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Appeal Number: A-5-MDR-16-0018

Permittee: Pacific Marina Venture, LLC

Local Government: Los Angeles County

Local Decision: Approval with Conditions

Appellant: Jon Nahhas

Project Location: Marina Del Rey Lease Parcel 44, 13443 Bali Way, Marina Del Rey,

Los Angeles County, CA 90292

Project Description: Appeal of County of Los Angeles Local Coastal Development Permit
No. 2013-00003-(4) for the demolition of all existing facilities and
removal of existing vegetation and the construction of an 83,253
square foot commercial, retail, restaurant, office, marine commercial,
boater- and community-serving space in eight buildings, plus boater
storage, vehicular and bicycle parking, and a 28-foot wide public
promenade, realignment of the Marvin Braude Bike Path a 462-stall
surface parking lot, and associated amenities.

Staff Recommendation: No Substantial Issue

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Pacific Marina Venture, LLC proposes to demolish existing structures and construct a new mixed
use commercial development on a parcel owned by the County of Los Angeles. The Local Coastal
Program (LCP) for Marina del Rey was certified in 1995. The County-approved development is
consistent with the visitor-serving, convenience commercial, marine commercial, and boat storage
land use designations of the County’s certified LCP.

Prior to the first public meeting on this project, an initial study of the site and proposed project was
conducted and the County prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). On August 26,
2015, the Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission approved the EIR and Project
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Number R2013-01647, Coastal Development Permit (CDP) 2013-00003-(4), Conditional Use
Permit 2013-00166, Parking Permit 2013-00012, and Variance 2013-00004 (for building setbacks).
The Planning Commission’s approval was subsequently appealed to the Los Angeles County Board
of Supervisors by Jon Nahhas. On February 9, 2016, the Board of Supervisors denied the appeal and
approved the project. The Commission received a valid notice of final local action on February 16,
2016 and the appellant filed a timely appeal with the Commission on March 1, 2016. The applicant
waived the 49-day appeal hearing requirement on April 1, 2016.

The appellant claims that “Marina del Rey was built for the recreational enjoyment by the residents
of Los Angeles County. It was not built for the residents as a destination to shop. Based on the
information available, it appears that the approved project is inconsistent with the LCP policies
related to traffic, public participation in the decision-making process, public access, non-water-
related uses in the tidal zone, and the overall policies of the California Coastal Act.”

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-16-0018 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-16-0018 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. APPELLANT’S CONTENTIONS

On February 16, 2016, the Commission received a valid notice of final local action for Local CDP
No. 2013-00003-(4), which approved the demolition of all facilities and removal of vegetation on
Los Angeles County Parcel 44; construction of up to 83,253 square-feet of commercial, retail,
restaurant, office, marine commercial, and boater- and community-serving space contained in eight
buildings with associated signage and landscaping; construction of an open-air dry boat storage
facility for up to 56 boats and mast-up storage for up to 13 boats; construction of a 28-foot-wide
public waterfront promenade; the realignment of the Marvin Braude Bike Path through the project
site; a public plaza; and a 462-space surface parking lot with 100 bicycle parking stalls.

On March 1, 2016, within 10 working days of receipt of notice of final local decision, Jon Nahhas
filed an appeal of the local coastal development permit asserting that the development is
inconsistent with the certified LCP and the Coastal Act (Exhibit 4). In summary, the appellant
raised the following issues/claims:

e The project will not provide adequate parking

e The County did not allow for adequate public participation in the review and permitting of
this project

e Traffic impacts were not adequately accounted or mitigated

e The project is inconsistent with the LCP and the public access policies of the Coastal Act.

III. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTIONS

On August 26, 2015 the Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission found that Project
Number R2013-01647, CDP 2013-00003-(4), Conditional Use Permit 2013-00166, Parking Permit
2013-00012, and Variance 2013-00004 (for building setbacks), were consistent with the certified
LCP and approved the CDP, associated permits, and EIR Case number 201300142, State
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Clearinghouse number 2013081040. A Statement of Overriding Considerations was made by the
County Board of Supervisors for CEQA compliance purposes in certifying the EIR related to
impacts to traffic. The traffic analysis for this project is discussed in Section V below. The Planning
Commission’s approval was subsequently appealed to the Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors by Jon Nahhas for the same reasons listed in Section II of this staff report above. On
February 9, 2016, the Board of Supervisors denied the appeal and, finding the project consistent
with the certified LCP and the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act,
approved the project. The Coastal Commission received a valid notice of final local action on
February 16, 2016 and the appellant filed a timely appeal with the Commission on March 1, 2016
(Exhibit 4). No other appeals were received.

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
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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
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.

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 or the public access policies of the Coastal Act, 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 or the public access policies of the Coastal Act, 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.

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.
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V.  FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The subject site is located within an unincorporated area of Los Angeles County in Marina del Rey,
known as Parcel 44. Parcel 44 is owned by the County and leased to the permitee. The parcel is an
approximately 8.4-acre U-shaped parcel adjacent to Basin G of the Marina del Rey small-craft
harbor and is bordered to the north by Bali Way, to the east by Admiralty Way, and to the south by
Mindanao Way (the parcel also contains 15.37 submerged acres, which are not a part of the County-
approved project). This area consists of the Los Angeles County-operated Marina del Rey shoreline,
which supports boating, visitor serving commercial and hotel uses, and residential development
(Exhibit 1). Currently, there are seven structures on the site that total approximately 14,724 square-
feet and serve as office space for boat brokers, a boat repair shop, and a yacht club. There is also a
paved surface lot that contains 110 boat parking spaces and 383 vehicle parking spaces. The parking
spaces that currently exist on the site support the existing offices, yacht club, and anchorage sites.
The County-approved project will provide parking for all new uses and the existing anchorage as
described below.

