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ADDENDUM 
 

DATE:  May 9, 2016 
 

TO:  Coastal Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM: South Coast District Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Addendum to Item F17b: Appeal No. A-5-MDR-16-0004 (MDR Hotels LLC), 

scheduled for the Commission meeting of May 11-13, 2016 
 
 
 
I. PUBLIC CORRESPONDENCE 
  
The Commission received four letters in opposition to the County-approved project from four 
Marina del Rey and Venice residents. The Commission received two letters and exhibits in 
support of the County-approved project from the project applicant and Los Angeles County. All 
correspondence is included herein.  
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Coastal Commission Substantial Issue Hearing  
Friday, May 13th 2016 

Item F17b   

Note: A copy of these materials has been submitted to CCC District staff. 



   A-5-MDR-16-0004 (MDR Hotel) 
 New Courtyard & Residence Inn hotel with 288 guest rooms 

on northerly 2.2 acres of Parcel 9U  
 Dec 2015: CDP approved by County Board of Supervisors 
 Jan 2016: County-issued CDP appealed to CCC by Ballona 

Institute/Marcia Hanscom 
 

Coastal Staff Finds Appeal Raises No Substantial 
Issue; County agrees with Coastal staff’s 
recommendation: 

 Hotel, as approved by County, is wholly consistent with the 
certified MDR LCP  

 Project significantly improves public access & recreational 
opportunities for the parcel, consistent w/ applicable 
Coastal Act policies (parcel is currently fenced-off from 
public use) 
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Project Site   
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Parcel 9U 



Parcel 9U site photos 
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Note chain link fencing, which today keeps  
public from accessing the site 



Hotel Project Summary 
Guestrooms  288 Keys Total 
 
Courtyard          5 floors, 159 Guestrooms 
Residence Inn   6 floors, 129 Guestrooms 
 
On the Water Bar & Bistro  
Indoor /Outdoor Bar with Public Terrace Waterside 
Dining 
 
Community Meeting Rooms 
 
Marina Promenade with Direct Public Access 
 Stroller & ADA Access 
 Nautical Themed Water Taxi Shelter 
 Public Bicycle Rack 
 Public/Pet Water Fountain 
 Public Seating and Gathering 
 
Parking:     
 
19 surface short-term & 212 below grade valet 
 
Required: 1 per 2 Guestrooms:  144 Spaces 
 Dedicated Wetland   21 Spaces 
 Total Required: 165 Spaces 
 
Total Provided             Approximately  231 Spaces 
 
 
 
 

Project Location   
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Hotel Project Changes: 
 • Reduced number of building floors from 19 to 6. 

• Reduced height of hotel tower from 225 ft (225 feet was consistent 
with LCP) to one 72-ft, 6-story hotel wing and one 61-ft, 5‐story 
hotel wing, consistent with heights of surrounding development.  
Maintained 40% view corridor over parcel whereas only 20% view 
corridor is required. 

• Reduced overall project massing by placing parking underground. 

• Eliminated timeshare component and rooftop emergency helistop. 

• Eliminated hotel’s high-traffic uses including grand ballroom, large 
meeting rooms, commercial spa and destination restaurant.  These 
use reductions allowed applicant to reduce total parking spaces from 
360 to 231, in conformity with County’s Code parking requirements 
for proposed hotel use. 

• Reduced grading from approx. 44,000 cu. yds to 30,000 cu. yds.  
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Project Benefits 
 Creation of new visitor-serving hotel use on site currently 

inaccessible to the public; union hotel jobs. 

 Improved public access by widening existing waterfront 
promenade and connections to other nearby segments. Public 
amenities include shaded seating areas, landscaping, bicycle 
racks and a new WaterBus shelter and stop. 

 Improved unobstructed public view corridors over Wetland 
Park (40% parcel front); enhanced public views of harbor.  

 Increased parking incl. 21 public spaces for Wetland Park. 

 Wetland preservation and restoration on parcel, per LCP. 

 Both the hotel and wetland restoration projects are 
consistent with the MDR LCP’s land use designations and 
development regulations for the parcel; LCP Consistent!  
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Previous vs. Proposed Elevations 
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72’ Proposed 

225’ to roof line 

242’ to top of rooftop equipment room 

61’ Proposed 

Outline of Previous 
Building Design (in red) 

PROJECT SITE VIEW FROM MARINA WAY 

70’ Previous: 6-story 
parking garage  

36’ Previous 

16’ Proposed 

19-story tower 
(previous) 



Project Site Plan: 
Hotel & Wetland Preserve 

Hotel Site Wetland Preserve 

New Transient Boat Slips 

Water Taxi 
Shelter 

Marina Promenade 
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Property Line) 
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Project Site: View of wetland park 
and hotel interface from Via Marina 
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Project Site: 
View from Marina 

Public anchorage to be built directly in 
front of hotel & adjacent wetland park 

Public wetland park to be 
developed on southerly portion of 
parcel 

New 28-ft-wide public 
promenade & alfresco dining 
overlooking the Marina 
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Appeal Contentions/Responses 

 Inadequate parking will impact 
Coastal parking supply 

 Timeshare use: visitor serving; 
coastal dependent uses 

 Habitat impacts: wetlands & 
sensitive species 

 

 Inconsistent with community 
character 

 Code-compliant parking provided 
onsite to serve development; no 
impact to coastal parking supply 

 Timeshare use eliminated; 
traditional hotel operation 
proposed (Union hotel operation) 

 Wetlands creation and expanded 
buffer provided, consistent w/ 
LCP requirements/policies for a 
wetland park on this parcel 

 Size and scale of revised project 
now consistent with surrounding 
development 

Contention Response 
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Appeal Contentions/Responses 

Project will offer public views to and 
along the water marina promenade and 
view corridors; hotel height requires a 
20% view corridor to water over parcel 
whereas a view corridor of 40% is being 
provided 

 

Contention Response 
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• Visual resources 

• Public access Improved public access with expanded 
waterfront promenade and connecting 
through wetland park trails  

• Hazards Less than significant impacts with 
mitigation measures  



Support Staff Recommendation 
 Staff is recommending No Substantial Issue on the 

hotel CDP appeal.  County requests Commission to agree 
with its staff in finding hotel appeal raises no 
substantial issue with respect to project’s consistency 
with the LCP or public access and recreation policies of 
the Coastal Act.  
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STAFF REPORT: APPEAL – SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE HEARING 

  
 
Appeal Number:  A-5-MDR-16-0004 
 
Permittee:   MDR Hotels, LLC 
 
Local Government:  Los Angeles County 
 
Local Decision:  Approval with Conditions 
 
Appellants: Ballona Institute and Marcia Hanscom 
 
Project Location: Marina Del Rey Lease Parcel 9, 13800 Tahiti Way, Marina Del Rey, 

Los Angeles County, CA 90292 
 
Project Description: Appeal of County of Los Angeles Local Coastal Development Permit 

No. 20006-00007-(4) for construction of a 288-room, five-and-six-
story hotel in two wings with associated amenities including meeting 
rooms, restaurant, bar/lounge, fitness center, and operations spaces 
including lobby, offices, and laundry and maintenance facilities; a 
parking garage and parking lot with 231 valet-managed and tandem 
parking spaces serving the hotel and adjacent wetland park; associated 
signage and landscaping; the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
consumption; a new 28-foot-wide pedestrian promenade; a new water 
taxi shelter; and a reduction in required promenade and side yard 
setbacks. 

