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November 3, 2010 
 
Commissioner Wayne Rew, Chair  
Commissioner Pat Modugno, Vice Chair 
Commissioner Harold V. Helsley  
Commissioner Leslie G. Bellamy 
Commissioner Esther L. Valadez  
 
Regional Planning Commission 
Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
Re: Project No. R2009-02277-(4) Major Amendment to the Marina del Rey Local 
Coastal Program: OPPOSE 
 
Honorable Commissioners, 
 
Please accept the attached report and appendices on the issues and impacts of the 
proposed major amendment to the Marina del Rey Local Coastal Program. I am also 
incorporating into this document by reference, written and oral testimony from We ARE 
Marina del Rey (David Barish and Nancy Vernon Marino) and local residents Dan 
Gottlieb, Lynne Shapiro, Bruce Russell, Ina Barish, Carla Andrus, Marcia Hanscom that 
have been made with respect to: 1) proposed the proposed LCP Amendment; 2) Marina 
del Rey project hearings and meetings including Neptune/Woodfin (Project R2006-
03647, Project R2006-03652, Project TR067861, R2006-03643 and Project R2006-
03644), Parcel OT/21 (Project R2006-01510 and R2006-02726), Parcels 49/77, Parcel 
52/GG, Parcel 33/NR, Parcels 100/101; 3) the LCP Periodic Review conducted by the 
California Coastal Commission; 4) Burton Chase Master plan/Mothers beach plans; and 
5) Roadmap approach.  
 
We urge this commission to reject this amendment pending a community-based 
visioning process. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
David Barish 
Nancy Vernon Marino 
Co-Directors 
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A. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
1. Summary of Impacts 
 
On September 1, 2009, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors (BOS) approved 
a motion calling for among other things: 
 

“b. Presentation of a single aggregate LCP map and text amendment with 
respect to all Phase II Marina redevelopment projects requiring an LCP 
amendment, which will be accompanied by a cumulative impact assessment of 
all of the development currently proposed in Marina del Rey; and  
 
c. Development of a vision for future redevelopment of Marina del Rey within five 
years, which will focus on the redevelopment of leaseholds terminating in the 
next 15 to 20 years.” 

This single aggregate LCP map and text amendment is now the Department of 
Regional Planning’s Project No. R2009-02277-(4) with a stated the purpose as follows: 
 

• Pipeline Projects: Aggregated all five contemplated LCP amendments, known as 
the “Pipeline Project” amendment (PPA). No increase in development granted in 
1996. 

• Right Size Parking: Determine Marina del Rey’s parking needs. 
• Open Space: Enhance open space. 
• Environmental Protection: Develop sound policies to protect sensitive resources. 
• Circulation Improvements: Update the Marina circulation plan. 

(source: Dept Regional Planning Community Meeting presentation) 
 
Overall, the proposed changes in this major map and text amendment are driven by the 
needs of developers and the County’s view of the Marina as a cash cow for its general 
fund. Not only is the proposed amendment long on private development, short on public 
recreation, it guts public recreation and now and opens it open for more to follow in the 
future.  
 
The changes to the LCP proposed in this major map and text amendment are 
purportedly supported by underlying studies the County has conducted. Unfortunately, 
as detailed in Section B, these studies are faulty from the core assumptions and 
methodologies to the conclusions made that are not even supported by the data in the 
studies. The studies include the Conservation Management Plan, two slip sizing and 
pricing studies, a parking study and a draft traffic study. 

Many proposed changes to the LCP represent a cover for projects already negotiated. 
These projects are known as the Pipeline Projects, most of which LA County has been 
negotiating for numerous years, establishing lease terms and/or lease options without 
public consideration of land use changes required, well in advance of environmental 
review and consideration by Los Angeles County and the California Coastal 
Commission, a violation of the California Environmental Quality Act.  
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The proposed major map and text amendment to the Marina del Rey Local Coastal 
Program goes well beyond the motion made by the BOS AND it goes well beyond the 
purposes stated above. With stealth/subtle and undisclosed changes to the Marina del 
Rey land use plan and specific plan that have nothing to do with the pipeline projects, 
LA County has taken advantage of this opportunity to start visioning the future of Marina 
del Rey development prior to a promised community-based visioning process, making 
land use and development standard changes that affect much more than the pipeline 
projects, effectively pre-empting a community-based visioning process and leading 
towards more private development and less recreation.  
 
LA County is missing a unprecendented opportunity to properly plan and create a future 
marina. A master plan through community planning process is essential to the future 
successful development of Marina del Rey. Additionally, many parcels where leases 
extended without considering recreational use opportunities – also prevented visioning 
and perpetuate land use decisions made in the 1960s.  
 
While LA County claims a comprehensive study was performed, the proposed changes 
in this amendment simply represent a batching together of piecemeal studies, issues 
and policies all summed up neatly in a Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA) that does 
not actually analyze cumulative impacts or provide any new information but mainly 
summarizes the key results of the various studies that were performed.   
 
What is missing from this comprehensive study and cumulative impact analysis are 
studies that cover Marina del Rey population and demographics; the displacement of 
affordable housing for middle-class residents; current and future recreational needs 
including current uses, what is missing, what will be needed in the future; an analysis of 
local and regional natural resources to accommodate future development; hotel/visitor 
serving tourist studies/needs assessment; and a review and analysis of what County 
has done to create and/or promote recreation and boating at the local, regional, 
national, international levels. 
 
It is not surprising that two former officials who were intimately involved in the 
redevelopment planning of Marina del Rey over the last decade have come out to blast 
the County’s approach to Marina del Rey redevelopment. Susan Cloke, former Board 
member of the Design Control Board called the proposed LCP amendment poor 
planning and bad economic policy.  
 
A former director of planning at the Department of Beaches and Harbors in an interview 
with the Argonaut stated that true planning did not exist and was snubbed for 
economically driven policy. Furthermore, the public was never let in on the process, 
either planning or land use changes! (See article, Appendix 6) 

Which raises an even more damaging impact of this amendment - the fact that the 
community was not involved in the decisions made for this current major amendment to 
the LCP. Please refer to section 3 below and our letter regarding lack of maximum 
public opportunities to participate in the LCP amendment process.    
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A summary of major proposed changes to LCP is as follows: 
 

• Land use changes on 12 parcels: Parcels 33, FF, IR, NR, OT, 75, UR, 47, 49, 52, 
77 and GG. 5 of 12 parcels are not pipeline projects.  

• Adds no new net recreational/access acreage to the Marina. 

• Major proposed changes to the circulation sections of the LUP and LIP would 
remove caps on development based on traffic capacity and remove the 
requirement for new development to mitigate traffic before a project is approved. 
Instead, a mitigation fee may be required. Thus the phasing of development is 
removed and the requirement to actually mitigate traffic is removed. The 
proposed changes would also require less traffic analyses and less emphasis on 
reviewing and mitigating regional traffic. 
 
The amendment also reduces the internal components of the circulation system 
(water bus and shuttle) to seasonal, weekend/holidays only, shrinks the shuttle 
route to omit Venice & Playa del Rey beaches and links w/other public transit, 
and then makes expansion of service dependent on increased demand. 

• The conversion of 32 Marina del Rey acres from public use to private 
development including key public parking lots on parcels IR, OT and NR and a 
current public parking lot (FF) that is supposed to be a public park for residents of 
the West Side of the Marina.  

• Eliminates all or part of 6 public parking lots and 350 public parking spaces which 
is referred to as the first phase of right size parking. The amendment indicates 
that in future phases another 1500 public parking spaces would be eliminated.  

• Open space enhancements that shuffle or transfer boating and recreational uses 
between parcels, giving the appearance that over 17 acres of new open space 
has been added when NO new net space has been added. Additionally, open 
space enhancements are cosmetic, non-active, and non-recreational (ie urban 
space and public plazas).  