Parcel 44 is designated as: Visitor-Serving, Marine Commercial, Water, and Boat Storage land use
designations (including office space, see LUP Policy 8 footnotes below), in the County’s certified
LCP. Public access to the marina is available by road and by foot at Bali Way and Mindanao Way
immediately adjacent to the northerly and southerly portions of the parcel (Exhibit 2).

The permittee proposes to demolish all of the structures on the landside of the parcel and construct
eight new buildings totaling approximately 83,253 square-feet. Buildings one, three, and seven will
each be a 386 square foot boater-serving bathroom. Building two will be a 13,625 square-foot
grocery market (possibly a Trader Joe’s). Building four will be a two-story building with a 25,000
square-foot retail space on the first floor and the second floor will have a 6,901 square-foot marina
related administrative office space, a 5,133 square foot boater’s broker office space, a 542 square-
foot boater’s laundry space, 4,554 square feet of additional office space, and an 840 square-foot
boater’s lounge. Building five will be a 4,260 square-foot retail space and 2,367 square-foot
restaurant. Building six will be an 8,278 square-foot two-story water-oriented restaurant with an
additional 9,270 square feet of retail space. Building eight will be a 1,150 square-foot yacht club
and a 700 square-foot boat repair shop. The County permit also includes: an open-air boat
stacking/rack system to allow outdoor storage for up to 44 boats, a 462-stall parking lot, 100 bicycle
parking stalls, a waterfront pedestrian promenade, and the realignment of the Marvin Braude Bike
Path (Exhibit 3). No residential uses are proposed or approved.

The County-approved permit includes 48 special conditions (Exhibit 5) requiring the permittee to
implement construction best management practices, preserve water quality, adhere to the parking
and the traffic demand management plans, and develop the site in substantial conformance with the
approved plans and uses.

B. AREAWIDE DESCRIPTION

Marina Del Rey covers approximately 807 acres of land and water in the County of Los Angeles.
Marina Del Rey is located between the coastal communities of Venice and Playa Del Rey. The Marina
is owned by the County and operated by the County Department of Beaches and Harbors.

The existing Marina began its development in 1962 when the dredging of the inland basin was
completed. The primary use of the parts of the Marina that are under water is recreational boating. The
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marina provides approximately 5,923 boating berths. Other boating facilities include transient docks, a
public launching ramp, repair yards, charter and rental boats, harbor tours, and sailing instructions.

Other recreational facilities include: Burton W. Chase Park, Admiralty Park, a public beach and picnic
area, bicycle trail, and limited pedestrian access along the marina bulkheads and north jetty promenade.

Along with the recreational facilities the Marina is developed with multi-family residential projects,
hotels, restaurants, commercial, and retail and office development.

Within the marina, most structural improvements have been made by private entrepreneurs, operating
under long-term land leases. These leases were awarded by open competitive bids in the early and mid-
1960s. The developers were required to construct improvements on unimproved parcels in
conformance with authorized uses designated in their leases and pursuant to a master plan for the
marina.

C. LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM BACKGROUND

In 1984, the Commission certified the County’s Land Use Plan (LUP) portion of the Marina del
Rey/Ballona segment of the County of Los Angeles Local Coastal Program. Subsequent to the
Commission’s certification, the City of Los Angeles annexed over 525 acres of undeveloped land,
which was a portion of the County’s LCP area located south of Ballona Creek and east of Lincoln
Boulevard (known as Area B and C). Subsequent to the City’s annexation, the City submitted the
identical LUP (the Playa Vista segment of the City's Local Coastal Program) covering the City’s
portion of the original County LCP area. The Commission certified the LCP for the annexed area with
suggested modifications on December 9, 1986. The County also resubmitted those portions of their
previously certified LUP that applied to areas still under County jurisdiction, including the area known
as Area “A”, and the existing Marina. The Commission certified the County of Los Angeles’ revised
Marina del Rey Land Use Plan on December 9, 1986.

On September 12, 1990, the Commission certified, with suggested modifications, an Implementation
Program pertaining to the existing marina. After accepting the suggested modifications, the
Commission effectively certified the Marina del Rey LCP and the County assumed permit issuing
authority on December 13, 1990.

The County’s Marina del Rey LCP was updated pursuant to LCP Amendment 1-11 in February 2012.

D. 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;
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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 LCP for Marina del Rey and
the public access policies of the Coastal Act for the reasons set forth below.

E. 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 LCP 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 appellant’s 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 CDP No. 2013-00003-(4) are included in full as Exhibit 5. The Commission’s substantial
issue analysis is guided by the five factors listed in Section B above.

Coastal Act Policies — Public Access, Parking
Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states:

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution,
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall
be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect
public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.

Section 30212.5 of the Coastal Act States:

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or facilities,
shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the impacts, social and
otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single area.

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act States in part:

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where
feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are preferred.


http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html
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Local Coastal Program Policies — Public Access, Parking
LUP Policy 1.A — Shoreline Access

1. Public Access to Shoreline a Priority. Maximum public access to and along the Shoreline
within the LCP Area shall be a priority goal of this Plan, balanced with the need for public
safety, and protection of private property rights and sensitive coastal resources. This goal
shall be achieved through the coordination and enhancement of the following components of
a public access system: pedestrian access, public transit, water transit, parking, bikeways,
circulation network, public views and directional signs and promotional information.

2. Existing public access to the shoreline or water front shall be protected and maintained.
All development shall be required to provide public shoreline access consistentwith Policy 1.

3. All development in the existing Marina shall be designed to improve access to and along
the shoreline. All development adjacent to the bulkhead in the existing Marina shall provide
pedestrian access ways, benches and rest areas along the bulkhead, except where safety may
be compromised, such as boatyards, dry stack storage facilities, launch ramps and public
and private hoists or small craft staging areas, as well as sheriff, fire, and lifeguard
facilities.