 
Staff Recommendation: No Substantial Issue  

 

 
 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
MDR Hotels, LLC proposes to construct a hotel and associated amenities on a vacant parcel owned 
by the County of Los Angeles. The Coastal Commission approved a coastal development permit for 
a larger hotel on the same site in 1981, which was partially constructed before being abandoned by 
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the previous developer. The Local Coastal Program for Marina del Rey was certified in 1995, was 
the subject of a major amendment in 2011, and designates the subject site for hotel use.  
 
The permittee submitted an initial application for a hotel project on the subject site with the Los 
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning in 1999. Los Angeles County certified an EIR 
for the project (and other related projects which were analyzed for environmental impacts 
concurrently) in 2011. The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission approved a 
previous version of the project in 2010, but that project was modified in response to comments from 
community members and Coastal Commission staff to remove a previously proposed timeshare 
component and provide additional public amenities. On October 6, 2015, the Los Angeles County 
Board of Supervisors approved the final version of the project with conditions. The Commission 
received a valid notice of final local action on December 21, 2015 and the appellants filed a timely 
appeal with the Commission on January 6, 2016. 
 
The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that no substantial 
issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed for the following 
reasons: the development, as approved by the County of Los Angeles, is consistent with the 
certified LCP for Marina del Rey and the public access policies of the Coastal Act, and will not 
adversely affect coastal resources. 
 
 
Important Hearing Procedure Note:  
This is a substantial issue only hearing. Testimony will be taken only on the question of whether the 
appeal raises a substantial issue. Generally, and at the discretion of the Commission Chair, 
testimony is limited to three minutes total per side. Only the permittee, persons who opposed the 
application before the local government (or their representatives), and the local government shall be 
qualified to testify. Others may submit comments in writing. If the Commission determines that the 
appeal does raise a substantial issue, a de novo hearing will be scheduled for a future Commission 
meeting, during which time the Commission will take public testimony. 
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION  
 
Motion:  
 

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-MDR-16-0004 raises NO 
Substantial Issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed 
under § 30603 of the Coastal Act. 

 
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No Substantial 
Issue and adoption of the following resolution and findings. If the Commission finds No Substantial 
Issue, the Commission will not hear the application de novo and the local action will become final 
and effective. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the Commissioners 
present. 
 
Resolution: 

 
The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-MDR-16-0004 does not present a 
substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed 
under § 30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the Certified LCP 
and/or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
 

II. APPELLANTS’ CONTENTIONS 
 

On December 21, 2015, the Commission received a valid notice of final local action for Local 
Coastal Development Permit No. 2006-00007-(4), which approves construction of a new 288-room 
five-and-six-story hotel in two wings with associated amenities including meeting rooms, 
restaurant, bar/lounge, fitness center, and operations spaces including lobby, offices, and laundry 
and maintenance facilities; a parking garage and parking lot with 231 valet-managed and tandem 
parking spaces serving the hotel and adjacent wetland park; associated signage and landscaping; the 
sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption; a new 28-foot-wide pedestrian promenade; a 
new water taxi shelter; and a reduction in required promenade and side yard setbacks. 
 
On January 6, 2016, within 10 working days of receipt of notice of final local decision, the Ballona 
Institute and Marcia Hanscom filed an appeal of the local coastal development permit (Exhibit 4). 
The appellants raise the following issues/claims:  
 

1. The development does not provide enough parking and valet parking will adversely affect 
surrounding public parking areas; 

2. The hotel includes an extended stay component which is similar to a timeshare proposal 
and is not a coastal dependent use; 

3. The site is located in a liquefaction zone and tsunami hazard area subject to sea level rise; 
4. Protocol surveys for sensitive and rare species should be carried out by the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife; 
5. The extent of the wetland on the site has grown and the site is not appropriate for 

development; 
6. The development will harm the special neighborhood of the Silver Strand and Marina 

Peninsula (Venice), which has unique characteristics that attract the visiting public to 
coastal walking paths along the Ballona Lagoon Marine Preserve.  
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7. The development will adversely affect coastal views and adequate view corridors have not 
been provided; 

8. The cumulative effect of higher buildings on visual resources has not been adequately 
analyzed.  

9. An updated wind study should be completed, taking into account other higher buildings in 
the area; and 

10. The project has been piecemealed and the Commission does not have adequate information 
to conduct a CEQA-equivalent analysis of the project.     

 
 
III. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTIONS 
 

On December 17, 1975, the Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission approved 
Conditional Use Permit No. 83-(4) and Variance No. 404-(4) for a 300-room 10-story hotel with 
559 parking spaces. On July 23, 1981, the Coastal Commission approved Coastal Development 
Permit A-207-79 for a similar project and required payment of a mitigation fee for provision of 
lower cost visitor serving overnight accommodation off-site in lieu of providing it as part of the 
approved hotel project.  
 
The developer started construction of that hotel project and provided the Commission a letter of 
credit in the amount of $365,000 for the required off-site lower cost visitor serving overnight 
accommodation. The letter of credit was cashed and the funds applied to construction of a youth 
hostel in Santa Monica in 1986 (see CDP 5-86-175). After partial grading and construction of 
foundational elements, the previous developer abandoned the project. The site has been vacant since 
then and a freshwater wetland has formed along the southerly portion of the parcel.    
 
The permittee submitted an application for a 288-room hotel and 527-unit residential complex on 
the subject site with the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning in 1999. That 
application was denied for inactivity but the Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission approved 
a 288-unit hotel and timeshare resort facility on the subject site in on March 10, 2010. The County 
certified an Environmental Impact Report for the project (and other related projects in the West 
Marina area which were analyzed for environmental impacts concurrently) on April 26, 2011.  
 
Following comments from community members and Coastal Commission staff, the permittee 
modified the project to remove the timeshare component of the project and offered to provide 
additional public amenities. The Coastal Commission approved LCP Amendment MDR-MAJ-1-11 
on November 3, 2011, which specifically designated the northern portion of the subject parcel for 
hotel use and designated the southern portion of the parcel as open space use. On December 12, 
2012, the Commission approved CDP A-5-MDR-12-161 for a saltwater wetland and public park the 
southern portion of the parcel.  
 
After analyzing the changes to the project agreed to by the permittee and the Coastal Commission, 
Los Angeles County determined that a new Environmental Impact Report was not required under 
the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act. The County therefore prepared an 
Addendum to the EIR certified in 2011 to analyze any new environmental impacts of the amended 
project. The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission approved the Addendum to the 
EIR and approved the subject development at a public hearing on July 22, 2015. That action was 
appealed to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, which denied the appeal, approved the 
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addendum to the EIR, and approved Local Coastal Development Permit No. 2006-00007-(4) on 
October 6, 2015. The findings and special conditions from the County’ final local action were 
certified on December 15, 2015, received by the Commission December 21, 2015, and are included 
as Exhibit 5 of this staff report.  
  
 
IV. APPEAL PROCEDURES 
 

After certification of an LCP, the Coastal Act provides for limited appeals to the Coastal 
Commission of certain local government actions on CDPs. Development approved by cities or 
counties may be appealed if they are located within certain geographic appealable areas, such as 
those located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the 
mean high tide line. Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are 
not a designated "principal permitted use" under the certified LCP. Finally, any local government 
action on a proposed development that would constitute a major public work or a major energy 
facility may be appealed, whether approved or denied by the city or county. 
 
Section 30603(a) of the Coastal Act states: 

 
(a) After certification of its Local Coastal Program, an action taken by a local 

government on a Coastal Development Permit application may be appealed to the 
Commission for only the following types of developments: 

 
(1)  Developments approved by the local government between the sea and the first public 

road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the 
mean high tide line of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is the greater 
distance. 
 