• Development potential changes: eliminates 382 hotel units, 264 restaurant seats, 
348 boat slips and 32,000 square feet of office space and adds 95,000 square 
feet of commercial/retail, 114 luxury senior’s accommodations and 375 dry stack 
storage spaces. It may also add residential units and we are awaiting further 
clarification from the Dept of Regional Planning. The development potential shifts 
significant traffic trips to visitor-serving commercial with a focus on retail, which is 
not a priority use in Marina del Rey. 

• Collapsing of development zones from 14 to 3. On the surface it seems to make 
sense but upon further analysis, it is: 1) a cover to eliminate actual traffic 
mitigation by developers; 2) a means to pre-vision the future of the Marina 
development without a public process by shifting intensities and types of 
development potential around the Marina for future undisclosed projects; 3) it 
stealthily converts traffic trips from the loss of small boat slips from recent Marina 
redevelopments into new development potential and 4) it enables an overall 
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increase in development potential because it is very difficult to reconcile 1996 
development potential to proposed 2010 development potential. 

• It adds limited use overnight accommodations including timeshares as an 
allowed use under the hotel category and further allows for increased limited use 
overnight accommodations development in the Marina (up to 25% of all hotel 
units may be designated limited use overnight accommodations).  

• Contains new language to gut existing boat storage, public access, public 
parking and boating support services that are deemed not to be economically 
viable.  

• It promotes the further loss of small boat slips using ADA and new dock 
development guidelines as a cover 

• Builds a height bias towards high-rise buildings into the LCP that would lead to 
high-rise structures being in character within the Marina instead of out of 
character.  

• Adds a new chapter called Sensitive Biological Resources which deems that 
Great Blue Herons and Great Egrets can stay in the Marina as long as they do 
not get in the way of future development. Installs a policy that disallows trees that 
herons and egrets may use from being planted in the Marina for new 
developments. Avoids adding ESHA status/designation to sites in the Marina as 
per findings and recommendations of the Coastal Commission and its biologist, 
Dr. Jonna Engel.  

The proposed changes to the Marina del Rey LCP will have significant adverse impacts 
on public access and recreation, boating, residents, traffic, the environment and a future 
community-based visioning process. These impacts are detailed under sections B 
(Detailed LUP Comments) and C (Detailed LIP Comments) but are partially summarized 
here: 
 

• Public access and recreation: Taken together, the proposed amendments 
transfer 32 acres of public use to private use that reduces access and 
recreational use of the Marina and further opens the door to more reductions 
in public parking and public access. The changes also pre-empt the 
community-based visioning process. Since the bond is paid off, there should 
be an increase in acres dedicated to public access and recreation. The 
addition of timeshares further reduces public access due to fractional 
ownership of the units regardless of if County deems them to be the 
equivalent of hotel units. 

• Recreational boating: from 1999 to 2008, 670+ small wet slips for boats less 
than 36’ were eliminated with a further 800+ slips slated for elimination. The 
justifications for less small slips are many but the reasons do not add up. The 
real reason is that less small slips means less boater parking spaces and 
more landside developable area. It also has allowed the County to stealthily 
transfer traffic trips from loss of slips to other development potential by 
showing that traffic has decreased from 1990 and by reducing the trips 
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associated from loss of slips against the increasing traffic trips of new 
residential development.  

• Residential community: the residential community will be impacted in many 
ways including out of character development in residential areas (eg high-rise 
towers); increased and unmitigated traffic due to removal of traffic caps and 
sufficient traffic mitigations; loss of park space (Parcel FF) that was 
designated as mitigation for the increase in residential units development 
potential granted 1995; by destruction of a wetland that serves local herons 
and egrets.  

• Environment: LA County has a great opportunity to embrace the 
environmental assets of Marina del Rey including the wetland on parcel 9 and 
the nesting, roosting and foraging sites around the Marina for great blue 
herons, great egrets and black–crowned night herons to name a few. Instead, 
proposed County policies included in this amendment would aim to deter 
future use of the Marina by these birds, eliminate an important foraging, 
wetland and ESHA site (parcel 9) and make their stay here as long as they do 
not get in the way of future redevelopment. These environmental assets need 
to be preserved and enhanced, not the opposite. 

• Visioning Process: the proposed changes to the LCP include many changes 
that pre-empt the public’s involvement in the future visioning of Marina del 
Rey. This is a significant violation of the Coastal Act. 

2. LCP Review and Roadmap Approach 
 

In 2005, based on a court order, the California Coastal Commission commenced a 
periodic review of the Marina del Rey LCP which was finally by the Coastal 
Commissioners in January 2008.  In its final report, the California Coastal 
Commissioners found that the Marina del Rey LCP was out of conformity with the 
Coastal Act and that LA County was piecemealing development making it difficult to 
assess the potential impacts to public access/recreation, boating, the community and 
the environment including ESHA designations. Based on this, they unanimously 
adopted amendments to the LCP Review recommendations that included 
recommending that LA County undertake a comprehensive update to the LCP though a 
community process. The recommendation was: 
 

18a. In preparation for amending its LCP the County should undertake a 
comprehensive study of anticipated future development that includes all pending 
project driven amendments, fulfillment of Asset Management strategies an other 
facilities identified through a community planning process. 

 
In May 2009, a letter (Appendix 1) was sent from the Director of Beaches and Harbors 
to Executive Director of the Coastal Commission stating that LA County could not afford 
to complete a comprehensive update of the LCPA but would aggregate amendments 
related to certain projects, now referred to a pipeline project into a single compound 
amendment and address other issues of concern to the Coastal Commission. This 
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approach, referred to as the Roadmap Approach, was presented unagendized to 
Coastal Commissioners in June 2009. Commissioners concurred with the new 
approach without the benefit of public comment and based on inaccurate information 
provided to them by Los Angeles County and Coastal Commission staff. Based on this 
“concurrence,” this map and text amendment to the Marina del Rey LCP was born.  
 
LA County now claims that the proposed amendment to the LCP is in accordance with 
the Coastal Commission’s LCP Review recommendation #18a referenced above. 
However, it is missing two critical pieces. A comprehensive study has not been carried 
out AND there was no community planning process involved. 
 
Finally, it is premature to initiate this major LCP amendment prior to the California 
Coastal Commission closing out the LCP Review process. It does not allow for final 
changes that may occur, whether or not the Coastal Commission has accepted LA 
County’s review response. This prejudices the public process and the review and 
analysis of this amendment by the Regional Planning staff and Commissioners. 
 
3. Public Participation/Notice of LCP Amendment/Disclosure of Changes to LCP 
 
The changes proposed in this LCP amendment does not reflect overwhelming 
cumulative public input from the prior project hearings or LCP Review workshops. 
 
The process carried out for this map and text amendment has been characterized by 
lack of any real public participation including the LCP Review process, the creation of 
the Roadmap approach, the “comprehensive study” LA County has claimed to carry out 
and the creation of the map and text amendment itself.  
 
The LCP amendment process also included insufficient notice processes, untimely 
meeting dates and lack of disclosure of changes to the LCP including changes not listed 
in the County’s stated purposes for this LCP amendment. The county failed to disclose, 
at either public meeting, the basic provisions of the amendment, Instead, it continued to 
characterize the amendment as “primarily about the pipeline projects.”   
 
For further details, please refer to a Violation of Coastal Act letter submitted to the 
Department of Regional Planning (Appendix 2).  
 
4. LCP Update Guidelines 
The California Coastal Commission publishes a CCC LCP Update Guide, which is 
incorporated into this document by reference here. This guide provides detailed 
guidelines as to how an LCP update should be handled including information that is 
needed to process an amendment. Based on a review of this document, we believe LA 
County has failed to implement numerous guidelines. This adversely impacts the DRP 
staff/commissioners and members of the public from fully analyzing the impacts of this 
LCP amendment.  
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5. Moratorium on Lease Extensions/Guidelines for RFPs 
 
While the LCP Periodic Review was taking place and while members of the public were 
clamoring for input into the land use decision making process, LA County continued to 
provide lease extensions for existing properties, thus perpetuating land use decisions 
made way back in the 1960s.  
 