4. All development in the existing Marina, other than as set forth above, shall provide for
public access from the first public road to the shoreline along all fire roads and across all
dedicated open space area

LUP Policy 2.E.4 — Recreation and Visitor-Serving Facilities

Lower cost visitor-serving facilities shall be protected and, to the extent feasible, new lower
cost visitor-serving uses shall be encouraged and provided within the existing Marina. For
the purposes of this policy, low or no cost visitor-serving facilities include but are not limited
to parks, promenades, transient docks, open public plazas and seating areas, wildlife viewing
areas, WaterBus transportation, public transit transportation, and special events.

LUP Policy 8 — Development Zone No. 3

B. Bali Area
Parcels: 41, 42, 43, 44, 75, 76, 150, UR
Principal Permitted Use by Parcel -

WOZ Parcel 44
- Boat Storage' (portion of parcel at corner of Admiralty & Mindanao Way)
- Marine Commercial’ (adjacent Admiralty Way)
- Visitor-Serving® (on mole portion)
- Water”

! Boat Storage: Permitting public and commercial boat launching and storage including public parking, ramps and associated launching hoists, dry boat storage,
dry stack storage, boat rentals and instructions, and ancillary support commercial facilities (fishing license sales, snack bars, equipment rental, bait and pole
rental and sales) associated with that use provided such facility does not occupy more than 200 square feet of 10 percent of the site, whichever is larger. Small
convenience facilities not associated with the use may be established for visitors if a park, promenade, and/or transient dock is associated with the facility.
Height limit of 75 feet for public dry stack boat storage facilities and 25 feet for commercial support facilities.

2 Marine Commercial: Permitting coastal-related or coastal-dependent uses associated with operation, sales, storage and repair of boats and marine support
facilities. Uses include public boat launching (and associated launching ramp hoists), boat rentals, boating schools, dry boat storage, yacht club facilities (with
associated dry storage and launch hoists), marine chandleries, boat repair yards, yacht brokerages, charter boat operations, and associated ancillary retail and
offices uses. Height limit of 45 feet for habitable structures and up to 75 feet for public dry stack boat storage.

? Permitting dining facilities, retail and personal services and youth hostels. Height limit of 45 feet.

* Permitting recreational uses, wet boat slips, dry stack boat storage facilities attached to a landside structure, docking and fueling of boats, flood control and
light marine commercial. The water area is delineated by boundaries showing the approximate location of existing and potential wet boat slips anchorages.
Charter boats, ferries, commercial fishing boats, and sightseeing boats shall not be permitted to operate in any boat anchorage unless the adjacent land use
permits such uses.
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LCP Section 22.46.1060.C.1 — Parking

Parking standards in Marina del Rey shall be as set forth in Part 11, Chapter 22.52 and
Appendix 3 of this Title 22.

LCP Section 22.46.1150 — Shoreline Accessways

The following provisions pertain to shoreline accessways which are dedicated or otherwise
guaranteed in conformance with the requirements of this Specific Plan and for which a
public agency or private association, approved by the Executive Director, has accepted the
responsibility for construction, maintenance and liability of said accessways:

A. Vertical access easements shall be combined with the fire department required vertical
access and shall be at least 28 feet in width and shall run from the shoreline to the
nearest roadway available for public use. Lateral access easements shall extend as
required for the individual parcel in this Specific Plan. No development shall reduce
existing access, formal or informal.

B. Leaseholds developed with access easements shall provide, where feasible, for public
recreation, public open space and improved public seating and viewing areas.

C. Access easements shall be posted with identification signs located at the junction of the
vertical easement with the shoreline and the connecting roadway and along the inland
extent of lateral easements.

LCP Section 22.52.1081 — Reduction in Required Vehicle Parking Spaces When Bicycle Parking
Provided.

A. Eligibility requirements for a parking reduction. A reduction in vehicle parking spaces
required by this Part 11 shall be granted pursuant to this section, when:

1. The project provides more than the minimum number of bicycle parking spaces

required by this Part 11; and

2. The project is located.:
a. On or adjoining a lot of lots containing an existing or proposed bicycle path,
lane, route, or boulevard, as so designated in the County Bicycle Master Plan;
and

b. Within one-half mile of a transit stop for a fixed rail or bus rapid transit or
local bus system along a major or secondary highway.

B. Reduction calculation. For every two bicycle parking spaces provided above the minimum
number of such spaces required by this Part 11, the required number of vehicle parking
spaces required may be reduced by one, with a maximum reduction in vehicle parking spaces
of five percent of the total number of such spaces otherwise required by this Part 11.
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LCP Section 22.52.1083 — On-Site Parking

Except as otherwise provided in this Part 11, specifically approved by the commission in a
density controlled development, or unless expressly allowed by a parking permit approved
pursuant to Part 7 of Chapter 22.56, every use shall provide the required number of parking
spaces on the same lot or parcel of land on which the use in located. For the purposes of this
section, transitional parking spaces separated only by an alley from the use shall be
considered to be located in the same lot or parcel.

The following table provides a breakdown of the parking demand created by the County-approved
project pursuant to the requirements of LCP Section 22.52.1083.

Parking Requirement

Use Square Feet/Number of | Spaces/Area or Spaces Required
Seats Spaces/Seat

Retail 53,960 sq. ft. 4/1,000 sq. ft. 216
Restaurant

Indoor Dining 267 Seats 1/ 3 Seats 89

Area 4,000 sq. ft.

Outdoor Dining 115 Seats 1/3 Seats 38

Area

Kitchen/ 30 Persons 1/3 Seats 10

5,855 sq. ft.
Office and Other 16,588 sq. ft. 2.5/1,000 sq. ft. 41
Commercial Uses
Yacht Club 1,150 sq. ft. 4/1,000 sq. ft. 5
Boater 1,700 sq. ft. N/A Ancillary 0
Bathrooms/Laundry
Boat Slips 148 0.6/Boat Slip 89
Boat Dry/Mast-up 69 0.3/Space 21
Storage
./ |

Sub Total 509 Spaces
Bicycle Credit Required — 26 spaces, Provided 76 Spaces (25) Spaces
Total 484 Spaces

LCP Section 22.56.990 — Parking Permits — Establishment - Purpose

A. The parking permit procedure is established to provide an alternative to the parking
requirements on Chapter 22.52 in the event that a particular use does not have the need for
such requirements.

