer, better 
quality public access amenity program, staff believes that the approved project design 
represents a substantial enhancement in comparison to the existing situation. This is 
especially true for those with mobility impairments that cannot access La Conchita 
Beach at all, at present. Furthermore, new handicap parking spaces are going to be 
made available at Mobil Pier, Punta Gorda and La Conchita as a result of this project.  
Of course, there are some trade offs of the current convenience of parking alongside 
the highway, but we believe that they are outweighed by the overall benefits of the 
complete public access amenity package.  Therefore, we conclude that appellant’s 
assertions about inconvenience and excessive distance from parking do not fairly or 
correctly compare the current vs. future public access configurations. 
 
6. Allegation: staff did not give enough thought to locating the bike path on the inland 
side. Appellant states: “The access to the beach for cyclists from that side is not as 
problematic as staff makes it sound.”  
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Staff disagrees. We believe an inland alignment would be highly disadvantageous 
because there would be a running barrier—the freeway—between the bikeway and 
beach for the entire 3.4 mile distance of the project. This barrier would be breached only 
at two points: the rehabilitated Punta Gorda PUC, and the new La Conchita PUC. 
Otherwise, no direct beach access from the CCT/bikeway would be opened up, and 
there would be no protected CCT/bikeway connection at all from/to Mussel Shoals. 
 
Apart from these geographical realities, Caltrans and Commission staff contributed 
considerable thought and effort to creating a safe Coastal Trail/bikeway design. While 
the potential for a landward alignment was acknowledged, it was clear that the preferred 
Coastal Trail alignment would need to be on the seaward side of the highway. Such an 
alignment will much better distribute public use along the shoreline and open new 
opportunities for the public to reach the shoreline. Further, it will much better meet the 
Coastal Trail alignment principles of ocean proximity.  That is, a seaward alignment will 
assure the sight, sound and scent of the sea—as well as direct access to the shoreline-- 
in a way that cannot be realized from an inland location.     
 
7. Allegation: staff report exaggerates the difficulty and hardship of getting to the beach 
over the riprap. In fact, the greater distance from parking to the beach will be more 
easily and safely navigated by users, especially families with children, beach 
equipment, mobility limitations, etc.   These user groups will also be able to avoid the 
clear hazards associated with parking alongside the highway.  We believe this must be 
weighed against the greater distance that must be traveled by those who are able and 
accustomed to climbing over the rocks, as at present. 
 
8. Allegation: a transit to trail system hasn’t even been mentioned.  The staff report does 
mention transit, in that the HOV lanes will facilitate reliable, on-time service by transit 
buses running between Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties. The HOV lanes will not 
be at the outer edges of the freeway, so transit buses will not be able to easily stop, 
even if there were no restrictions on shoulder parking. On the other hand, transit buses 
will have the option to move more efficiently down the corridor and make stops at local 
communities by exiting the freeway.  In addition, the Punta Gorda parking lot will be 
located where future transit service to the PUC trailhead would be facilitated—in event a 
transit service provider elects to extend a surface route in this direction.  Park and ride 
options may also be opened up in this area. 
 
9. Allegation: use of La Conchita Beach primarily by surfers is a misstatement of fact.  
Appellant asserts that this beach is really a family beach. The statement cited by 
appellant is actually found in the project Mitigated Negative Declaration Addendum 
document. Staff agrees with appellant that there is a greater diversity of beach users 
and did not intend to give the impression that the needs of surfers are the only 
considerations that should be taken into account when considering the project’s 
consistency with public access policies.  In its analysis, staff has attempted to address 
the particular needs of the surfing community within the context of all user groups.  
Careful attention has been given to assuring that the CCT/bikeway will provide access 
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ways to areas of importance to the surfing community, including connections at Tank 
Farm and Rincon Point.   Staff continues to believe that having improved accessways 
through or over the riprap, and barrier separation from motor vehicles, will make access 
safer and more accommodating to a wider range of all recreational users. This includes 
family members of all ages and physical capabilities. 
 
10. Allegation: Caltrans or Coastal Commission should have done an adequate beach 
access inventory. Appellant states that this “was one of the first tasks assigned to the 
Coastal Commission.” In response, we note that the staff report does identify La 
Conchita Beach in the Commission’s Coastal Access Guide, published and regularly 
updated in partnership with the UC Press.   Furthermore, the Ventura County LCP 
provided an early and very specific beach access parking inventory. 
 
Further, the project has been designed to recognize value of the La Conchita Beach 
recreational resource, through construction of a PUC beneath the highway and railroad 
to access parking at the community of La Conchita; and, by providing additional 
shoreline accessways from the CCT/bikeway at Tank Farm and Mussel Shoals North 
(i.e., the north and south end of this stretch of sand, respectively). Also, the project will 
service the other two important beach recreational resource areas in the vicinity by 
providing new and improved accessways to Beacon’s Beach from Mobil Pier Road and 
Punta Gorda and opening new connections from the Rincon parking lot directly to the 
CCT/bikeway.  
 