(2) Developments approved by the local government not included within paragraph (1) 
that are located on tidelands, submerged lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of 
any wetland, estuary, stream, or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of any 
coastal bluff. 

 
Section 30603(a) of the Coastal Act establishes the project site as being in an appealable area 
because it is located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea and within 300 
feet of the inland extent of the mean high tide line of the sea because there is no beach seaward of 
the site. 
 
Grounds for Appeal 
The grounds for appeal of an approved local CDP in the appealable area are stated in Coastal Act 
Section 30603(b)(1): 
 
 (b)(1) The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an 

allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the 
certified Local Coastal Program or the public access policies set forth in this 
division. 

 
Section 30625(b)(2) of the Coastal Act requires a de novo hearing of the appealed project unless the 
Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds for appeal. If 
Commission staff recommends a finding of substantial issue, and there is no motion from the 
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Commission to find no substantial issue, the substantial issue question will be considered moot, and 
the Commission will proceed to the de novo public hearing on the merits of the project. The de 
novo hearing will be scheduled at the same hearing or a subsequent Commission hearing. A de novo 
public hearing on the merits of the project uses the certified LCP as the standard of review.  In 
addition, for projects located between the first public road and the sea, findings must be made that 
any approved project is consistent with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.  
Sections 13110-13120 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations further explain the appeal 
hearing process. 
 
The grounds for the current appeal are that the approved development does not conform to the 
standards set forth in the certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
Qualifications to Testify before the Commission 
Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that no substantial issue 
exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. Therefore, proponents and 
opponents will have an opportunity to address whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. 
Generally and at the discretion of the Commission Chair, testimony is limited to three minutes total 
per side. As noted in Section 13117 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, the only 
persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the substantial issue portion of the appeal 
process are the applicant(s), persons who opposed the application before the local government (or 
their representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other persons must be submitted 
in writing. The Commission will then vote on the substantial issue matter. It takes a majority of 
Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is raised by the local approval of the subject 
project. Sections 13110-13120 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations further explain the 
appeal hearing process. 
 
The action currently before the Commission is to find whether there is a “substantial issue” or “no 
substantial issue” raised by the appeal of the local approval of the proposed project. Sections 30621 
and 30625(b)(1) of the Coastal Act require a de novo hearing of the appealed project unless the 
Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds for appeal. 
Commission staff recommends a finding of no substantial issue. If the Commission decides that the 
appellant’s contentions raise no substantial issue as to conformity with the certified Local Coastal 
Program for Marina del Rey, the action of the local government becomes final. Alternatively, if the 
Commission finds that a substantial issue exists with respect to the conformity of the action of the 
local government with the certified Local Coastal Program, the local coastal development permit is 
voided and the Commission typically continues the public hearing to a later date in order to review 
the coastal development permit as a de novo matter. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30621 and 30625.]  
Section 13321 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations specifies that de novo actions will 
be heard according to the procedures outlined in Sections 13114 and 13057-13096 of Title 14 of the 
California Code of Regulations. 
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V. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 
 
A.  PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 
 

The subject site is within an unincorporated area of Los Angeles County adjacent to Basin B of the 
Los Angeles County-operated Marina del Rey shoreline area, which supports boating, visitor 
serving commercial and hotel uses, and residential development. The Marina Peninsula portion of 
Venice, City of Los Angeles lies to the west, with popular coastal amenities including the Ballona 
Lagoon Marine Preserve and Venice Beach less than ¼ mile to the west (Exhibit 1).  
 
The subject site is county-owned land, elevated by a layer of filled material from the dredging and 
construction of the adjacent marina, which was most recently altered by the partial foundation 
construction of a planned hotel in the 1980s. After that project was abandoned, a freshwater wetland 
formed along the southerly portion of Lease Parcel 9, which has since been designated as 1.46 acres 
of open space by the County and the Commission through LCP Amendment MDR-MAJ-1-11. 
Coastal Development Permit A-5-MDR-12-161 permits the construction of a tidally influenced 
saltwater wetland and park at the southerly portion of the parcel. The 2.2-acre portion of the parcel 
where the hotel has been approved is designated for hotel use in the LCP and is covered by native 
and non-native vegetation. Public access to the marina is available by road and by foot at Tahiti 
Way immediately adjacent to the southerly portion of the parcel and by foot along a pedestrian path 
to the north of the parcel. Lateral access along the marina is available along a public promenade to 
the east of the parcel (Exhibit 2).    
 
The permittee proposes to construct a 288-room five-and-six-story hotel in two wings with 
associated amenities including meeting rooms, restaurant, bar/lounge, fitness center, and operations 
spaces including lobby, offices, and laundry and maintenance facilities; a parking garage and 
parking lot with 231 valet-managed and tandem parking spaces serving the hotel and adjacent 
wetland park; associated signage and landscaping; the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
consumption; a new 28-foot-wide pedestrian promenade; a new water taxi shelter; and a reduction 
in required promenade and side yard setbacks (Exhibit 3). The structure will be 72-feet high at its 
highest point and will be set back approximately 100 feet from the existing freshwater wetland and 
50 feet from the restored saltwater wetland. The 28-foot-wide pedestrian promenade will be 
approximately three times as wide as the existing promenade between the waterfront and the 
currently fenced off land within Parcel 9. There will also be public access through and along the 
saltwater wetland, which Los Angeles County plans to construct before or at the same time as the 
hotel project is developed.  
 
212 of the 231 parking spaces required by the County-approved permit will be in a one level 
subterranean parking garage. All spaces in the garage will be valet managed and tandem parking is 
permitted. A minimum of 17 of the spaces in the garage will be marked with signage and paint for 
exclusive use of visitors of the wetland park area, although the hotel operator may charge a fee for 
use of such spaces comparable to fees assessed at nearby public parking facilities. The remaining 19 
required parking spaces will be provided in a surface parking lot accessible to the wetland park, 
with a minimum of six ADA accessible spaces and a minimum of four free parking spaces marked 
with signage and paint for exclusive use of wetland park visitors (Exhibit 3). The remaining nine 
spaces in the surface parking lot may be managed by a valet, who will also be responsible for 
ensuring that the ADA accessible and wetland park visitor spaces are maintained for their approved 
uses. The valet parking system will be managed 24 hours per day, seven days per week, and the 
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operator will be required to file annual reports with Los Angeles County, which will have discretion 
to require changes to the parking plan and valet operation as determined by the County Director of 
Regional Planning. The permittee also proposes to provide bicycle parking racks and amenities on 
site.  
 
The County-approved permit includes 98 special conditions (Exhibit 5) requiring the permittee to 
implement construction best management practices to minimize noise that could harm wildlife, 
preserve water quality, and comply with the requirements of the resource agencies, including the 
California Coastal Commission and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. The permittee 
will be required to notify the Office of State Historic Preservation and the Native American 
Heritage Commission of the location of proposed grading the dates grading will take place. If 
archeological or cultural resources are discovered, the permittee will be required to recover them 
and ensure they are preserved by an appropriate body. The permit prohibits neon lighting and 
requires the permittee to minimize lighting in the vicinity of the wetland park. Landscaping of the 
hotel site is required to be compatible with the wetland park and invasive species are prohibited. 
 
The Commission received letters in support of the approved project from Los Angeles County 
Supervisor Don Knabe and UNITE HERE Local 11 (Exhibit 6).    
 