LCP Section 22.56.990.C.2

C. It is the intent to conserve land and promote efficient land use by allowing:
2. Tandem parking for nonresidential uses,
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LCP Section 22.56.1020.B.1 — Application — Burden of Proof

In addition to the information required in the application by Section 22.56.1010, the
applicant shall substantiate the following facts:

B. That there will be no conflicts arising from special parking arrangements allowing shared
vehicle parking facilities, tandem spaces, or compact spaces because:

2. Vehicle parking facilities using tandem spaces will employ valets or will utilize other
means to insure a workable plan;

The appellant claims that the County-approved project will not provide adequate parking consistent
with the certified LCP. The appellant has expressed concerns that residents who wish to access the
water will not be allowed to park in the new parking lot that is designated to support the uses
associated with the County-approved project (Claim 3, Exhibit 4). The appellant did not
substantiate this claim by citing policies of the certified LCP or the Coastal Act. According to the
County, the existing parking lot currently supports the uses on and associated with the site. A
“resident” or any member of the public wishing to use any of the on-site facilities or access the
anchorage that the subject site supports would have a valid reason to park in the parking lot, just as
they do now pursuant to LCP Section 22.52.1083.

Per the County’s LCP Sections 22.46.1060.C.1, 22.52.1081, and 22.52.1083 and given the sizes of
the approved uses, the County-approved project would be required to provide 484 spaces. The
County reduced the amount of required vehicle parking by 25 spaces by providing 76 on-site
bicycle parking spaces pursuant to LCP Section 22.52.1081. The parking study (Traffic Impact
Analysis Report including Parking Study, Hirsch/Green Transportation Consulting, Inc. October
2013) prepared for this project found that during peak parking utilization of the new development,
the parking demand would be approximately 457 spaces. Therefore, the County found that fewer
parking spaces would be required to meet the parking demand generated by the new development.
As such, the County authorized a further reduction in parking of 22 spaces for a total of 462 spaces
and issued Parking Permit 2013-00012 pursuant to LCP Sections 22.52.1081, 22.52.1083,
22.56.990, and 22.56.1020.

Additionally, Parcel 44 is designated as Boat Storage, Marine Commercial, Water, and Visitor-
Serving Commercial in the County’s certified LUP Policy 8 (page 8-22). The land use designations
were approved by the Coastal Commission in the certified LCP. Pursuant to LUP Policies 1 and 2
and LCP Section 22.46.1150, the County has incorporated several public access oriented amenities
as part of this project as described in Section V above. The County-approved project is designed
consistent with LUP Policies 1, 2, and 8 and LCP Sections 30210, 30211, and 30213 of the public
access policies of the Coastal Act because it is consistent with the land use designations and will
provide boater- and visitor using amenities, which currently do not exist at the site, and enhance the
amenities that do exist at the site. The project will provide sufficient parking, pedestrian, boating,
and biking access, as well as active and passive recreation opportunities at this location along the
coast as required by LCP Sections 22.46.1150, 22.46.1060, 22.46.1100 (below).
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Local Coastal Program — Public Participation

LCP Section 22.56.2380

A. A coastal development permit which may be appealed to the Coastal Commission
pursuant to Section 22.56.2450 shall have a public hearing before the hearing officer of
regional planning commission.

LCP Section 22.46.2400

A. The director shall provide notice by first class mail for a coastal development permit at
least 20 days prior to the public hearing of decision on the application to:

1. The applicant, property owners and residents whose names and addresses appear
on the verified list of persons required to be submitted by Section 22.56.23 and
other pertinent sections,

2. The California Coastal Commission, and

3. Any person who has requested to be noticed of such permit.

The appellant contends that the County did not allow for adequate public participation throughout
the planning and permitting process of the subject project (Claim 5, Exhibit 4). The appellant did
not refer to any policies of the certified LCP or the Coastal Act to support this claim, but stated that
“there is little to no public participation in the development process of Marina del Rey.”

The County held a public hearing on the Draft EIR for this project on March 4, 2015. At that time, it
was noted that a CDP would be required for the project. The County noticed the public hearing for
the Draft EIR in local newspapers (Daily Breeze, February 14, 2015; and La Opinion, February 13,
2015) and on February 10, 2015, the County mailed notices to three local libraries for public
posting and to all owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the project site. Notices were
verified to be posted on the subject property and were made available on the Los Angeles Regional
Planning Department’s website on February 12, 2015. On February 12, 2015, a Notice of
Completion and Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR was posted on the County Recorder’s Office
and also sent by mail to the State Clearinghouse and other interested parties. The formal public
review period for the Draft EIR was from February 13, 2015 to March 31, 2015. Comments on the
Draft EIR were received during the comment period, and those comments were responded to in the
Final EIR. As previously mentioned, the Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission held a public
hearing for the CDP on the project on August 26, 2015 during which time approximately 25
members of the public actively participated in by providing comments on the project. At that same
hearing, the Planning Commission approved the project. Because the CDP was appealed, the Los
Angeles County Board of Supervisors held a public hearing to review the appeal and the CDP on
November 24, 2015. At that hearing, approximately 19 members of the public offered comments on
the project. At the conclusion of that hearing, the Board of Supervisors indicated its intent to deny
the appeal and approve the CDP. The County Counsel was directed to prepare the final findings and
conditions and on February 9, 2016, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors denied the
appeal and approved the CDP. The County provided sufficient opportunities for public participation
consistent with certified LCP Sections 22.56.2380 and 22.56.2400.
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Local Coastal Program Policies — Public Access, Traffic

LUP Policy 1.A — Shoreline Access

See LCP Policies — Public Access, Parking above
LUP Policy 11.E — Circulation (in part)

The revised Set of Intersection Improvement Projects planned to accommodate the increased
traffic generated by the Pipeline Projects are as follows:

1) Via Marina/Admiralty Way Intersection Alternatives

a. Alternative A — Provide a third westbound lane left-turn lane on Admiralty Way
and a second southbound left-turn lane on Via Marina.

b. Alternative B — Realign this intersection to make Admiralty Way and the Via
Marina Way segment south of Admiralty to become a continuous east-west
roadway and realign Via Marina Way north or Admiralty Wat to “T” intersect
this roadway.