LA County has promised a community-based visioning process for future leased parcels 
coming due in the 2020’s. In order to facilitate a visioning process, a moratorium must 
be placed on all lease extensions pending the results of the visioning process. 
Additionally, all RFP’s for parcels in the Marina must be opened to public bids for the 
land use allowed on that parcel.  And all submitted bids must be available for public 
inspection. Current practice prevents alternative projects from even being proposed.   
 
B. DETAILED LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENTS COMMENTS 
 
1. Pipeline Projects (including Parcel 9) 
 
Parcels 10/FF – Neptune Apartments and Anchorages 
Amendments for this pipeline project include a land use change of Parcel FF from Open 
space to residential. We are opposed to this change.  
 
Parcel FF is a 2-acre space currently designated as Open Space but used as a public 
parking lot. It was a condition of the 1995 LCP Update that Parcel FF be converted into 
a park (active space) for residents of the west side of the Marina as mitigation for the 
additional 1000 dwelling units that were added into the overall LCP build out. This was 
based a calculation requiring 4-acres of park space per 1000 units of residential 
development. Additionally, Coastal Improvement Funds were collected for the purpose 
of developing Parcel FF (and Parcel P) into park space (see Marina del Rey Specific 
Plan Section 22.46.1950).  
 
Proposed projects and this LCP amendment would convert Parcel FF to residential 
apartments and move the 2-acre active park space to 1.46-acres passive wetland space 
on a portion of Parcel 9U that LA County asserts is a wetland. This portion of Parcel 9U 
is also serving as the view corridor for the hotel to allow a height of 225 feet.  
 
The two mitigation options are not comparable – trading a 2-acre active park for 1.46-
acres of passive open space. You cannot mitigate a mitigation with a lesser value 
space. The residents on the west side of the Marina need active green space, there is 
no other active park within walking distance. This parcel would be ideal for a dog run, 
basketball hoops, soccer field, etc. And this is what the community needs.  
 
Therefore Parcel FF must remain Open space and an active park built thereon with 
Coastal Improvement Funds already raised for this purpose.  
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Parcels 9U – Woodfin Hotel/Timeshares 
 
While LA County does not consider this a pipeline project, We ARE Marina del Rey 
does because the Coastal Commission has stated numerous times an amendment is 
needed for timeshares in the Marina and because the LCP is being amended to 
redefine the hotel land use category to include timeshares.  
 
We are opposed to timeshares on public land in general and specifically on Parcel 9U 
because we assert the entire parcel is a wetland and should also be designated an 
ESHA site due. Parcel 9U should remain, in its entirety, a wetland space for use by 
herons and egrets with added public access and recreational features such as 
interpretive signs and walkways as environmentally permitted. No study on Great Blue 
Heron and Great Egret usage of parcel 9U has been performed by LA County. Heron 
rookeries lie within half a mile from Parcel 9U. This site must be preserved.  
 
Parcel 33/NR 
Parcel NR is a public parking lot used by kayakers, rowers, outriggers and non-
motorized boaters that use Mothers Beach for practice, races and events along with 
personal boating use. The proposed project here and the adjacent lot (Parcel 33) are 
slated for a mixed use complex with a height of 6 stories, yet a land use designation of 
Residential V which allows up to 225 feet is being added to this parcel development 
standards. This location is not suitable for a 225 foot building. Additionally, this project 
has no regional planning application submitted. This parcel should remain a public 
parking lot for non-motorized boaters in conjunction with a potential boathouse and 
increased and improved non-motorized boating facilities across the street on Mothers 
Beach.  
 
Parcel 49/77 
LCPA eliminates boater facilities (49 reclassifying 227 boater parking spaces to regular 
parking, 77 not really park expansion,  
 
Despite being the largest man-made marina in the United States, the importance placed 
on the boat launch ramp and mast-up boat storage located on Parcel 49 is of tertiary 
concern to LA County which is happy to consider moving these uses to other locations 
or even eliminating the uses in order to accommodate retail/shopping space and a 
government office building for the Department of Beaches and Harbors.  
 
But you cannot stack sailboats, and you cannot stack parking for trailered boats, either 
at the launch ramp or at Mothers Beach.  Recreational boating takes space, and that is 
the primary function of this harbor, trumping all other uses. 
  
LA County rejected the RFP proposal received for these parcels in July 2010 citing the 
Coastal Commission staff’s inappropriateness of the proposed projects for this site and 
public opposition to the project (Appendix 3). Yet, the changes proposed in this LCP 
amendment are precisely for the project that was rejected. Why is this?  
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Most importantly, we are opposed to development consideration on these parcels 
pending a community based visioning process.  
 
Parcel OT 
Parcel OT is a public parking approximately 3000 feet from Venice Beach and the 
Venice Beach pier at Washington Boulevard. It is used for Marina special events and 
Mothers beach parking. LA County tried to convert this parcel in the 1995 LCP 
Amendment and were rejected by the California Coastal Commission. It was deemed to 
be inconsistent with the Coastal Act because Parcel OT was needed not just for Marina 
events but area coastal access and recreation including Venice Beach parking.  
 
Parcel OT should remain a public parking lot. Consider a Park and Bike lot for Venice 
Beach/Marina del Rey beach and recreational access with a viewing plaza for the 
Oxford basin. 
 
2. Parking 
 
The assault on public parking in Marina del Rey is unprecedented. The proposed LCP 
amendment would eliminate all or part of 6 public parking lots and 350+ public parking 
spaces as part of a first phase of right size parking. The amendment indicates that in 
future phases another 1500+ public parking spaces would be eliminated, leaving 1250 
spaces, down from an original figure of 3100+ spaces.  
 
Yet, LA County is proposing open space enhancements and public amenities that may 
increase the need for public parking. And LA County has not created a master 
recreational plan for the Marina, nor has it conducted any studies to assess current and 
future potential recreational uses and needs. 
 
Additionally, proposed policy changes in Section A Coastal Access and Recreation 
Policy will increasingly blur the distinction between public and private parking, and will 
ultimately give the benefit of those parking space allocations to the developers, as well 
as put the parking itself under private control. The “shared use” parking arrangements in 
office buildings will provide for the eventual elimination of additional public parking lots 
and the eventual commingling of public and private parking that will be under the control 
of the private leaseholder. The proposed LCP amendment policies will allow for the 
eventual substitution of all but 1,250 parking spaces of which how many would be stand 
alone or shared is unknown at this point. This is a serious threat to public access and 
recreation in the Marina.  
 
A proposed change to the Local Implementation Plan also compromises public parking.  
It states: 
 

“Existing boat storage, public access, public parking and boating support uses 
in residentially zoned areas in the WOZ zone shall be preserved. With the 
exception of existing facilities located on Parcels 1, 54, 55 and 56, as part of the 
application, these uses may be relocated on the same parcel or to another parcel 
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within the Marina, as long as the size, efficiency and capacity of the facility 
remains the same and such relocations occur prior to any dislocating 
development, and so long as the use is economically viable. If no commercial 
operator wishes to operate a use, there shall be no obligation on the County’s 
part to take further action.” (bold emphasis added) 

 
LA County undertook a study of parking in the Marina that they referred to as Right-
Sizing Parking. The study ignored parking in the public lots used by residents, their 
guests and overflow hotel parking. Many apartment complexes that do not have enough 
parking capacity which causes use of public lots. Additionally, the Marriot hotel guests 
utilize Mothers Beach for parking. This use was not analyzed.  
 
We believe this study was set up to corroborate County claims that the public parking 
lots are underutilized most of the year. However, two specific events held in the Marina 
in 2010, the Outriggers Regatta and the Taste of Marina del Rey, fill all the lots around 
Mothers Beach including parcels IR, GR, NR, and OT. This shows that the public 
parking lots are not underutilized but underserved. With a fully realized master 
recreational plan for the Marina, these lots can be properly utilized.  
 