B.  FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS 
Section 30625(b)(2) of the Coastal Act states that the Commission shall hear an appeal of a local 
government action carried out pursuant to Section 30603(a) unless it finds that no substantial issue 
exists as to conformity with the local government’s certified Local Coastal Program, and if 
applicable, the access policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The term “substantial issue” is not 
defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. Section 13115(b) of the Commission’s 
regulation simply indicates that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it “finds that the appeal 
raises no significant question.” In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission had been guided 
by the following factors: 
 

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the 
development is consistent or inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the Coastal Act; 

  
2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government; 
 
3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; 
   
4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretations of its 

LCP; and 
 
5. Whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance. 

 
Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain 
judicial review of the local government’s coastal permit decision by filing petition for a writ of 
mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.5.  
 
Staff is recommending that the Commission find that no substantial issue exists with respect to 
whether the County’s action conforms to the provisions of the certified Local Coastal Program for 
Marina del Rey and the public access policies of the Coastal Act for the reasons set forth below. 
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C.  SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS  
As stated in Section IV of this report, the grounds for an appeal of a coastal development permit 
issued by the local government after certification of its Local Coastal Program are the standards set 
forth in the certified LCP for the area and the public access policies of the Coastal Act. The subject 
coastal development permit is appealable to the Commission due to the project’s location between 
the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea and within 300 feet of the inland extent of the 
mean high tide line of the sea because there is no beach seaward of the site.  
 
The appellants’ grounds for this appeal are summarized in Section II of this report and included in 
full as Exhibit 4. The County’s findings and special conditions in support of its action to approve 
Local Coastal Development Permit No. 20006-00007-(4) are included in full as Exhibit 5. 
Additionally, the County has provided detailed responses to each of the 10 issues/claims raised in 
the appeal, which are copied in full and incorporated into the Commission’s findings in this section. 
The Commission’s substantial issue analysis is guided by the five factors listed in Section B above. 
 
Claim 1: Elimination of parking spaces from the original project and converting those parking to 
valet, which means that coastal access will be impeded and not maximized as required by Coastal 
Act – public parking spaces now (and public parking lots) being used by visitors to Ballona Lagoon 
Marine Preserve, Grand Canal Lagoon, Mothers Beach and Venice Beach will be used by these 
valet parking needs. Thus, parking (and, therefore, access) would be diminished in the Coastal 
Zone – both in the County Marina del Rey area and in the City of Los Angeles – Venice LUP, which 
is directly across the street from this site and which is already severely stretched for parking/public 
access. This is not allowed by the LCP for Marina del Rey or by the Coastal Act. (Section 30211 & 
section 30252) 
 
County Response: Buildout of the proposed hotel will not result in the elimination of parking 
spaces. Presently, the project site is a vacant, undeveloped parcel and a previous design of the 
proposed hotel was not approved by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors. No parking 
will be displaced by buildout of the proposed hotel. The proposed hotel includes 231 parking 
spaces, which is in excess of Los Angeles County Zoning Code parking requirements, the majority 
of which will be served by an on-site valet-management system. Included in this total are 21 spaces 
reserved exclusively for use by patrons of the future public wetland and upland park located 
adjacent to the proposed hotel on the southern portion of Marina del Rey Lease Parcel 9. Four of the 
new public parking spaces are to be free at all times while the remaining 17 will be served by the 
on-site valet-management system but assessed a parking fee comparable with other public parking 
lots in the area. All project-related parking, including the parking spaces for the future public 
wetland and upland park and all valet parking, will be accommodated on the project site and no 
existing public or private parking areas off-site will be utilized to accommodate project parking. As 
such, public access will be improved over current conditions. 
 
The Commission finds that the County’s action to require more parking spaces than the minimum 
standard set forth in the zoning code (144 parking spaces would be required based on Los Angeles 
County Code Section 22.52.1130), as referenced in Section 2-12 of the certified LCP for Marina del 
Rey, is consistent with the public access policies of the LCP. Parcel 9 is subject to the development 
standards of Development Zone 1 (LCP Section 8-18 and 8-19) and has provided adequate parking 
to meet the permitted development potential of 288 hotel rooms. In this case, the project includes 
231 parking spaces on site and the permittee has also proposed to include bicycle parking and an 
employee transportation demand management program, which is consistent with the public access 
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policies set forth in Section 1-10 through 1-11 of the certified LCP and with Coastal Act Section 
30252. Special Condition 31 of the County-approved Coastal Development requires the permittee to 
maintain a minimum of 231 parking spaces on-site, in compliance with the final approved plans. 
Special Conditions 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, and 40 set forth specific requirements for the valet 
management of the parking lots, the designated public parking areas for visitors of the wetland park, 
designated ADA accessible parking, designated bike parking, and monitoring requirements. Special 
Condition 39 states that parking of automobiles by valets on public streets is prohibited.   
 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the approved hotel will provide adequate parking to satisfy 
the demand generated and will not rely on the adjacent public parking resources which coastal 
visitors use to access the Ballona Lagoon Marine Preserve, Grand Canal Lagoon, Mothers Beach 
and Venice Beach. For those reasons, the appellants’ claim raises no substantial issue with respect 
to the public access policies of the certified LCP and the public access policies of the Coastal Act.    
 
Claim 2: While the “timeshare” component was officially removed from the project, ½ of the 
project is now an “extended stay” facility, which brings the same “non-coastal dependent” use and 
similar concerns that timeshare facilities have in the coastal zone. In reality ½ of the project is 
“residential” in an area zoned for OVERNIGHT hotel stays. (Section 30211 AND pg. 8-14 of LCP, 
referring to “overnight” accommodations, with no allowance for “extended stay.”) 
 
County Response: A previous design of the proposed hotel included a timeshare component. This 
component was removed from the proposed hotel in response to community concerns and at the 
direction of the Board of Supervisors. There is no longer any ownership component proposed in the 
design of the hotel as approved by the County of Los Angeles and the hotel is conditioned to 
comply with County Code requirements for maximum length of stay to ensure guest rooms and 
suites will be occupied and rented on a temporary basis and no commercial apartments will be 
permitted. Hotels are a visitor-serving use that not only attract visitors to the Marina but provide 
accommodations that allow them to spend time along the California coast, a priority of the 
California Coastal Act. Hotels are also the principal permitted use identified in the Hotel land use 
category of the Marina del Rey Local Coastal Program, the land use category designated on the 
project site. In the LCP, the principal permitted use most clearly implements the plan category and 
is intended to provide overnight accommodations with attendant services. The Marriott operator 
identified in the County of Los Angeles staff report is only the anticipated operator. Once the 
project comes on-line, a different operator may have been selected for this hotel. Regardless of 
operator, the proposed hotel is conditioned to ensure that the hotel functions solely as a hotel and 
not as a residential use. 
 
The Commission finds that the hotel use is consistent with the standards set forth in Section 8-14 of 
the certified LCP for Marina del Rey. Even if a portion of the hotel be marketed as “Extended 
Stay,” it will still be available for coastal visitors and will still include amenities for coastal visitors 
including the restaurant/bar and access to the marina and pedestrian promenade. Additionally, the 
hotel will be subject to the same maximum length of stay hotels as other hotels in Los Angeles 
County (30 consecutive days). The proposed use is consistent with Coastal Act Section 30213 
which encourages lower cost visitor serving overnight accommodation. While the majority of the 
hotel rooms will be rented at moderate to high rates the majority of the time, some rooms may be 
available at low cost during periods of reduced demand for hotel rooms. Additionally, the previous 
hotel developer on the site provided funding which helped establish lower cost overnight 
accommodation at the Santa Monica Youth Hostel. Policy 16(b)(v) of the Marina del Rey Specific 
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Plan portion of the Implementation Plan for the LCP states: “if the applicant demonstrates that a 
proposed hotel project on the same parcel paid said [lower cost overnight accommodation] fee, or 
its equivalent, within 20 years of the date of application, the applicant shall be exempt from this 
obligation. The previous developer paid such a fee in 1985 and the application for the County-
approved project was filed in 1999, meeting the threshold for non-provision of additional lower cost 
overnight accommodation on-site.  
 