2) Palawan Way/Admiralty Way — Provide a third through lane in the westbound direction
of Admiralty Way.

3) Admiralty Way/Bali Way Intersection — Provide a second southbound left-turn land on
Admiralty Way.

4) Admiralty Way/Mindanao Way Intersection Alternatives — Provide a second southbound
left-turn land on Admiralty Way and an additional lane on the eastbound approach of
Mindanao Way.

The interim and final striping configuration at the intersections will be determined by the
Department of Public Works.

Improvements to the Regional Transportation System are listed under Category 3 in Figure
11. These improvements generally require coordination and approval of other jurisdictions.

In addition, the Department of Public Works may include other coastal access or public
transportation improvements which mitigate significant adverse cumulative impacts of
development on the Regional Transportation System.

Funding of Transportation Improvements — The funding of transportation improvements

shall be undertaken in the following manner:

1) Revised Set of Intersection Improvement Projects
All lessees within the existing Marina, which propose new development pursuant to the
LCP, shall pay their fair-share developer fees based in the number of trips they generate
to pay for the Revised Set of Intersection Improvement Projects.

LCP Section 22.46.1090.3 — Land Use Monitoring and Phasing

Transportation Improvements. Expanded transportation facilities should accompany
additional development in Marina del Rey and, approval of development projects in the
Marina will be contingent upon the developers’ fair share payment of trip fees to fund
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the improvements. Said trip fees will be dependent upon the number of additional p.m.
peak-hour trips generated by the project and the established cost per trip.

LCP Section 22.46.1100.B — Circulation System

An important component of the circulation system is the Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) program which maximizes system-operating efficiency and thereby
enhances access to and travel within the Marina area.

1. Roadway System. Special roadway sections are anticipated to accommodate bikeways,
non-vehicular circulation components, and landscaped areas.

2. Pedestrian and Bicycle System.

a. The pedestrian and bicycle system is an important component of the overall circulation
system. The pedestrian promenade and bicycle path enhance shoreline access and
implement a number of policies in the land use plan. The pedestrian promenade is
illustrated on the Existing Shoreline Access Map (Map 4) (see Map 4, set out at the end of
this Part 3).

b. Pedestrian system physical features include:

— Identification striping, markers, and signs;

— Lighting,

— Smooth, continuous paving (handicap accessible);
— Directories, benches, and drinking fountains.

c. Bicycle system features include:

— Connections to the Marvin Braude Bicycle Trail;

— Access around the entire Marina area, to all land uses, including visitor-serving facilities
and beaches;

— Identification striping, markers, and signs;

— Smooth, continuous paving;

— Directories, bike racks, benches, drinking fountains, and storage lockers at all land uses,
— Connections to other travel modes (bus stops, park and ride, transit stations, bus
transportability).

d. The bicycle system should maximize access without compromising safety. Separate right-
of-way, minimizing driveways that interfere with the route and compatible intersection
design are desirable in a bicycle system.

LCP Section 22.46.1180.A. 9, 10, 11.b — Filing Requirements

A. An application for new development shall contain the following information, In case of an
application for a coastal development permit, the information shall be in addition to the
material in section 22.56.2310 relating to coastal development permits.

9. Direct Traffic Mitigation Payments. All developments shall pay fair-share fees to
mitigate their impacts at intersections within the Marina and for other internal and
regional circulation improvements. No development may commence without payment of
a fair and proportionate share of the costs of the Revised Set of Intersection
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Improvement Projects, as set forth in section 22.46.1100.C of this Specific Plan, and
improvements to the Regional Transportation System, as shown on Map 16 of the
Marina del Rey Land Use Plan. The applicant shall also demonstrate that funding of
the necessary traffic improvements has been guaranteed.

Mitigation of Cumulative Impacts on the Subregional Traffic System—Traffic Analysis
and Mitigation Requirements. An applicant for development shall provide the following
information regarding the project's anticipated traffic impacts on major highways leading
into and around the Marina del Rey Specific Plan area:

a. Exemptions Based on Initial Trip Evaluation. The applicant shall submit an accurate
and detailed project description with an initial estimate of the number of the daily trips
that will be generated by the project to the Department of Public Works. Subject to the
approval of the Department of Public Works, the applicant may, in lieu of preparing a
traffic report, pay its fair-share contribution of trip fees for the Revised Set of Intersection
Improvement Projects within the Marina and for improvements to the Regional
Transportation System.

b. Traffic Impact Analysis Report. A detailed traffic impact analysis report, based on the
Department of Public Works' Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines, shall be
submitted to the Department of Public Works at the time of the application for the coastal
development permit which addresses the project's traffic impacts on various highway
intersections that could experience significant impact as described in subsection A.10.e of
this section. The study shall document: (1) the number of daily, a.m., and p.m. peak-hour
trips which would be generated by the project, (2) the distribution of the trips upon the
road system, (3) how specific transportation improvements would mitigate the impact of
the project, and (4) such additional information as the Department of Public Works may
require to properly evaluate the project's proportionate traffic impacts on the study
intersections. The study shall compare levels of service for existing, ambient growth and
with and without construction of the project, and cumulative traffic impacts with other
known developments.