Finally, the over-the-rocks approach will still be possible at La Conchita Beach as well 
as other locations—although not directly from a parked vehicle on the shoulder of the 
highway as at present. By incorporating a pedestrian rail design along the seaward side 
that will allow climb-over access, such direct access will remain possible at any point 
along the shoreline frontage of the CCT/bikeway.  
 
11. Allegation: complete lack of awareness of the needs of various beach users.  
Appellant asserts that the use of the beach will be made more difficult because of the 
long carry distances that will confront “…fisherman, kayakers, sailboarders and 
windsurfers, surfers, and others who have equipment to carry.” He states that these 
varied users will have “…only one or two openings in the protective railing to access the 
beach whereas now they may access the beach anywhere along the path [sic].” 
 
Commission staff acknowledges that there is and will be a wide variety of beach users, 
many of whom will be packing equipment ranging from coolers to umbrellas to 
paddleboards. At La Conchita, we also acknowledge that the car to beach carry 
distance will increase from as little as roughly 30 ft. to definitely more than 200 ft.--
depending on how close one is able to park to the PUC entrance, and how far down the 
beach one moves from the PUC’s seaward exit.  However, the ease of that hauling task 
is very different between the two scenarios and distance alone is not the only variable 
that is important. 
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The increased carry distance resulting from the project is offset by the increased safety 
that comes from reduced exposure to speeding motor traffic while attempting to park or 
merge back onto the highway; by vertical (underpass) and horizontal barrier separation 
(CCT/bikeway) of pedestrians and bicyclists from motor traffic; by the smooth surfaces 
that will accommodate wheeled conveyances of all kinds, including wheelchairs, 
strollers, etc.; by the seven different improved access points that will connect to the 
shore from the CCT/bikeway; and, by the ability of all users to access the beach 
anywhere along the path, if they elect to scale the see-through railing with toe-hold 
openings and scramble over the rock armor (as is now the necessity everywhere). 
 
At present, there is no actual physically separate Coastal Trail “path” as implied by the 
appellant. Design decisions for this project were made with a keen awareness that 
traditional convenience for some users would unavoidably be affected, but, on balance, 
Ventura County determined, and Commission staff agrees, the access amenity program 
represents an overall enhancement for the majority of CCT users and beach seekers. 
 
Because of the special 48” climb-able pedestrian rail design, those visitors who prefer to 
rock-hop will still be able to access any part of the beach from any point on the 
CCT/bikeway. Moreover, visitors with equipment will be able to employ wheeled aids, 
whereas at present equipment must be handed over the concrete K-rail barrier and then 
over the riprap boulders to reach the sand. We believe the ability to more easily take 
equipment directly to the beach via the La Conchita and Punta Gorda PUCs, or 
indirectly via the CCT/bikeway and the new access points along the CCT/bikeway, will 
represent a qualitative improvement for most. 
 
12. Allegation: bike riders will be restricted from reaching the beach. Appellant states 
that “even bike riders” like other users will be limited to only one or two places to access 
the beach through the protective railing. However, as the staff report discusses, there 
will be seven access connections from the CCT/bikeway.  In addition, bicyclists will 
have new safe opportunities to cross from the inland side of Highway 101 to the 
seaward side (and vice-versa) through connections from the CCT/bikeway via the 
undercrossings at La Conchita and Punta Gorda.  Furthermore, bike racks are being 
installed throughout the area as a part of this project to enhance the cyclists’ use of the 
facility.   
 
Of course, as noted above, bicyclists may similarly access the beach from any point 
along the edge of the bikeway by climbing over the specially-designed barrier railing 
and scramble down the rocks below. Notably, all user groups, including bicyclists, will 
have three improved access points for reaching La Conchita Beach from the 
CCT/bikeway (Mussel Shoals North, La Conchita PUC, Tank Farm).  
 
13. Allegation: letter from retired L.A. County Fire Dept. Lifeguard Division section chief 
was omitted from the appeal attached to the staff report. The letter apparently 
referenced by the appellant is from Karl “Bud” Bohn, dated 10/26/2010. It warns against 
the hazards of mixing different types of beach access users, and in particular 
emphasizes the potential for collisions between persons crossing the bike path enroute 
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to the beach. This letter actually is included with other correspondence, attached to the 
staff report as Exhibit 9.  
 
Staff notes that many other Coastal Trail segments up and down the State operate with 
mixed use recreation, including bicycles, albeit, there is always the potential for conflicts 
between slow-moving pedestrians and faster-moving bicyclists. No doubt, users need to 
respect the presence of others on the trail. A number of successful mixed-use Coastal 
Trail segments can be seen nearby the Commission’s San Francisco December 2010 
hearing place. Examples on this list include Pacifica’s Coast Trail, Half Moon Bay’s 
Coastside Trail, the Monterey Peninsula Recreational Trail, and the Golden Gate 
Bridge.    
 