The Commission therefore finds that the proposed hotel use is consistent with the hotel 
development standards of the certified LCP and the public access policies of the Coastal Act which 
encourage lower cost visitor serving overnight accommodation. The appellants’ claim raises no 
substantial issue with respect to the public access and development policies of the certified LCP and 
the public access policies of the Coastal Act.     
 
Claim 3: This entire area – the parcel and adjacent Marina Peninsula – is located in a high-risk 
liquefaction zone, tsunami hazard area and subject to sea level rise concerns. The Disaster 
Preparedness Science Officer for the County of Los Angeles (an expert) submitted testimony that 
included the following information about this proposed development: “A. Admiralty Way is one of 
only two roads for egress from the area. The Courtyard Marriott will substantially increase the 
traffic density on Via Marina, Admiralty Way and on Washington endangering our rapid 
evacuation in the event of a tsunami warning or an earthquake. B. It will impair the daily response 
times of EMS, Fire and Police; and C. After a major earthquake the thousands of tourists who will 
be stranded will increase the demand on available water and food. They will require additional 
needs for shelter depending on the damage to hotels. Local residents will have to compete with 
stranded tourists for these resources.” His opinion further states that this project would severely 
impact the disaster resilience of this part of the coast. (Section 30253.1) 
 
County Response: The County is not aware of any comments provided at either public hearing on 
this project that were provided by the Disaster Preparedness Science Officer for the County of Los 
Angeles. Further, the certified EIR for the project identified the volume of traffic that would be 
generated by the proposed hotel as well as the levels generated by the other projects analyzed by 
this EIR (parcels 10R, 14, 9 south, and Basin B marina). The EIR noted that the development of all 
of the proposed projects analyzed under the EIR would result in cumulative significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to traffic but identified no project-specific impacts that could not be 
mitigated. This information was disclosed at the public hearing on these projects before the Los 
Angeles County Board of Supervisors. The certified EIR also included a number of mitigation 
measures designed to mitigate, to the extent feasible, the identified traffic impacts. In spite of the 
mitigation measures, some of the identified impacts remained significant and unavoidable. With all 
of this information at hand, the Board voted to certify the EIR and adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations noting that the benefits of the projects outweigh the identified impacts. The 
addendum to this EIR, which was prepared to analyze a revised design of the proposed hotel (the 
design that was approved by the County of Los Angeles in December 2015), did not identify any 
new impacts that would result from the proposed hotel related to traffic. Related to public safety, 
the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department provides policing services to Marina del Rey. The 
certified EIR reviewed and analyzed potential impacts to policing services that would result from 
buildout of the proposed hotel and the other projects included in the certified EIR. The certified EIR 
found that at a project specific level, the Sheriff’s Department does not expect any potentially 
significant change in calls for service as a result of the buildout of these projects. The EIR also 
notes that while traffic in the area would increase, mitigation measures incorporated into the 
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analyzed projects would prevent potentially significant impacts from occurring as it related to 
response times. At a cumulative level, staffing and patrol changes may be needed, but impacts were 
found to be less than significant. The Los Angeles County Fire Department provides fire protection 
services to Marina del Rey. Related to response times, the certified EIR found that due to adopted 
traffic mitigation measures, no significant project-specific impacts would occur. At a cumulative 
level, impacts to response times and staffing levels were found to be less than significant. The 
certified EIR was circulated to the various County Departments responsible for public safety and 
their comments were incorporated into the body of the EIR. As such, the construction of the 
proposed hotel does not negatively impact disaster preparedness any more than any of the existing 
development within the immediate area. 
 
The Commission finds that the project is consistent with the geologic hazard policies of the LCP, 
which is the standard of review, and which is similar to the hazards Section 30253 of the Coastal 
Act cited by the appellants. Specifically, the approved project included geologic and soils studies 
and design considerations to mitigate liquefaction and lateral spreading, as required by Policy 2 of 
LCP Section 10-8. The approved project also included analysis and design considerations to 
mitigate risks associated with earthquakes, consistent with Policy 3 of LCP Section 10-8. Policy 7 
of LCP Section 10-9 requires “new development shall be sited and designed to ensure that it is not 
adversely affected by impacts from climate change, including the potential effects from continued 
and accelerated sea level rise over the expected design life of the new development. The LCP also 
includes sea level rise projections based on the best available science at the time it was last updated 
(2011). The LCP cites the Ocean Protection Council’s Interim Guidance for Sea Level Rise, which 
estimates a range of 31 to 69 inches of sea level rise by the year 2100. The sea level rise estimate 
for 2050 is 10-17 inches. The expected design life of a new hotel is typically closer to 35 years than 
85 years; however, the County-approved project has been designed to withstand even the highest 
estimated sea level rise projections. The finished floor elevation of the first floor is proposed at 
+15.25 feet NAVD29 and the finished floor elevation of outdoor amenities including the terrace 
fronting the marina is proposed at +13.25 feet. The entrance to the parking garage on the landward 
side of the hotel adjacent to the public street will be +12.5 feet. Accounting for the highest recorded 
astronomical tides and the highest sea level rise projection for the year 2100, the approved hotel has 
been designed to mitigate flood hazard. Wave action combined with high tides and sea level rise 
could cause overtopping of the existing bulkhead (approximately +8 feet NAVD29), which would 
result in flooding of the public promenade and could threaten the underground parking garage 
(entrance +12.25 feet); in such scenarios, the hotel and all other development along the Marina 
would need to develop mitigation measures to withstand temporary flooding.  
 
The Commission finds that as approved by Los Angeles County, the hotel development has been 
designed to minimize the risks from geologic and flood hazard, consistent with the requirements of 
the certified LCP. The appellants’ claim raises no substantial issue with respect to the hazards 
policies of the certified LCP.     
 
Claim 4: Evidence (photographic and biological expert opinion) was submitted to the Los Angeles 
County Board of Supervisors that indicates a need for protocol surveys to be completed and 
reviewed by the CA Dept. of Fish & Wildlife for two sensitive and rare small mammal species that 
are on the California Sensitive Species List: Ornate Shrew and South Coast Marsh Vole. If these 
species indeed are present living in the historic Ballona Wetlands marsh soils on this parcel of land, 
then harm to the species must be taken into account in terms of approval of this project (Coastal 
Act) 
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County Response: The appellant asserts that two small mammals, the Ornate Shrew and South 
Coast Marsh Vole, may exist on the subject parcel. The assertion fails to explain how these two 
small mammal species were able to establish themselves on a parcel isolated and fragmented from 
other open space area in the vicinity by the Marina’s street network and main channel. Nonetheless, 
surveys and assessments have in fact been conducted. The certified EIR notes that surveys and 
literature reviews were conducted to determine the flora species present on Lease Parcel 9. Based 
on these, no special-status plant species were identified as occurring on the project site. Further, and 
again as a result of surveys, literature reviews, and based on known and expected on-site flora, the 
certified EIR identifies the various fauna species expected to occur and observed on the project site. 
Included in the identified fauna are various reptilian and bird species. The Draft EIR notes that 
some animals that may populate the site are those typical to or have adapted to a highly urban 
setting. However, the presence of larger mammal is not common in highly urbanized areas such as 
the project site and none were observed during the site survey. Further, the EIR notes that the 
potential for these animals to exist on-site still exists but is further limited by the 6-foot-tall chain 
link fence surrounding the project site. Thus, the certified EIR concludes that no special-status 
fauna are known to breed on or significantly utilize the project site. Special status birds including 
the California brown pelican, the Peregrine falcon, the California least tern, and the Great blue 
heron have been observed in Marina del Rey and the surrounding area but the project site is not 
considered to have suitable habitat to support these species. However, the Black-crowned night-
heron was observed on-site and the certified Draft EIR includes mitigation measures to address 
potential impacts to this species. Further, following approval of the project by the County of Los 
Angeles and related to work on the adjacent wetland and upland park located on the southern 
portion of the subject parcel, the County of Los Angeles caused a survey to be performed by an 
expert in sensitive species assessments and that survey revealed that there was no evidence of either 
species at the site. 
 