c. Highway Intersections Required to be Studied. The study area shall include arterial
highways, freeways, and intersections generally within a one-mile radius of the project
site. These shall include, at a minimum, the Washington Boulevard/Lincoln Boulevard
intersection, and the Route 90/Lincoln Boulevard intersections.

d. Consultation. The applicant shall consult with the Department of Public Works on the
preparation of the traffic study. The Department of Public Works will coordinate with the
City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), for their input and requirements. The
Department of Public Works shall determine the types of mitigation measures and traffic
improvements most appropriate to the project.

e. Threshold. A determination of a significant impact shall be based on the Department of
Public Works' Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, which are as follows: At LOS C, a
development project causing a volume to capacity (V/C) increase of 0.04 or more shall be
considered a significant impact. At LOS D, a V/C increase of 0.02 or more shall be
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considered a significant impact, and at LOS E/F, a V/C increase of 0.01 or more shall be
considered a significant impact.

f- Recommendations on Mitigation Requirements. All lessees within the Marina which
propose new development pursuant to the LCP shall pay their fair-share of developer fees
based on the number of trips the development generates to fund the Revised Set of
Intersection Improvement Projects, and the transportation improvements to the Regional
Transportation System. These mitigation measures are needed to address traffic demands
by future development inside and outside the Marina. The Revised Set of Intersection
Improvement Projects within the Marina and future improvements to the Regional
Transportation System shall be developed in accordance with a schedule determined by
the Director of Public Works in coordination with other jurisdictions or agencies, as
needed. The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), as part
of its new Congestion Management Plan (CMP), is expected to develop County-wide
developer trip fees by 2012. As it relates to the Marina, these trip fees will be used for
improvements to help mitigate the impact of development on the Regional Transportation
System. It is expected that the Metro-determined CMP trip fees will replace the Marina
regional transportation trip fees. The trip fees for the Revised Set of Intersection
Improvement Projects will remain separate fees. The types of mitigation measures
available to satisfy these requirements are listed in subsection A.10.g of this section.

g. Traffic mitigation measures:
— The Revised Set of Intersection Improvement Projects;
— Improvements to the Regional Transportation System,
— Reduction of traffic trips as may be accomplished through participation in
transportation system management (TSM) and transportation demand management
(TDM) programs,
— Reduction of traffic trips as may be accomplished through reduction in project size;
— Payment of an in lieu fee or "fair share" amount of a mitigation project where a fair
share amount of the mitigation requirement has been determined, the project has been
scheduled for construction, and the cost and benefits of the project have been
determined;
— Other mitigation measure(s) mutually acceptable to the Department of Public
Works, LADOT, and Caltrans.

11. Site Plans. All applications for development in the existing Marina shall include
accurate, scaled plans, and elevation, showing gross square footage of existing and
proposed development, parking, and parking requirements, as well as access and view
corridors required by this certified LCP.

(b) Any applicant who is requesting a height incentive under the provisions of subsection
22.46.1060, or whose proposed development includes demolition of existing structures
or whose development is located on an existing parking let or other open area shall
provide clear and accurate site plans and elevations that identify the view corridor,
show accurately all adjacent development, and show the width and location of the view
corridor and the length of the bulkhead frontage of the parcel.
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LCP Section 22.46.1190.A Conditions of Approval. A. The following conditions shall be imposed,
where applicable, for development in Marina del Rey.

3. To fully mitigate traffic impacts, new developments are required to establish a functional
Transportation Systems Management (TSM)/Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
program, or to participate in an existing TSM/TDM program. ...Viable TSM/TDM
possibilities include, but shall not be limited to:

-Carpools , ridesharing, vanpools, modified work schedules/flex time,

-Increase use of bicycles for transportation

-Bicycle racks, lockers at places of employment

- Preferential parking and Incentives for TDM Participants

- Disincentives

-Shared use programs shall be implemented for bicycles and vehicles (e.g. on site
provisions of bicycles and zipcars for tenant and employee use)

-Commercial property owners shall be encouraged to participate in the South Coast
Air Quality Management District’s Commute Reduction Program

4. All development must conform to the phasing schedules in the certified local coastal
program. The phasing schedules include requirements for the existing marina, circulation
and public recreation improvements and infrastructure. No development shall occur if
traffic capacity within the system will not be adequate to serve the development.

5. Mitigation of all Direct Traffic Impacts. Development in existing Marina del Rey shall
participate in, and contribute his or her fair share to, funding of the mitigation measures
described in the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The fees shall be calculated
for every development project based on the Trip Assessment Fee set in the TIP and the
number of additional P.M. peak hour trips generated by the project.

6. All proposed mitigation measures including, but not limited to, providing public access,
establishing view, or wind corridors, preserving of sunlight on the beaches parks and boat
slip areas and participating in the funding of park improvements or of traffic mitigation
measures shall be made conditions of approval. The applicant shall modify the design of the
development to the extent necessary to comply with such conditions.

15. All development shall contribute its fair and proportionate share of necessary mitigation
of the development's impacts on the subregional transportation program as determined in
item 22.46.1180..4.10 above.

a. Threshold. Mitigation measures are required if a) An intersection is projected to
operate at a mid-range level of service D (or volume to capacity (V/C) ratio of 0.85) as
a result of the project's impacts, or b) intersections within the project's area of influence
are already operating at a level of service above 0.85, and the project will result in a
projected increase of 0.01 above anticipated ambient conditions.

b. Recommendations on mitigation requirements. If the Department of Public Works

determines that mitigation is required, the department with input from the Department
of Transportation and Caltrans shall determine the type of mitigation measures most
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appropriate to the specific project. The Department shall specifically determine how
much an appropriate or projected mitigation measure would reduce the impacts of the
project's daily and peak hour trips on the subregional transportation system, and shall
submit a recommendation on a preferred mitigation measure or mitigation requirement.
If a "fair share amount mitigation," is determined to be the appropriate mitigation
measure, the Department shall determine the applicant's proportionate fair share of the
project to which the mitigation will apply, and the construction schedule of the
suggested improvement, and shall submit a recommendation on a preferred mitigation
requirement. The types of mitigation measures available to satisfy this requirements are
listed in subsection g.

c. Available Traffic mitigation measures:

-Category 3 improvements listed in the Transportation Improvement Program, found
in Appendix G to this Specific Plan.