Figure 1. Public Parking Lot Conversions 
 
Parking Lot Current Use Proposed Change Potential Alt. Use 
Parcel OT1 Public Parking Seniors Accommodation Park and Bike lot for 

Venice  Beach/ Marina 
del Rey with a viewing 
plaza for the Oxford 
basin 

Parcel FF2 Open Space/ Public 
Parking/Residential 
overflow parking 

Residential Active green space for 
the West side residents 
of the Marina. 

Parcel NR Public Parking Mixed use 
residential/retail 

Public parking for non-
motorized boaters in 
conjunction with 
boathouse and 
increased and improved 
non-motorized boating 
facilities across the 
street. 

Parcel IR Public Parking 
Marriot Hotel overflow 
parking 

Public Parking and 
Open Space 

The uses for this space 
if to be changes should 
be part of the 
community-based 
visioning process. 

 
1During the 1995 LCP Update, LA County tried to convert parcel OT to alternative private uses. Per the 
Coastal Commission Staff Report Th6B dated January 25, 1996, this conversion was not allowed 
because they would be inconsistent with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.  
 
2Parcel FF conversion to an active public park was mitigation for an additional 1000 dwelling units of 
development potential. See Coastal Commission Staff Report Th6B dated January 25, 1996, this 
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conversion was not allowed because they would be inconsistent with the public access and recreation 
policies of the Coastal Act 
 
We believe the major changes to parking lots and shared use parking policies 
should be reviewed as part of the community-based visioning process so that 
public parking needs can be matched with future potential public recreational 
uses and demands for parking.  
 
3. Open Space 
 
The County states that 17.8 acres of open space and public amenities are being added 
in the existing Marina by this LCP amendment including promenade expansions, a new 
urban space category that includes public plazas, active space and passive space. 
While we encourage open space changes and enhancements, the proposed changes in 
this amendment do not actually add new access or public recreational space as 
claimed.  
 
Meaning all proposed open space enhancements are being taken from existing land 
currently used for public recreation, access and or visitor-serving uses including parks 
and open space that were set aside as mitigation during the 1995 LCP Update.  
 
It is critical to note here that the 1996 Coastal Commission Staff report for the 1995 LCP 
update found that promenades and passive space are not deemed public recreation.  
 
Section 22.46.1950 Coastal improvement fund of the proposed Local Implementation 
Program as amended reads: 
 

The Los Angeles County General Plan establishes a local park standard of four 
acres per 1,000 population. Application of this standard against the increased 
population results in a local park need of 14.5 acres in the existing Marina. These 
acreages are attributed to the new development only and do not include 
acreages which are part of the local park space deficit for existing development. 

 
Improvement of Parcel FF as a 2-acre park and improvement of Parcel P as a 
10.27-acre open space area with public access will create 120.7 acres of new 
local park open space and public amenities in the existing Marina, Additionally, 
the County intends to add 7.1 acres to Chace Park, bring the total added acreage 
to 17.8 acres. resulting in a 1.8-acre deficit. Improvement of another 1.8-acre site 
would fulfill the local park need of new development. However, a more feasible 
alternative is the improvement of the 12.7 acres (Parcels FF and P) with 
amenities is equal in value to the cost of improving the entire 14.5 acres. This will 
mitigate local park needs attributable to new development and is preferable to 
development of another 1.8-acre site. 

 
The following is a list of open space enhancements proposed in this LCP amendment 
by parcel and what the current use of the space/parcels is: 
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Parcel Proposed Use Current Use 
Parcel FF Residential Open Space - mitigation 
Parcel 9U Wetland Park Wetland/vacant lot/heron 

and egret foraging 
Parcel P  Open Space (2-acre path around 

8-acre basin) 
 

Open Space – mitigation 

Parcel UR  Public parking Designated Marine 
Commercial but used as 
Public parking 

Parcel 21 Small public park plaza and 
promenade 

Visitor serving café and 
fitness center. Mermaids 
Café provides only place 
to get quick 
meals/snacks that 
overlooks Mothers Beach 

Parcel IR Public Parking and Public Plaza Public Parking 
Parcels 47/48 Expand Burton Chase Park open 

space 
Yacht Club (Parcel 48) 

Parcel 77 Parking/Office Space Boat Storage 
Parcel OT Public Walkway Public Parking/Open 

space 
 
Parcel FF/9U: 
 
See comments for Parcel FF/Neptune Marina Apartments and Parcel 9U, Woodfin 
Hotel/Timeshares and Wetland Park under Pipeline Projects section above. Parcel FF is 
a 2-acre space currently designated as Open Space but used as a public parking lot. It 
was a condition of the 1995 LCP Update that Parcel FF be converted into a park (active 
space) for residents of the west side of the Marina as mitigation for the additional 1000 
dwelling units that were added into the overall LCP build out. This was based a 
calculation requiring 4-acres of park space per 1000 units of residential development. 
Additionally, Coastal Improvement Funds were collected for the purpose of developing 
Parcel FF (and Parcel P) into park space (see Marina del Rey Specific Plan Section 
22.00000).  
 
Proposed projects and this LCP amendment would convert Parcel FF to residential 
apartments and move the 2-acre active park space to 1.46-acres passive wetland space 
on the wetland delineated portion of Parcel 9U (per LA County determinations). This 
portion of Parcel 9U, which LA County asserts is a wetland, is also serving as the view 
corridor for the hotel to allow a height of 225 feet.  
 
The two mitigation options are not comparable – trading a 2-acre active park for 1.46-
acres of passive open space. You cannot mitigate a mitigation with a lesser value 
space. The residents on the west side of the Marina need active green space, there is 
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no other active park within walking distance. This parcel would be ideal for a dog run, 
basketball hoops, soccer field, etc. And this is what the community needs.  
 
We assert the entire parcel 9U is a wetland and should also be designated an ESHA 
site due. Parcel 9U should remain, in its entirety, a wetland space for use by herons and 
egrets with added public access and recreational features such as interpretive signs 
and walkways as environmentally permitted. No study on Great Blue Heron and Great 
Egret usage of parcel 9U has been performed by LA County. Heron rookeries lie within 
half a mile from Parcel 9U. This site must be preserved.  
 
Parcel P: 
 
Like Parcel FF, the enhancement of Parcel P, known as the Oxford Basin, was a 
condition of the 1995 LCP Update that perimeter path around Parcel P be developed as 
mitigation for the additional 1000 dwelling units that were added into the overall LCP 
build out. This was based a calculation requiring 4-acres of park space per 1000 units of 
residential development. The idea was that a path around the Oxford basin would allow 
residents and visitors to view the birdlife that used the basin as a place to roost and 
forage. Thus, this is not “new” open space. Parcel P is located half a mile from main 
residential section of Marina del Rey. Additionally, as part of the proposed Senior 
Retirement Hotel on Parcel OT, .5-acres Parcel P is being taken away to make more 
room for the development, to which the Department of Public Works has objected.  
 
Most importantly, the perimeter path proposed for Parcel P is dubious because the 
portion of the path which would front Admiralty Way is narrow and dangerous due to the 
high volumes and speed of traffic that is received. It is a public safety hazard. 
 
We believe that the use of Parcel P as mitigation for residential development units 
added in the 1995 LCP Update is not suitable and an alternative park space of 10 
acres must be found that is closer to the west side where most residents reside.  
 
Parcel UR: 
Parcel UR, located next to the Marina del Rey library, has a designated land use of 
Marine commercial. However, it is undeveloped and serves as public parking. The 
change from Marina Commercial to Public Parking does not technically add any new 
open space or park space.  
 
Parcel 21: 
The small public park and promenade proposed on Parcel 21 adds open space at the 
expense of a popular visitor-serving café that provides affordable meals and snacks and 
views of Mother’s Beach and the boats. The creation of this park adds benefits but also 
takes them away.  
 