Also, as noted in the staff report, Caltrans confirms that higher-speed road cyclists, if 
they so choose, will continue to have the option of riding—unobstructed—on the paved 
shoulders of the highway. This choice will serve to reduce the potential for conflict 
between user groups. 
 
The design of the current project avoids the type of collision with bicyclists that most 
concerns the retired lifeguard chief. That is, while the CCT/bikeway will be parallel to the 
shoreline, visitors will not cross it while making their way from the parking areas to the 
beach. Instead, beach-goers will cross under the CCT/bikeway, via the PUCs, as they 
make their way to or from the parking areas. 
 
14. Allegation: staff is wrong in asserting that scenic values do not constitute a 
substantial issue. The appellant reminds us that scenic values are an integral part of 
coastal and beach access. He asserts that “placing a double railing between the public 
and the beach where none now exists” will impact the public’s ability to view the 
shoreline, contrary to the Coastal Act. 
 
Staff agrees with appellant that the view from this part of Highway 101 to and along the 
coast is a very important scenic resource—and needs to be protected in accordance 
with the policy direction of the Coastal Act. But, we disagree about his comparison of 
the proposed design to the existing situation. It is true that the project will introduce two 
parallel design elements that are structurally higher than the existing barriers.  However, 
staff’s analysis is that the see-through thin steel vertical bars of the highway and 
pedestrian railings will open up views that are simply impossible through the existing 
solid concrete K-rail barrier. Further, at speed, the openings between the vertical bars 
will allow the illusion of a largely unobstructed view, much like the frames in a motion 
picture film. 
 
Another aspect of providing the barrier-protected Coastal Trail is that it will afford a 
scenic vantage point previously unavailable—except to those willing walk the shoulder 
of the highway with no more protection than a painted pair of stripes on the pavement.   
Users of the CCT/bikeway will be able to view the Pacific Ocean directly in a safe 
environment and at their own pace, able to pause and take in any view whenever they 
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may choose.  For wheelchair users, this will be a completely new opportunity to 
experience the shoreline. 
 
The bottom line for determining if an appeal raises a substantial issue is whether or not 
the project is consistent with the applicable standards of review.  As noted in the staff 
report, the appellant does not cite any conflicts with LCP view protection standards. 
Visual access to the sea is enhanced by removal of the solid concrete barrier. The 
visual impacts of the Mussel Shoals residential area will be minimized behind a 
landscaped soundwall, which will be the minimum height and length necessary. Overall, 
visual access to the sea will be protected and improved. Therefore, staff continues to 
recommend that the Commission find that the appeals raise no substantial issue of 
conformance with LCP standards or Coastal Act Public Access Policies. 
 
15. Allegation: the project design seems to be controlled by a small group of people with 
obvious limitations of knowledge and design aptitude, along with cultural bias. Appellant 
contends that the design process failed to properly engage the regional public 
stakeholders. In the context of the appeal’s contentions, the implication is that this 
resulted in failure to recognize and protect—as is—the opportunity to park on the 
shoulder of Highway 101 and climb over the riprap to reach the beach below.  
 
As detailed in the staff report, the project is carefully designed to avoid any alteration of 
La Conchita Beach whatsoever. As HOV lanes are added, and the median is closed 
and other safety hazards are corrected, the highway shoulder parking opportunity will 
disappear--regardless of which side of the highway is used for the CCT/bikeway. These 
are facts, not the result of cultural bias or lack of design aptitude.    
 
Furthermore, the project design process benefitted from a wide spectrum of public input. 
Caltrans conducted a series of workshops for the stakeholder communities and Ventura 
County held two separate public hearings on this matter. Caltrans and the County have 
acknowledged the project’s affect on the existing practice of parking along the highway 
shoulder and taken actions to offset these unavoidable impacts to beach access.   
 
Specifically, Caltrans has designed the project so that both traffic safety and the safety 
of public access are improved, while maintaining an overall parking capacity at 659 
spaces within project limits. Non-motorized modes will be barrier-protected from 
highway traffic. A critical 3.4 mile gap in the CCT will be closed, an existing PUC will be 
rehabilitated, and a new PUC will be provided beneath the highway and railroad. 
Furthermore, a number of additional shoreline access points will be constructed or 
rehabilitated, as summarized in Caltrans’ letter attached to the staff report as Exhibit 7.   
Importantly, Caltrans also has committed to ensuring that these access amenities are 
operated and maintained throughout the life of the project. 
 