-Reduction of traffic trips as may be accomplished through participation in
transportation system management and transportation demand management
programs cited in Appendix G to this Specific Plan.

-Reduction of traffic trips as may be accomplished through reduction in project size.
-Payment of an in lieu fee or "fair share" amount of a mitigation project where a fair
share amount of the mitigation requirement has been determined, the project has
been scheduled for construction and the cost and benefits of the project have been
determined.

-Other mitigation measure(s) mutually acceptable to the Department of Public
Works, the Department of Transportation and Caltrans.

d. Timely submittal of Required studies and Evaluations. The studies, analysis and
evaluations require by this subsection 10 shall be required to be completed before filing
a coastal development permit application with the Department of Regional Planning. If
the applicant requests that the traffic study be evaluated during the environmental
review process, the applicant's coastal development permit shall not be filed or accepted
until such time as the traffic study has been completed to the satisfaction of the
Department of Transportation. If the applicant requests a direct contribution to an
existing subregional mitigation fund, information regarding that fund and the
applicant's agreement to contribute a fair share mitigation fee to that fund shall be
provided at the time a traffic study would have otherwise been required.

e. Mitigation. All development must fully mitigate all significant daily and peak- hour
adverse traffic impacts.

The LCP calls for traffic and transportation improvements to accommodate traffic generated by new
developments within and outside the Marina. These improvements are divided into two categories
(Category I and III) according to mitigation needs, improvement phasing and funding. Category I
improvements include:

Admiralty Way five lane improvement

Advanced Signal Synchronization
Improvements at various intersections
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Category III improvements include:

Reconfiguration of Admiralty Way and Via Marina intersection
Shuttle system

Periphery parking lots

Lincoln People mover

Light Rail

Route 90 Extension

Other projects of regional significance.

The LCP does not limit improvements to those listed and allows other creative transportation
improvements to enhance access to the region.

Chapter 8 of the certified LUP defines additional trips as the P.M. peak hour trips attributable to
buildout of the new development using the standard trip generation table found in the 1991 DKS study’
of Marina del Rey traffic. All development shall mitigate all direct impacts on the internal circulation
system before occupancy of the development. No development may commence without payment of a
fair and proportionate share of the costs of traffic improvements listed in the traffic improvement
program. Prior to issuance of a coastal development permit, the applicant shall demonstrate that
adequate funding is available so that all traffic improvements necessary to mitigate the impacts of the
development on internal circulation will be completed before occupancy of the structure. Development
shall not begin until adequate funding of the necessary internal circulation traffic improvement has
been guaranteed.

The LCP’s “Revised Set of Intersection Improvements,” (Chapter 11) which superseded the
Transportation Improvement Program, includes both local and sub-regional traffic circulation
improvements that are designed to address project-specific and cumulative traffic impacts from all
development projects within Marina del Rey (including the subject project), as well as impacts from
local and regional traffic demand created by development outside of the County’s jurisdiction. As noted
above, the LCP has identified roadway improvements that are to be funded by the traffic impacts
mitigation fee. These fees provide funds from development projects based on the number of net new
PM peak hour trips generated by the project. The County’s current traffic mitigation fee structure
identifies a fee amount of $5,690 per PM peak hour trip.

Trip generation rates and methods for calculating peak hour trips for new projects were developed
specifically for uses in Marina del Rey and are described in Chapter 11 of the certified LUP.
Detailed calculations of the peak hour trips generated for the new development can be found in the
EIR. Based on the anticipated project trip generation considered in the EIR, the new development
will generate 411 peak hour trips. As such, the applicant is required to pay $2,338,590 in traffic
impact mitigation fees ($5,690/peak hour trip x 411 peak hour trips = $2,338,590). The final EIR
requires the applicant to participate in a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP),
which includes the payment of traffic impact mitigation fees. Special Condition 15 of the County’s
CDP requires the applicant to comply with the mitigation requirements of the EIR, including the
MMRP.

* The Marina del Rey Traffic Study was prepared by DKS Associates in 1991 and amended in 1994. The primary
purpose of these studies was to provide information and data for reanalyzing the traffic impacts of the Marina del Rey
LCP, and to determine the changes in conditions since the Gruen Associates traffic studies previously conducted in
1982. Chapter 11 of the certified LUP identifies these studies to be used to determine peak hour traffic volumes.
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The appellant has expressed concern that traffic impacts associated with the County-approved
project were not properly accounted for or mitigated (Claims 2, 4, and 6, Exhibit 4).The appellant
contends that: the area is already overdeveloped and the new project will “bring all mobility in and
around the pubic harbor to a crawl” (Claim 2); the traffic studies do not reflect accurate traffic
patterns and mobility concerns (Claim 4); and the County did not employ appropriate models and
methodology when conducting their traffic studies (Claim 6). The appellant did not provide policies
of the certified LCP or the Coastal Act to which Claims 2 and 4 are inconsistent. The appellant did
cite LCP Section 22.46.1180.A.11.b with regard Claim 6. However, the cited policy relates to filing
requirements for a CDP application.