Parcel IR: 
Parcel IR is a public parking lot that fills up during major Mother’s Beach events and 
festivals. It also serves as alternative parking for hotel guests of the Marriot Hotel on 
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Parcel 140. The proposed open space enhancements would take away public parking 
to make space for a public plaza, a “gathering place” as the proposed LCP amendment 
states. We believe that any removal of public parking at Mothers Beach should be used 
for active recreational uses, not “gathering places.” The public promenade proposed is 
likely an amenity to be paid by tax dollars to make the beach look nicer for future hotel 
redevelopment of Parcel 22 (this LCP amendment adds 86 hotel units of development 
around Mothers Beach). To summarize, this enhancement takes away one form of 
public access that is sorely needed and replaces it with another public use.  
 
Parcel 77: 
Based on the Request for Proposal (RFP) for this parcel (along with parcels 49M, 49R 
and 49S), it is unknown how this parcel will ultimately be used, but there is a good 
chance it will not be for open space but the administration building for the Department of 
Beaches and Harbors. The current use on this parcel is mast up boat storage. The RFP 
states that any boating facilities on the parcel must be maintained or moved if 
development of Parcel 77 occurs. However, there is no indication where mast up 
storage can be relocated and these boats cannot be stacked. Additionally, because of a 
new sentence added to the proposed amendment to the Local Implementation Program 
which reads regarding existing boat storage, public access, public parking and boating 
support uses:  

 
…and so long as the use is economically viable. If no commercial operator 

wishes to operate a use, there shall be no obligation on the County’s part to take 
further action. 

 
Thus, it is not guaranteed that the existing boating storage on parcel 77 would ultimately 
remain.  
 
The proposed amendment to the Local Implementation Program Section 22.46.1880 
Mindanao Area further reads: 
 

Parcels 49M, 49R, 49S and 77 may be developed as a unit, with blending of 
uses within the parcels and between the parcels. 

 
Based on this and the RFP for these parcels, it is not possible to say what development 
may ultimately end up on Parcel 77. Regardless, the expansion takes one recreational 
use and trades it possibly for another.  
 
Most importantly, we are opposed to development consideration on these parcels 
pending a community based visioning process.  
 
Parcel OT: 
 
Parcel OT is a public parking lot that fills up during major Mother’s Beach events and 
festivals. It also provides 93 public parking spaces to the Fantasea Yachts across the 
street under private arrangement. The proposed walkway on Parcel OT between 
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Admiralty Way not only takes away acreage from Parcel P but adds a walkway that 
should be part of the Parcel P perimeter path mitigation. Additionally, anyone currently 
can walk between the parcels. This enhancement does not add any open space to the 
Marina.  
 
4. Traffic/Circulation 
 
Based on the results of the 2010 Draft Traffic Study (“Traffic Study”), LA County 
proposes to make major changes to the Land Use Plan and Circulation sections of the 
certified LCP including collapsing development zones from 14 to 3 and removing traffic 
capacity caps on development application approvals.  
 
The Traffic Study concludes, based on new traffic counts, that traffic in the Marina is 5% 
(am) and 8% (pm) better than in expected based on 1990 traffic counts. Therefore, the 
“Revised” set of intersection improvements would provide sufficient additional capacity 
at all intersections to fully accommodate the increase in traffic from the pipeline projects 
(LUP pg 11-19 ). The Traffic Study further concludes that under future traffic conditions, 
with or without the “Revised” set of intersection improvements and with full LCP build 
out as proposed in this LCP amendment, all intersections will operate with less 
congestion than projected by the 1991/1994 DKS Traffic Studies (DKS Study) (pg 11-
19). Based on this, the Traffic Study falsely concludes that the “Revised” set of 
intersection improvements will provide sufficient capacity for the LCP build-out traffic 
conditions (pg 11-20) 
 
Based on the above conclusions, the proposed LCP amendment would remove caps on 
development based on traffic capacity and remove the requirement for new 
development to mitigate traffic before a project is approved. Instead, a mitigation fee 
may be required. Or, according to LA County’s Marina planner, if the development’s 
Environmental Impact Report cannot fully mitigate traffic impacts, then a Statement of 
Overriding Conditions would be issued.  
 
There is nothing to show that paying a “fair share” of the costs of traffic improvements 
will actually do anything to mitigate the lack of capacity for increased traffic. Projects 
cannot be approved based on unknown future “improvements” simply because there is 
a fund being collected. Development must demonstrate that physical adverse impacts 
will actually be mitigated as a result of the traffic trip funds and as further explained 
below, the Revised set of improvement projects will not mitigate traffic impacts. 
 
The Land Use Plan and LIP proposed amendments related to traffic and circulation 
have been designed to gut the existing LCP core restrictions that halt development until 
mitigation can be proven feasible and effective. 
 
Therefore, we do not agree with the proposed changes that remove traffic caps and 
phasing of development. It is still needed for the orderly build out of the development 
potential contained in the certified LCP or the LCP as proposed to be amended. Our 
support for this statement lies in the poor quality of the Traffic Study and its conclusions. 
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As further detailed in the table and traffic study comments below, we believe the Traffic 
Study’s methodologies, analysis and conclusions are faulty and geared towards 
concluding that traffic is fine and no real mitigation is required. 
 
The policies and actions section of Chapter 11 calls only for traffic mitigation measures, 
in the form of intersection improvement projects, to accommodate the increased traffic 
generated by the pipeline projects, which is stated to be 46% of the total LCP build-out. 
There are no mitigation measures listed for the remaining 54% of the LCP build-out. 
Why is this? Well, the study simply and erroneously concludes that because future 
traffic conditions with or without the revised list of intersection improvement projects for 
the full LCP build-out will be better than those projected in the DKS Study, then these 
revised set of intersection improvements will provide sufficient capacity for full build-out 
conditions. But there is no correlation between these statements and thus, the Traffic 
Study does not really determine if there will be sufficient traffic capacity to handle 
future traffic conditions with full LCP build-out.  
 
In fact, one of the conclusions of the Traffic Study states: 
 

In the Future (2020) Cumulative with LCP Buildout conditions (with the Revised 
Set of Intersection Improvement Projects), 15 and 12 of the 20 analyzed 
intersections would be operating at acceptable levels of service (LOS D or better) 
during the morning and evening peak hours, respectively. 

 
This conclusion means that will full LCP build-out AND with the implementation of all the 
revised set of intersection improvement projects, 5 am intersections and 8 pm 
intersections will be operating at a worse than D level of service. This does not correlate 
to the statement that there is sufficient capacity to handle full LCP build-out traffic 
conditions as concluded in the Traffic Study! 

 
Proposed LCP Changes Issues Corrective Actions 
c. Research Analysis   
1. A majority of the total traffic 
entering Marina del Rey via 
Fiji Way, Mindanao Way and 
Bali Way has a destination in 
the Marina. A significant 
amount of the daily traffic in 
the Marina is “bypass traffic,” 
i.e. traffic that passes through 
the Marina without an origin or 
destination in the Marina. 
(pg 11-8) 

This statement is not 
supported by the facts. Both 
the Traffic Study and the DKS 
Study state that bypass traffic 
through the Marina has been 
historically around 7-9%. 
Therefore, it does not appear 
that a significant amount of the 
daily traffic in the Marin is 
bypass traffic.  

Remove significant and insert 
accurate percentages.  
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2. Trip generation surveys 
taken from 1991 DKS Study.  
(pg 11-8) 

Why weren’t the trip 
generation rates re-tested to 
ensure accuracy given the 
significant proposed changes 
to the circulation section of the 
LCP? 

Evaluate trip generation rates 
to see if they are still accurate.   

3. Traffic conditions in and 
around Marina del Rey are 
predominantly affected by 
development and land use 
changes occurring in the 
incorporated communities 
surrounding the Marina.  
(pg 11-19) 

This statement is not 
supported by the facts. Both 
the Traffic Study and the DKS 
Study state that bypass traffic 
through the Marina has been 
historically around 7-9%. 
Therefore, it does not appear 
that traffic conditions in the 
Marina are predominantly  
affected by development and 
land use changes outside the 
Marina. 