The overall project design, and these particular parking and public access features are 
in part the direct result of a broad base of input from the local community, surfers, beach 
enthusiasts, bicyclists, local State Park managers, and many other beach advocates 
from diverse locations throughout the region. Such input was actively sought by 
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Caltrans in the project planning stages, informally augmented by Coastal Commission 
and County staff contacts, and formally solicited in three broadly-noticed public 
hearings. Therefore, the project design is the product of an unusually extensive public 
and public agency collaboration—not just a misinformed few. 
 
Conclusion. Appellant’s letter provides some helpful clarification, especially regarding 
the actual nature of the parking restrictions adjacent to La Conchita Beach. However, 
these clarifications do not alter staff’s overall conclusions that the disappearance of this 
parking opportunity will not be avoided by locating the CCT/bikeway on the inland side 
of the highway, as advocated by the appellant.  
 
Staff further concludes that the project’s public access benefits will offset this parking 
loss, overall. These public access benefits are reinforced by the terms of the County’s 
coastal development permit, and are backed by evidence-based findings. Therefore, the 
project provides maximum public access opportunities consistent with the LCP and 
Coastal Act Section 30210. 
 
 
B.      EX PARTE 
 
No reports of Ex Parte communication have been received, to date of this 
memorandum. 
 
C.       RECENT CORRESPONDENCE
 
Twelve items including letters, statements and similar correspondence have been 
received since the staff report was prepared. These items include one letter each from 
appellants Richardson and Chernof, and two additional statements from appellant 
Richardson that are not addressed to the Commission—but are items that the appellant 
has asked be included with his appeal. All twelve items are attached to this 
memorandum, in approximate date order following the Richardson letter. Two other 
letters (Bohn and Peck), submitted with appellant Richardson’s original appeal 
statement, are already included as part of Exhibit 9 attached to the staff report for this 
project—and therefore are not duplicated here. 
 
1. Summary of letters asking for a finding of Substantial Issue.  Seven of the attached 
items, including three from appellant Richardson, are generally in support of the 
proposed HOV lanes, but differ with respect to the question of where the Coastal 
Trail/bikeway should be located.  A number of writers particularly would like to see 
shoulder parking continue along Highway 101’s La Conchita Beach frontage. Their 
position is that without the Coastal Trail/bikeway, it may be possible to retain the 
traditional pattern of beach visitation here (i.e., over the K-rail and down over the riprap 
boulders).  They advocate for the bikeway to be realigned to the inland (mountain) side 
of the freeway.  
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2. Summary of letters supporting staff recommendation for No Substantial Issue. Five 
letters received, representing six individuals, organizations and the local supervisorial 
district, express support for a finding of no substantial issues.  In particular, a number of 
these writers applaud Ventura County’s decision to approve the project with the Coastal 
Trail/bikeway on the seaward side of the reconfigured Highway 101. Supervisor Steve 
Bennett, who represents the district where the project is located on the Ventura Board 
of Supervisors, highlights the beneficial access aspects of the project and notes that it 
received a unanimous vote of approval at the Board. The letters in support of staff’s 
recommendation indicate their understanding that the proposed Coastal Trail alignment 
is not the reason that shoulder parking will disappear, and concur that the public access 
program and parking offsets proposed by Caltrans and approved by the County will 
improve the overall access situation. Accordingly, these writers are in concurrence with 
the staff report’s recommendation to find No Substantial Issue with respect to the 
County’s LCP and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 
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December 14.  2010 
 
 

Chairperson and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 
  
 
RE:  California Coastal Commission - December16, 2010 -   Agenda Item Th 4.5a 
- Appeal No. A-4-VNT-10-105 (Caltrans, Ventura Co.)  
Caltrans HOV Lane project including planned Coastal Trail segment 
 
 

Dear Chairperson and Commissioners: 

Coastwalk California is in support of CalTrans 101 HOV lanes project in Ventura County and its 
associated improvement of an adjacent section of California Coastal Trail (CCT).  We have 
reviewed the materials provided by the appellants and support the denial of this appeal .  We 
believe that this project, as now configured, will provide benefit to the people of California and 
in particular provide a significant section of California Coastal Trail. 

The request by the appellants to locate the Coastal Trail/bikeway on the eastern side of Hwy 101 
would not be in keeping with public access and recreation policies of the California Coastal Act.  
Additionally it is inconsistent with the principles and  goals for the California Coastal Trail as set 
forth in the in the report entitled "Completing the California Coastal Trail" mandated by the 
legislature in SB 908 in 2001.    

An inland alignment for the CCT, as is called for by the appellants, would mean that trail users’ 
ocean views would be seriously degraded.  CCT users would experience primarily a view of 
freeway and the smell of motor traffic.  Additionally, opportunities for access to the beach from 
the CCT under this configuration would be very limited. 

We respectfully urge you to deny this appeal. 

 
Thank you  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

Una J. M. Glass 
Executive Director 
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