The traffic impact analysis prepared as part of the EIR (pages 4.8 — 1 to 4.8 — 75 of the Draft EIR)
for the project was reviewed for accuracy and consistency with County requirements by the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works. The Los Angeles County Department of Public
Works is the lead agency for purposes of the reviewing and approving circulation impacts
associated with this project. The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works found that the
traffic study models used reflected a factually accurate assessment of anticipated impacts to the
circulation system resulting from project implementation pursuant to LCP Sections 22.46.1060,
22.46.1100, and 22.46.1180. Thus, the assumptions, methodology, and conclusions from that report,
including trip rates used for the various proposed uses, are appropriate and consistent with County
requirements. In addition, the Draft EIR for the project was provided to other public agencies such
as the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority and the California Department of
Transportation, and nearby cities such as Los Angeles and Culver City during the public comment
period and no substantial issue was raised regarding traffic and circulation.

In their analysis of the project, the County recognized that there would be “unavoidable” impacts to
traffic associated with the new development. As such, the County has mitigated these impacts
consistent with LUP Policy 11 and LCP Sections 22.46.1090.3 and 22.46.1180.A.9 and 10.
Mitigation measures include: a new pocket northbound left-turn lane and new pocket southbound
right-turn lane to access the project site from Admiralty Way, two new driveway entrances on
Mindanao Way and one new driveway entrance on Bali Way providing access to the site that is off
of the main road (LUP Policy 11), and a payment of $2,388,590 in fair share traffic impact
mitigation fees, which is calculated based on peak-hour trips consistent with LCP Sections
22.46.1090, 22.46.1180, and 22.46.1190.

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 appellant claims that the County-approved project
will hinder public access to the coast because there will not be adequate parking and vehicle traffic
will increase without proper mitigation. The appellant further claims that the County did not allow
for adequate public participation in the review and permitting of this project. The appellant failed to
cite specific or relevant LCP or Coastal Act policies to which the County-approve project is
inconsistent. Nonetheless, staff analyzed each of the appellant’s claims and determined that none of
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the appellant’s claims are substantiated by the policies of the certified LCP or the Coastal Act.
Potential environmental impacts including parking, traffic, and public access were analyzed in an
EIR, and further analyzed in a traffic impact/parking study. The County provided proper mitigation
for each impact associated with the development consistent with the certified LCP and the public
access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as described above. Therefore, the
Commission finds that the appellant’s claims raise no substantial issue with respect to the degree of
factual and legal support of the local government’s decision with regard to the certified LCP or the
Chapter 3 policies of 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 the redevelopment of Parcel 44 with
numerous public amenities and mitigation for traffic impacts as previously described. This type of
development is consistent with the character of development in the surrounding area, which
includes other commercial boater- and visitor-serving facilities. The County-approved project is
consistent with priority development on lands suitable for visitor- and boater- serving uses as
required by Section 30222 of the Coastal Act and the land use designation of LUP Policy 8§, as
described above. Additionally, the County has implemented proper mitigation for traffic impacts as
required by LUP Policy 11 and LCP Sections 22.46.1090, 22.46.1100, 22.46.1180, and 22.46.1190.
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 appellant
cited public access, through an increase in traffic and demand for parking, as the most significant
resource that will be affected by the subject development. In the County’s analysis of the project,
they found that there will be “unavoidable” increases in traffic and demand for parking associated
with the development of the marina and included several measures, including intersection
improvement projects and improvements to the regional transportation system, to help mitigate
those impacts. The County-approved project also accounted for an increase in traffic in this area
and, in addition to the above mentioned mitigation, will implement additional mitigation to address
those impacts through improvements to pedestrian, bicycle, boater, and vehicle pathways. The
County’s actions are consistent with following policies of the certified LCP and the Coastal Act
because the project will increase public access and recreational opportunities at the site, is
consistent with the land use designations, and provides proper mitigation for impacts to traffic and
demand for parking.

LUP Policy 1 LCP Section 22.56.990
LUP Policy 2 Coastal Act Section 30210
LUP Policy 8 Coastal Act Section 30211

LUP Policy 11

LCP Section 22.46.1060.C.1
LCP Section 22.52.1081
LCP Section 22.52.1083

Coastal Act Section 30212
Coastal Act Section 30212.5
Coastal Act Section 30213

Therefore, the Commission finds that the appellant’s claim raises no substantial issue with respect
to the public access policies of the certified LCP or the public access policies of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act.
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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 correctly applied the standards of the
certified LCP with respect to traffic, parking, and public access and will not set an adverse
precedent for future development or future development of the LCP.

The final factor is whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide
significance. This appeal raises specific local issues related to public access. The County correctly
applied the policies of the certified LCP and the public access policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal
Act in order to protect coastal resources. As such, the County’s approval of a CDP does not raise
issues of statewide significance.

Conclusion

In summary, the appellant claims that the County-approved project is inconsistent with the public
access policies of the certified LCP and the Coastal Act (Claims 1 and 7, Exhibit 4) because the
project “would severely hinder coastal access to the harbor” (Claim 1) and that “Marina del Rey
was built for the recreational enjoyment by the resident of Los Angeles County [and] not built for
the residents as a destination to shop” (Claim 7). The appellant failed to cite any policies of the
certified LCP or the Coastal Act to which the project is inconsistent. As described in Section V
above, the site currently offers few opportunities for public use. There will likely be an increase in
public use of the site when the project is complete because there will be many more amenities and
opportunities for the public to enjoy the site. The public access and recreation policies of the
certified LCP and the Coastal Act apply to all visitors of the coast, not just local residents. The
County-approved project provides public amenities and active and passive recreational
opportunities available to all visitors to the area consistent with the certified LCP and the public
access policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission finds that the
appellant’s contentions raise no substantial issue with respect to the certified LCP or the public
access policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

Appendix A - Substantive File Documents

Los Angeles County Certified LCP for Marina del Rey (1985).

Los Angeles County Coastal Development Permit 2013-00003-(4)

Environmental Impact Report 201300142

Traffic Impact Analysis Report including Parking Study, Hirsch/Green Transportation
Consulting, Inc. October 2013
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