Remove statement.  

4. The Raju traffic study found 
that under Marina del Rey 
build-out traffic conditions, in 
2020 with and without the 
Revised Set of Intersection 
Improvement Projects, all 
intersections are projected to 
operate with less congestion 
than the 1991/1994 DKS traffic 
studies projected for the year 
2010 for all scenarios. 
Accordingly, the Revised Set 
of Intersection Improvement 
Projects would provide 
sufficient capacity for the five 
Pipeline Projects and for the 
proposed LCP build-out traffic 
conditions. (pgs 11-19 to 11-
20) 

It is irrelevant if, with the future 
LCP build-out projects, the 
intersections are projected to 
operate with less congestion 
than in the DKS Study. What 
is relevant is whether or not 
there would be sufficient traffic 
capacity to handle full LCP 
build-out conditions period. 
The leap from better than 
projected in 1991 to there is 
sufficient capacity with the 
revised set of intersection 
improvements is not logical 
and is unsupported by the 
data presented in the traffic 
study.  

Re-evaluate current traffic 
conditions and re-run LOS 
calculations.  
 
An analysis of what is required 
to improve traffic capacity 
such that all intersections 
operate at a LOS of D or 
better with full LCP build-out 
with ambient growth and 
cumulative projects. 
 

d. Findings   
5. Current (2010) and 
projected operations at all of 
the analysis locations are 
equivalent to or better than the 
conditions projected in the 
1991/1994 DKS traffic studies. 
Overall, current traffic counts 
have decreased by 5% and 
8% during peak hours. 
Therefore, baseline traffic data 
for all scenarios tested were 

See response under Study 
Conclusions #1 below 

Re-evaluate current traffic 
conditions and re-run LOS 
calculations.  
 
Reinstate traffic caps and 
phasing of buildouts based on 
traffic capacity.  
 
Since the Marina is a public 
asset for use by all residents 
of Los Angeles County, 
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found to be less than the 
1991/1994 DKS traffic studies 
projections for the year 
2010. (pg 11-23) 

analyses of …… should be 
reinstated.  

6. In 2020, the Revised Set of 
Intersection Improvement 
Projects sufficiently alleviates 
the traffic impacts associated 
with the Pipeline Project land 
use changes proposed in this 
LCP amendment. (pg 11-23) 

See response under Study 
Conclusions #12 below. What 
does it me? How is sufficiently 
measured? Even with revised 
traffic mitigations, after the 
pipeline projects are built, 2 
morning and 5 evening 
intersections will be worse 
than D.  

Re-evaluate current traffic 
conditions and re-run LOS 
calculations 

7. Under build-out traffic 
conditions, with and without 
the Revised Set of Intersection 
Improvement Projects, all 
intersections studied are 
projected to operate with less 
congestion than projected in 
the 1991/1994 DKS traffic 
studies. 

See response under Study 
Conclusions #14 below. 
 
This comparison is not 
relevant. What is relevant is 
that even after the revised set 
of intersection improvement 
projects, 5 morning and 8 
evening intersections would 
still be operating at WORSE 
than a D LOS! 

Re-evaluate current traffic 
conditions and re-run LOS 
calculations 

8. The Revised Set of 
Intersection Improvement 
Projects would provide all 
needed transportation-related 
infrastructure improvements to 
support the entire 
development of Marina del 
Rey. 

See response under Study 
Conclusions #14 and #15 
below. 
 
This statement is not true. 
Even after the revised set of 
intersection improvement 
projects, 5 morning and 8 
evening intersections would 
still be operating at WORSE 
than a D LOS! 
 

Re-evaluate current traffic 
conditions and re-run LOS 
calculations 

e. Policies and Actions   
9. Amended to include only 
the revised set of intersection 
improvement projects that will 
provide sufficient traffic 
capacity in 2020 to handle the 
pipeline projects (pgs 11-23 to 
11-26) 

The pipeline projects are 
stated to be 46% of the total 
LCP build-out. As revised, 
there are no mitigation 
measures listed for the 
remaining 54% of the LCP 
build-out. The study simply 
and erroneously concludes 
that because future traffic 
conditions with or without the 
revised list of intersection 
improvement projects for the 
full LCP build-out will be better 
than those projected in the 
DKS Study, then these revised 
set of intersection 
improvements will provide 
sufficient capacity for full build-

Re-evaluate current traffic 
conditions and re-run LOS 
calculations.  
 
An analysis of what is required 
to improve traffic capacity 
such that all intersections 
operate at a LOS of D or 
better with full LCP build-out 
with ambient growth and 
cumulative projects.  
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out conditions. But there is no 
correlation between these 
statements and thus, the 
Traffic Study does not really 
say if there will be sufficient 
traffic capacity to handle future 
traffic conditions with full LCP 
build-out.  
 

10.  
2. Regional Transportation 
System Improvements. The 
Department of Public Works 
shall coordinate the Regional 
Transportation Improvements 
with the appropriate 
transportation agencies having 
jurisdiction over the 
Improvement Projects in this 
LCP. (pg 11-26) 

Applicants are required to pay 
mitigation fees for the regional 
transportation system, yet the 
mitigation measures listed for 
regional transportation 
measures do not exist and 
mention a vague coordination 
effort that may never occur.  

An analysis and list of 
mitigation measures for the 
regional transportation system 
for the future LCP build-out.  
This should take into account 
that the Marina is a public 
recreational asset for the 
entire Los Angeles County and 
thus LA County has a 
responsibility for traffic 
generated outside the county 
borders.  

 
Draft Traffic Study 
 
The Draft Traffic Study was not comprehensive and complete. It lacked proper wide 
review by City and County agencies, had no public input into the scope and 
methodologies nor public review/comment period for the study. And the study is still in 
draft form! 
 
The Traffic Study failed to explain methodology for how traffic counts were measured 
and why days were chosen. It compares apples and oranges with respect to 
measurement dates for traffic counts. And it did not factor in other potential anomalies in 
traffic volume changes between 1990 and 2009, such as Marina apartment and slip 
vacancy rates and reduction of traffic trips since 1991 for small boat slips that were 
eliminated. Major decreases in Westside internal intersection volumes are unexplained 
and do not correlate.  
 
Study Conclusions 
 
1. Current traffic counts were conducted at each of the analysis intersections during 

both the morning and evening peak hours. A comparison of these counts with those 
conducted in the 1991/1994 DKS Study indicate that the current traffic counts have 
decreased overall by 5% and 8% during the morning and evening peak hours, 
respectively. This implies that the ambient growth projected in the 1991/1994 DKS 
Study has not occurred in this region. 
 
Our Response: 
The implication in this conclusion is faulty. Just because traffic counts are down, 
does not mean that ambient growth did not occur in the region. According to the 
1991/1994 DKS Study, pass through traffic was only 7-9% of total internal Marina 
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traffic. Today, the same through traffic rate is seen (per conversation with Barry 
Kurtz) so this is consistent.  
 
The real question to ask is why is traffic better now than in 1990? Are there any 
other factors that may have influenced current counts including: high vacancy rates 
in the Marina now including Esprit I; loss of 1000 small wet slips over last decade, 
Jamaica Bay in being out of service during the study count, restaurants taken out of 
service. Higher slip vacancy rates and general recession with less usage of boats? 
Could this explain the decreases? 
 
At the time the traffic counts were taken for the Traffic Study, 382 apartments (7%) 
were vacant and that figure excluded recently redeveloped complexes,  Admiralty 
Apartments (172 apartments) and Esprit I (data would not be provided by LA 
County) both of  which had significant vacancies. Could this explain the decreases? 
 