Between April 15 and April 19, 2016, LSA Associates, INC. conducted a protocol survey of the site 
for the California least tern, western snowy plover, Pacific pocket mouse, Southern California salt 
marsh shrew, and south coast marsh vole. The protocol survey consisted of five consecutive nights 
of trapping on a 110 x 70 meter grid of 96 points at the subject site. The grid was established on 
approximately the southern 80% of the site, on the best potential habitat available for these species. 
A one-gallon bucket (i.e., a pitfall trap buried flush with the ground) and a nine-inch Sherman live-
traps were placed at all but two of the 96 points established by the grid. The traps were baited and 
checked early each morning and evening. One mammal, a Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys 
bottae) and one bird, a European starling (Sturnus vulgaris) were captured. No species of special 
concern, such as march vole, meadow mouse, or salt marsh shrew, were captured or observed at the 
site during this survey. Additionally, the proof provided by those opposed to the extension is 
anecdotal, including a photograph of a bird with a rodent in its mouth and there is no certainty as to 
the type of rodent or even if the bird caught the rodent on the site. No physical evidence of 
mammalian species of special concern existing at the site has been provided or discovered. 
 
The LCP designates the 2.2 acres at the northerly portion of the subject Parcel 9 as hotel use and the 
southerly 1.46 acres for open space use, consistent with the approved saltwater wetland on that 
portion of the site. LCP Sections 5-7 and 5-8 set conservation policies for the wetland park at Parcel 
9, which include instructions to prohibit the introduction of debris or non-native species generated 
by nearby development. The County’s approval of the subject hotel development includes Special 
Condition 45 which prohibits invasive plant species on the hotel site. Special Conditions 46, 47, and 
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48 require the applicant to implement construction best management practices to minimize noise 
impacts that could harm adjacent wildlife. The Commission therefore finds that the appellants’ 
claim raises no substantial issue with respect to the biological resources policies of the certified 
LCP.     
     
Claim 5: The extent of the wetland on this parcel (parcel 9) of land has grown over time since the 
delineations were last performed. This entire parcel is part of the historical Ballona Wetlands, with 
historical wetland soils and wetland vegetation growing throughout the project site, as time has 
allowed the wetland plants and soils to recover. Such development as is proposed is not allowed to 
be undertaken on a wetland (Section 30255 & 30233.) 
 
County Response: The southern portion of Parcel 9 supports a degraded wetland habitat area. This 
determination was made through several delineations in consultation with staff from Glenn Lukos 
Associates, a consulting firm specializing in wetland and other water-related permitting, wetland 
delineation, jurisdictional determination, habitat restoration design, mitigation implementation, 
mitigation monitoring, biological surveys, and endangered species coordination, the Army Corps of 
Engineers, who have regulatory authority of Waters of the United States including wetlands, and the 
California Coastal Commission. The specific boundaries of the wetland habitat were reviewed by 
California Coastal Commission staff and approved by the Coastal Commission and other interested 
parties. The proposed hotel would be located on the northern portion of the Parcel 9 completely 
outside of the delineated wetland area. The proposed hotel would not impact the delineated wetland. 
Furthermore, there is no credible evidence that the wetland has expanded during the past four years, 
a period affected by drought conditions. 
 
The wetland delineation was originally delineated in May 2011. The Coastal Commission, which 
uses a “one parameter” indicator test, determined that 0.43 acres of wetlands existed on the site. 
That number was confirmed, using the “one parameter” indicator test, by Glenn Lukos Associates 
(GLA). Later that year a “three parameter” wetland indicator test was conducted at the site by GLA 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). USACE is responsible for determining the extent 
of the wetlands for the purposes of issuing permits pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
The “three parameter” indicator test determined that wetlands at the site cover 0.22 acres of the site. 
On August 17, 2015, additional data regarding the delineation of the wetland at the site was 
collected and the amount of wetland subject to Section 404 was reduced from 0.22 areas to 0.11 
acres. The USACE concurred with the change of the delineation of the wetland, and on December 
11, 2015, the USACE issued the Section 404 Nationwide permit. GLA suggests that the reduction 
in wetland area is a consequence of the drought that California has been experiencing. In 2013, Los 
Angeles County entered into a settlement agreement with Ballona Wetland Land Trust to restore the 
wetland at the southerly portion of the parcel with tidal influence and expand the acreage to 0.69 
acres.  
 
Based on the evidence, the Commission finds that the extent of the wetland has not grown since the 
survey the County relied on in its approval of the hotel project; it seems to have shrunk due to the 
drought. However, the County’s settlement agreement and forthcoming action to restore the 
wetlands and increase their acreage on a long term basis with the introduction of tidal influence will 
be consistent with LCP Sections 5-7 and 5-8 which encourage the wetland restoration at the 
southerly portion of Parcel 9. The subject approved hotel site plans designate the wetland area and 
the hotel is set back approximately 100 feet from the existing freshwater wetland and 50 feet from 
the forthcoming restored saltwater wetland. The Commission finds that the appellants’ claim raises 
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no substantial issue with respect to the biological resources or the marine resources policies of the 
certified LCP.  
 
Claim 6: This development would harm and negatively impact the special neighborhood of the 
Silver Strand and Marina Peninsula, which has unique characteristics that attract the visiting 
public to Coastal walking paths along Ballona Lagoon Marine Preserve. This quiet, calm 
residential neighborhood in the City of Los Angeles/Venice would be altered and harmed by the 
addition of a 288-room hotel complex of 5 & 6 stories. (Section 30253(5)) 
 
County Response: While adjacent to the Silver Strand neighborhood, the proposed hotel is not 
located within the neighborhood. The proposed hotel has its massing distributed between two wings 
and a low-slung central building. The highest point of hotel reaches a maximum height of 72 feet. 
Existing, under construction, and approved development in the vicinity of the project site reaches 
heights that range from two stories up to six stories (approximately 75 feet), including several three- 
and four-story multi-family residential structures across Via Marina from the project site in the 
Silver Strand neighborhood. Additionally, the appellant notes that the unique character of the Silver 
Strand neighborhood draws visitors into the area to utilize coastal walking paths along the Grand 
Canal. The proposed hotel would cater to the visitors that are drawn to this coastal area’s unique 
attributes by providing overnight accommodations for visitors in a manner that is compatible with 
existing, under construction, and approved development in the area and does not demolish or impact 
any of the unique attributes identified by the appellant. 
 
The LCP designates the development standard for the subject site. Section 8-14 indicates that hotel 
buildings in Marina del Rey are restricted by a height limit of 225 feet. Section 9-6 of the Visual 
resources section of the LCP provides the same 225 foot height limit specifically for Parcel 9. The 
County-approved hotel is 72 feet-high, less than one-third the maximum height for the hotel. The 
hotel is separated from the lower lying (approximately 30-45 feet high) single family homes and 
duplexes in the Venice Silver Stand residential neighborhood by two roads, Via Marina and Via 
Dolce. The hotel is approximately 500 feet east of the Ballona Lagoon Marine Preserve. The hotel’s 
existence will not adversely affect the character of the Silver Strand or Marina Peninsula 
neighborhoods in Venice.  
 
In any case, Venice does not have a certified LCP and the Commission’s standard of review for the 
substantial issue analysis is the certified LCP for Marina del Rey. The certified LCP designates the 
subject site for hotel use and the approved hotel is less tall and less massive than the maximum the 
LCP development standards would permit. Additionally, the approved hotel is compatible with the 
surrounding development, which includes other large hotels and apartment buildings. The 
Commission therefore finds that the appellants’ claim raises no substantial issue with respect to the 
development standards of the certified LCP.    
 
Claim 7: The views of the harbor will be impacted from the public street of Via Marina, and such 
impacted are not allowed. While an adjacent project of a wetland park has been proposed, the 20% 
requirement of unobstructed views on THIS project development is not being met (pages 9-5, 9-6 & 
9-7 of the Marina del Rey LCP) 
 
County Response: The Marina del Rey Land Use Plan establishes view corridor requirements for all 
waterfront lease parcels in order to preserve views of the harbor during development activities. 
Specifically, the requirement establishes that, at a minimum, an unobstructed view corridor of at 
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least 20 percent of a parcel’s [emphasis added] waterfront shall be provided. According to the 
Marina del Rey Specific Plan, the view corridor shall be located between the first public road and 
the harbor and open to the sky. Parcel 9 has a bulkhead length of approximately 386 feet between 
Parcels 8T and 10R. The proposed hotel will be located on the northern portion of the project site 
and a passive wetland and upland park is approved for restoration on the southern portion of the 
lease parcel. No structures will be located on the southern 1.46 acres of the parcel. The southern 
portion of the parcel has a bulkhead length of approximately 159 feet or 41 percent of the parcel’s 
waterfront. Thus, the proposed hotel in conjunction with the adjacent project to reconstruct and 
restore a passive wetland and upland park is consistent with the Marina del Rey Local Coastal 
Program’s view corridor requirements for the parcel, and in fact provides a view corridor in excess 
of what is required by the LCP. 
 
Policy 6 of Section 9-6 of the certified LCP states: “All development shall incorporate harbor views 
from streets and pedestrian access ways consistent with security and safety considerations. All 
development, redevelopment or intensification on waterfront parcels shall provide an unobstructed 
view corridor of no less than 20 percent of the parcel’s water front providing public views of the 
Marina boat basins and/or channels.” In this case, the parcel is rhombus shaped so it is difficult to 
measure the water front section in relation to the view corridor that will be provided to the east of 
the hotel site (over a fire lane buffer from the wetland park and over the wetland park itself). The 
view corridor appears to be approximately 125 feet of the total parcel width of 375 feet, or 33 
percent. Additionally, the approved project includes an expanded pedestrian promenade along the 
marina, which will enhance public visual resources and public access along the coastline. The 
Commission therefore finds that the appellants’ claim raises no substantial issue with respect to the 
visual resources policies of the certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act.       
 
Claim 8: Coastal Visual Resources cumulative impacts of a pattern of higher buildings has not been 
analyzed, as required in the 2012 Marina del Rey LCP (page 9-7) – as the environmental review 
being relied on is from time prior to the build-out of The Shores and other higher buildings 
completed since the original draft EIR circulation. 
 
County Response: The certified EIR included an analysis of potential impacts to the visual quality 
of the Marina that would result from buildout of the proposed hotel. The analysis was cognizant of 
the Shores project, as evidenced by references to the project on parcel 100 and 101 on page 5.6-1, 
5.6-34, 5.6-35 et al. The certified EIR analyzed potential impacts that would result from a previous 
design of the proposed hotel, which contemplated a single, 19-story structure. The certified EIR 
found that the proposed 19-story structure would be out of character with buildings in the vicinity of 
the project site. Further, the certified EIR includes a cumulative impacts analysis that addresses 
building heights of the proposed hotel and other related projects in the vicinity, including the Shores 
project on parcels 100 and 101. The certified EIR notes that most of the related projects are outside 
of the viewshed affected by the proposed hotel. Further, the certified Draft EIR notes that interfaces 
between tall buildings and shorter two-, three-, and four-story buildings are common in the 
urbanized Los Angeles setting and that these taller buildings, including the proposed hotel, have a 
positive effect on view corridors and open space areas by concentrating building footprints. In 
response to the significant aesthetic impacts identified by the certified EIR and similar community 
concerns, the applicant proposed a redesign of the hotel down to 75 feet, in line with other existing, 
under construction, and approved buildings in the area. This redesign was approved by the County 
of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors in December 2015. 
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LCP Page 9-7 referenced by the appellants does not contemplate cumulative impacts of higher 
buildings. In fact, that page offers height design flexibility that allows for buildings to exceed height 
standards in certain circumstances. As noted in the findings related to appellants’ Claim 7, the 
approved project is less than one-third as high as the maximum permitted height and is in character 
with surrounding hotels and apartment structures. The approved hotel is also consistent with Policy 
1 of Section 9-5 of the certified LCP which states that “conditions should be placed on permits to 
enhance public viewing, to allow for greater public access, and to create new view corridors of the 
waterfront.” The County-approved permit includes Special Conditions 1 and 10 requiring the 
permittee to implement the approved 28-foot wide pedestrian promenade and other visitor 
amenities, Special Condition 25 requiring setbacks from the wetland park which will expand the 
view corridor, and Special Conditions 32 and 33 requiring the permittee to provide parking spaces 
for coastal visitors and designate them for that specific use with appropriate signage. The 
Commission therefore finds that the appellants’ claim raises no substantial issue with respect to the 
visual resources policies of the certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
Claim 9: An updated wind study is required for this site, given the cumulative impacts from other 
higher buildings in the area that were not present at the time of the original draft EIR circulation. 
(page 9-7 of the Marina del Rey LCP.) 
 
County Response: A wind study was prepared to analyze potential impacts resulting from buildout 
of the original design of the proposed hotel. The original wind study concluded that the proposed 
hotel, as originally designed, would produce localized areas of altered wind directions and speeds 
that are assumed not to be significant and general air circulation patterns and the use of surface 
winds by birds will not be affected. In response to the redesigned hotel, and included in the 
Addendum to the certified EIR, a wind assessment was prepared to analyze potential impacts to 
wind from a “two-wing” design with each wing reaching a height of 70 feet. The report concluded 
that due to the similarity in height between the redesigned hotel and existing uses to the west, 
general air circulation patterns and the use of surface winds by birds and sailboats in Marina del 
Rey would not be affected by the redesigned proposed hotel and no new significant wind impacts 
would occur and there would be no substantial increase in the severity of any previously identified 
significant impacts.  
 