According to the 1991/94 DKS Study, traffic counts were taken in June 1990, a time 
period of the year that was considered a higher than other times of the year, while 
the traffic counts in this Traffic Study were taken during the week immediately 
preceding the Memorial Day holiday weekend.  Could this explain the decreases? 
 
This DKS Study checked their June data against permanent traffic station at 
Admiralty and Bali Ways to see if the data was reliable. This was not done for the 
current Traffic Study. Could this explain the decreases? 
 
Upon further review of traffic counts as analyzed by intersection, we found the 
following: 
 
Via Marina/Panay Way – 227 dwelling units were added to this intersection since 
1991 - 68 market rate apts/60 congregate care apartments/99 apartments (65 pm 
traffic trips) less 127 benni hanna seats (-32 trips), which represents a net increase 
of 33 peak hour trips, yet there was a decrease of 16% in AM traffic volumes and a 
decrease of 23% in PM traffic volumes. Notes: Vacancy rates at time of 2009 traffic 
counts: Bar Harbor (3%, 10 units), Dolphin (7%, 23 units) Capri (0%, 0 units), Del 
Rey Shores both parcels (7%, 14 units). 
 
Via Marina/Bora Bora – 120 dwelling units (+39), 271 slips decreased (-37), 4000sqft 
office (-5). Net decrease of 3 trips yet decrease of 13% in AM traffic volumes and a 
decrease of 26% in PM traffic volumes. Notes: Vacancy rates at time of 2009 traffic 
counts: Marina Harbor apts/parcel 112 (10%, 60 units). 
 
Via Marina/Marquesas - 282 dwelling units (+92), 35 senior apts (+6), 237 slips 
decreased (-32), 3600sqft office (-5). There was a net increase of 61 trips yet a 
decrease of 23% in AM traffic volumes and a decrease of 26% in PM traffic volumes. 
Notes: 1% vacancy in Neptune (1 unit), Villa del Mar 6% (12 units) vacancy, Esprit I 
(data would not be provided by LA County).  
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Via Marina/Tahiti – No new traffic trips gained or lost since 1991. Decrease of 12% 
in AM traffic volumes and a decrease of 33% in PM traffic volumes. Notes: 
Vacancies - Marina Harbor apts/parcel 111 (12%, 29 units not all use Tahiti), Bay 
Club (5%, 10 units), Tahiti Marina (1%, 2 units).  
 
Palawan/Admiralty – 108 dwelling units added for Admiralty Apts (35 trips), Jamaica 
Bay Inn closed down for construction (around 50 rooms, 18 trips). Decrease of 16% 
in AM traffic volumes and a decrease of 20% in PM traffic volumes. Notes: 
Vacancies - Mariners Bay (26%, 97 units), Admiralty Apts (data would not be 
provided by LA County). 
 
Via Marina/Admiralty Way – Increase of 9% in AM traffic volume levels and a 
decrease of 0% PM traffic volumes. How is this affected by other factors above? 
Pass through? If Pass through is only 7% then an increase must be coming from 
somewhere within the Marina? 
 
Admiralty/Mindanao – Decrease of 12% in AM traffic volume levels and a decrease 
of 2% in PM traffic volumes.  Yet significant increase in traffic exists due to 
Waterside shopping center since renovation and expansion.  
 
Admiralty/Bali - Decrease of 12% in AM traffic volume levels and a decrease of 24% 
in PM traffic volumes. How is this explained? 
 
Even if ambient growth ended up being zero in the DKS study, the decreases being 
seen do not make sense.  
 
Thus, we believe the traffic counts are not representative of current traffic 
levels and must be retested.  
 

2. Currently, all 20 of the analyzed intersection locations are operating at levels of 
service (LOS) D or better during the morning and evening peak hours, with 19 of 
them operating a LOS C or better. Typically, in urban areas, LOS D is considered as 
acceptable operations. In the 1991/1994 DKS Study, “existing conditions” analysis 
identified that 3 locations during the morning peak hour and 9 locations during the 
evening peak hour were operating at congested or failing levels of service (LOS E or 
F). A comparison between the two indicates that the current operations at all of the 
analysis locations are equivalent to or better than the base conditions projected in 
the 1991/1994 DKS Study. 
 
Response: 
Per our response to Conclusion #1 above, since traffic counts do not appear 
accurate, the level of service (LOS) analyses may not be accurate. 
 

3. In the Future Ambient (2020) conditions, all 20 locations in the morning peak hour 
and 19 of the 20 locations in the evening peak hour are projected to operate at LOS 
D or better. The remaining intersection is projected to operate at LOS E. The Future 
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Ambient (2020) conditions has been forecast to operate better than the Future 
Ambient (2010) conditions projected in the 1991/1994 DKS Study during both the 
morning and evening peak hours at all of the analyzed intersections. 
 
Response: 
Based on our response to Conclusion #1, this Future Ambient (2020) conditions may 
not be accurate or comparable to Future Ambient (2010) conditions from the DKS 
study. 

4. The proposed overall LCP Buildout including the Pipeline Projects Amendment 
would generate slightly less than the amount of trips generated by the LCP uses 
approved but not built yet, from the 1991/94 DKS Study, during the evening peak 
hour. The Proposed LCP Buildout trip generation would result in a total of 
approximately 2,503 trips (1,378 inbound, 1,125 outbound) during the evening peak 
hour. This is equivalent to approximately 91% of the approved PM peak hour trips in 
the LCP.  
 
Response: 
This conclusion is irrelevant and does not compare apples and oranges. It does not 
reference or account for development and corresponding traffic trips that have been 
built since 1996. 

5. The Proposed Pipeline Projects’ trip generation would result in a total of 
approximately 1,163 trips (610 inbound, 553 outbound) during the evening peak 
hour. The Pipeline Projects account for approximately 46% of the overall LCP 
Buildout remaining (unbuilt) uses’ trip generation. 
 
Response: 
This conclusion is irrelevant to the analysis of traffic conditions. 

6. In the Future Ambient (2020) with LCP Amendment (Pipeline Projects) conditions 
(without improvements), all 20 of the analyzed intersections in the morning peak 
hour and 18 of the 20 analyzed intersections in the evening peak hour are projected 
to operate at LOS D or better. The remaining intersections in the evening peak hour 
are projected to operate at LOS E. The Future Ambient (2020) with LCP Amendment 
conditions have been forecast to operate better than the Future Ambient (2010) 
conditions projected in the 1991/1994 DKS Study during both the morning and 
evening peak hours at all of the analyzed intersections. 
 
Response: 
Based on our response to Conclusion #1, this data may not be accurate and must 
be retested.  

7. In the Future Ambient (2020) with LCP Amendment conditions (with the Revised Set 
of Intersection Improvement Projects), all 20 of the analyzed intersections in the 
morning peak hour and 19 of the 20 analyzed intersections in the evening peak hour 
are projected to operate at LOS D or better. The remaining intersection (Culver 
Boulevard at Jefferson Boulevard) is projected to continue to operate at LOS E in 
the evening peak hour. The Future Ambient (2020) with LCP Amendment and the 
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Revised Set of Intersection Improvement Projects have been forecast to operate 
better than the Future Ambient conditions projected in the 1991/1994 DKS Study 
during both the morning and evening peak hours at all of the analyzed intersections. 
 
Response: 
Based on our response to Conclusion #1, this data may not be accurate and must 
be retested. 

8. In the Future Ambient (2020) with proposed LCP Buildout (including Pipeline 
Projects prior to any of the improvements) conditions, all 20 of the analyzed 
intersections in the morning peak hour and 10 of the 20 analyzed intersections in the 
evening peak hour are projected to operate at LOS D or better. The remaining 
intersections in the evening peak hour are projected to operate at LOS E or F. The 
Future Ambient (2020) with LCP Buildout conditions has been forecast to operate 
better than the Future Ambient (2010) plus approved LCP conditions projected in the 
1991/1994 DKS Study during both the morning and evening peak hours at all of the 
analyzed intersections.  
 