The Commission finds that the County’s action to require a wind study for the original proposed 
design of the hotel and a revised wind study for the approved hotel is consistent with LCP Policy 9 
within Section 9-7, which states: “Development shall not significantly increase infringements of 
wind access for boats in their berths, in the fairways, or in the Main Channel. Wind studies shall be 
required to determine the significant adverse impact of taller buildings on wind currents and sailing 
by small boats within the Marina. All structures proposed at height greater than 45 feet shall 
determine the cumulative impact of taller buildings on wind current within the Marina.” As noted in 
the County’s response, a detailed wind study was conducted by the consultant Rowan Williams 
Davies & Irwin, Inc. (October 2005). The Commission therefore finds that the County’s action was 
consistent with the certified LCP and the appellants’ claim raises no substantial issue with respect to 
the visual resources or hazards policies of the LCP.  
 
Claim 10: Finally, because the Coastal Commission is required to undertake a “CEQA-equivalent” 
analysis for this project, the significant aged information included and being relied on for approval 
of this project is not applicable. The piecemealing of this project and inclusion of the parts of the 
pieces of it when convenient for the conclusions the developer wants to achieve are not allowable 
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under the California Environmental Quality Act. In addition, a fuller and more thorough review of 
the greenhouse gas emissions impacts from this development, as well as contributions to and 
impacts on sea level rise must be completed, in accordance with a recent California Supreme Court 
decision (Newhall Ranch/CDFW decision). 
 
County Response: Several adjacent proposed projects were included in the EIR certified by the 
Board of Supervisors in April 2011, including the proposed hotel. Piecemealing occurs when a 
single project is reduced into several smaller projects each having no significant effect on the 
environment and where if taken together would have potentially significant environmental effect. 
Because five adjacent projects, including the entirety of the proposed hotel, were included in one 
environmental analysis with project-specific and cumulative impacts discussed therein, 
piecemealing did not occur. In response to the redesign of the proposed hotel, an addendum was 
prepared to assess any changes to previously identified environmental effects resulting from the 
redesign. As noted in the Addendum to the certified EIR, “The purpose of this Addendum is to 
analyze the “Marina del Rey Marriott Courtyard and Residence Inn Hotel” (also referred to as the 
“Reduced‐Scale Project”) proposed for development on the northerly approximately 2.2 acres of 
Marina del Rey Parcel 9 to determine whether any significant environmental impacts that were not 
identified in the original Certified EIR would result, or whether previously identified significant 
impacts would be substantially more severe (page 3).” Among other impact areas, the Addendum 
discussed impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions and found that impacts would not be 
substantially different than those identified in the certified EIR. 
 
The Commission finds that the appellants’ claim does not raise a substantial issue with respect to 
the certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. As stated above, Los Angeles 
County is the lead agency for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act. After the 
permittee reduced the size of the project from what was originally analyzed by the Environmental 
Impact Report, the County determined that a new Environmental Impact Report was not required 
under the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act. The County approved the 
Addendum to the EIR and approved the subject development at a public hearing on July 22, 2015. 
The project has been conditioned to maximize public access and recreational opportunities and to 
avoid adverse impacts to visual resources, marine resources, and water quality. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned by the County’s approval to mitigate the 
identified impacts, complies with the applicable requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to 
CEQA. 
 
Conclusion 
Applying the five factors test clarifies that the appeal raises “no substantial issue” with respect to 
the project’s consistency with the certified LCP for Marina del Rey and the public access policies of 
the Coastal Act, and therefore does not meet the substantiality standard of Section 30625(b)(2), 
because the approved project and the local government action are consistent with the policies of the 
certified LCP for Marina del Rey and the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
The first factor is the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the 
development is consistent or inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the certified LCP and the 
public access policies of the Coastal Act. The County’s action to approve a coastal development 
permit is supported by its findings, which were guided by a rigorous analysis of coastal issues 
identified in the certified LCP for Marina del Rey and the Coastal Act. Potential environmental 
impacts including parking, traffic, sensitive habitat, sensitive species, and geologic, wind (birdstrike 
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and boating related impacts), and sea level rise hazards were analyzed in an environmental impact 
report and subsequent addendum, and the County held multiple public hearings on the EIR and 
multiple public hearings on the proposed project before taking its final action to approve the 
development subject to this appeal. In its specific findings to approve Local Coastal Development 
Permit No. 20006-00007-(4) and in its response to the appeal, the County cited LCP policies and 
Coastal Act policies relevant to public access, visual resources, biological resources, marine 
resources, geologic stability, and sea level rise. In the detailed project description and 98 special 
conditions subject to the County’s approval, adverse effects of the project were minimized or 
eliminated consistent with the Coastal Act.  
 

The second factor is the extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local 
government. The scope of the approved development is a new five and six story hotel and 
associated amenities. This type of development is consistent with the character of development in 
the surrounding area, which includes other hotels and apartments as tall and as massive as the 
approved development. The proposal to include visitor serving overnight accommodation, visitor 
serving restaurants, and amenities along the public promenade including benches and drinking 
fountains is consistent with priority development on lands suitable for visitor serving use as 
required by Section 30222 of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the scope of the approved development 
supports a finding that the appeal raises no substantial issue. 
 
The third factor is the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision. The most 
significant coastal resource being affected by the subject development is the public promenade 
along the public marina, which is being expanded from 8 to 28 feet and provided with additional 
amenities as part of the subject development. The provision of four free public parking spaces and 
17 paid public parking spaces – and the construction of the adjacent saltwater wetland on the 
southerly portion of the parcel subject to the approved development will also enhance the 
experience of coastal visitors. The construction of a hotel on vacant land currently covered by 
native and non-native vegetation adjacent to the marina, in an area surrounded by residential and 
hotel development on three sides, will not significantly affect coastal resources. While a hotel is a 
more intense use than an open space park, the site is zoned for hotel use and the hotel has been 
designed to minimize adverse effects on coastal resources.    
 
The fourth factor is the precedential value of the local government’s decision for future 
interpretations of its LCP. In this case, Los Angeles County applied the standards of the LCP with 
respect to public access, visual resources, biological resources, marine resources, geologic stability, 
and sea level rise. The County issued variances for side and rear setbacks, which was justified by 
the abnormal shape of the parcel and the fact that the public promenade and the wetland park 
provide natural buffers. Because of the presence of the wetland and the promenade, the actual 
setbacks of the structure will be consistent with other structures in the area, including the apartment 
structures to the north, and will not set an adverse precedent for future development or future 
development of the LCP. The non-provision of lower cost visitor serving overnight accommodation 
on-site will not set an adverse prescient for future interpretations of the LCP because a mitigation 
fee was already provided by a previous developer of the subject site and the LCP is clear that any 
new hotel developments are required to provide lower cost visitor serving overnight 
accommodation on-site or pay an in lieu fee for provision off-site.    
 
The final factor is whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide 
significance. Impacts to coastal resources, including habitat and public access, are important 
statewide issues. The County addressed potential adverse impacts to the adjacent wetland habitat 
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and the biological productivity of the adjacent marina through the Environmental Impact Report and 
the special conditions of the approved permit. The approved project provides maximum public 
access. Other issues raised by the appellants do not raise issues of statewide significance. 
 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal raises no substantial issue as to conformity with the 
certified LCP for Marina del Rey and the relevant Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Appendix A - Substantive File Documents 
 

1. Los Angeles County Certified LCP for Marina del Rey (1985).  
2. Coastal Development Permit A-207-79 (Marina Plaza and County of Los Angeles) 
3. Coastal Development Permit 5-86-175 (American Youth Hostels, Inc.) 
4. Coastal Development Permit A-5-MDR-12-161 (Los Angeles County) 
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