Response: 
Based on our response to Conclusion #1, this data may not be accurate and must 
be retested. 

9. In the Future Ambient (2020) with LCP Buildout conditions (with the Revised Set of 
Intersection Improvement Projects), all 20 of the analyzed intersections in the 
morning peak hour and 15 of the 20 analyzed intersections in the evening peak hour 
are projected to operate at LOS D or better. The Future Ambient (2020) with LCP 
Buildout and the Revised Set of Intersection Improvement Projects have been 
forecast to operate better than the Future Ambient plus approved LCP and 
mitigations conditions projected in the 1991/1994 DKS Study during both the 
morning and evening peak hours at all of the analyzed intersections. 
 
Response: 
Based on our response to Conclusion #1, this data may not be accurate and must 
be retested. Also, here it is irrelevant to compare future ambient conditions between 
the current study and the DKS study because in this scenario, there are still 5 
intersections that operate at worse than LOS D even after intersection 
improvements.  

10. A cumulative analysis of future 2020 conditions with all related projects was 
performed and compared to the cumulative analysis conditions in the 1991/1994 
DKS Study. In the Cumulative (2020) conditions, 18 and 17 of the 20 analyzed 
intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better during the morning and 
evening peak hours, respectively. The remaining intersections are projected to 
operate at LOS E or F. The Cumulative (2020) conditions have been forecast to 
operate better than the Cumulative (2010) conditions (with no Marina development) 
projected in the 1991/1994 DKS Study during both the morning and evening peak 
hours at all of the analyzed intersections. 
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Response: 
Based on our response to Conclusion #1, this data may not be accurate and must 
be retested. 

11. In the Future (2020) Cumulative with LCP Amendment (Pipeline Projects) 
conditions, 18 and 13 of the 20 analyzed intersections would be operating at 
acceptable levels of service (LOS D or better) during the morning and evening peak 
hours, respectively. The Cumulative (2020) with LCP Amendment conditions have 
been forecast to operate better than the Cumulative (2010) conditions (with no 
Marina development) projected in the 1991/1994 DKS Study during both the 
morning and evening peak hours at all of the analyzed intersections. 
 
Response: 
Based on our response to Conclusion #1, this data may not be accurate and must 
be retested. Additionally, this conclusion says that after the pipeline projects are 
built, 2 morning and 7 evening intersections will be worse than D.  

12. In the Future (2020) Cumulative with LCP Amendment (Pipeline Projects) conditions 
(with the Revised Set of Intersection Improvement Projects), 18 and 15 of the 20 
analyzed intersections would be operating at acceptable levels of service (LOS D or 
better) during the morning and evening peak hours, respectively. The Cumulative 
(2020) with LCP Amendment and the Revised Set of Intersection Improvement 
Projects have been forecast to operate better than the Cumulative (2010) conditions 
(with no Marina development) projected in the 1991/1994 DKS Study during both the 
morning and evening peak hours at all of the analyzed intersections. 
 
Response: 
Based on our response to Conclusion #1, this data may not be accurate and must 
be retested. Additionally, this conclusion shows buildout of the pipeline projects 
WITH the revised set of intersection improvement projects improves only zero 
morning and 2 evening intersections to be D or better (that is comparing conclusion 
11 and 12). And, even with revised traffic mitigations, after the pipeline projects are 
built, 2 morning and 5 evening intersections will be worse than D. 

13. In the Future (2020) Cumulative with Proposed LCP Buildout (including Pipeline 
Projects) conditions, 14 and 8 of the 20 analyzed intersections would be operating at 
acceptable levels of service (LOS D or better) during the morning and evening peak 
hours, respectively. Again, the Cumulative (2020) with LCP Buildout conditions have 
been forecast to operate better than the Cumulative (2010) conditions (with no 
Marina development) projected in the 1991/1994 DKS Study during both the 
morning and evening peak hours at all of the analyzed intersections. 
 
Response: 
Based on our response to Conclusion #1, this data may not be accurate and must 
be retested. Regardless of comparison to 1991/1994 conditions, the future 
cumulative with LCP Buildout still results in 6 morning and 12 evening intersections 
at WORSE than D LOS.  
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14. In the Future (2020) Cumulative with LCP Buildout conditions (with the Revised Set 
of Intersection Improvement Projects), 15 and 12 of the 20 analyzed intersections 
would be operating at acceptable levels of service (LOS D or better) during the 
morning and evening peak hours, respectively. Again, the Cumulative (2020) with 
LCP Buildout and the Revised Set of Intersection Improvement Projects have been 
forecast to operate better than the Cumulative (2010) conditions (with no Marina 
development) projected in the1991/1994 DKS Study during both the morning and 
evening peak hours at all of the analyzed intersections. 
 
Response: 
Based on our response to Conclusion #1, this data may not be accurate and must 
be retested. Just as important, this conclusion represents the full buildout with traffic 
improvements including pipeline projects, ambient growth, related cumulative 
projects YET, 5 morning and 8 evening intersections would still be operating at 
WORSE than a D LOS! Even more revealing is that comparing conclusion #14 
(includes revised set of traffic improvement) with #13 (excludes revised set of traffic 
improvement) we find that the revised set of traffic improvements improves only 1 
morning and 4 evening intersections to a D LOS or better. 5 morning and 8 evening 
intersections will still be WORSE than a D LOS.  

15. In summary, the proposed LCP Amendment (with Pipeline Projects) as well as the 
proposed LCP Buildout traffic conditions with the Revised Set of Intersection 
Improvement Projects would result in better operating conditions at all analysis 
locations than the future conditions with the approved LCP in the 1991/1994 DKS 
Study. Accordingly, the Revised Set of Intersection Improvement Projects would 
provide sufficient capacity for the five Pipeline Projects and for the proposed LCP 
buildout traffic conditions. Further, the Future Cumulative (2020) with both the 
proposed Amendment and proposed Buildout conditions are also projected to 
operate better than the Future Cumulative (2010) conditions (with no Marina 
development) projected in the 1991/1994 DKS Study. 
 
Response: 
Based on our response to Conclusion #1, this data may not be accurate and must 
be retested. 
 
These final conclusions are the worst of them all because they do not correlate with 
the others or within this paragraph. First, comparing future build-out conditions 
projected from the Traffic Study to the DKS study are not relevant. Why, because 
the current Traffic Study concludes that even after the traffic intersection 
improvements are made, 5 morning and 8 evening intersections would still be 
operating at WORSE than a D LOS!  
 
Further, the revised set of traffic improvements improve only 1 am and 4 pm 
intersections to LOS D or better. Thus, the statement that the revised traffic 
intersection improvements provide sufficient capacity for the pipeline projects and 
the LCP build-out is false. 25% of intersections in the AM will be operating worse 
than a D LOS and 40% of PM intersections will be operating worse than a D LOS.  
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The revised traffic intersection improvements DO NOT provide sufficient 
capacity for the future build-out and therefore, the changes to the circulation 
system, including removing capacity and phasing controls based on this 
Traffic Study are not acceptable and must be reinstated.  

Further Study Issues 
 
a. Ambient Growth 

• Ambient growth projections in the Traffic Study were applied to traffic counts that 
may be inaccurate (See Conclusion #1 above). 

• Applied straight ambient growth factor of 10 years (2009 to 2020) by .5% and 
.6% How was it applied in 1991/1994 reports? Shouldn’t it be exponential? 

b. LOS methodology 
Other methods to calculate Level of Service include the Average Stopped Delay 
(ASD). With this system, the people can measure the time it takes to pass through 
an intersection starting when the motorist joins the queue. For example, at 
Washington and Lincoln, at a peak hour, it I was delayed over a minute on a few 
occasions, there would be evidence that Lincoln and Washington remains an F LOS. 
 

c. Other Proposed Changes to the LCP  
There are many other land use and zone changes that may affect traffic conditions 
and that will increase traffic trips but do not have corresponding buildout 
potential/traffic trips and thus, have not been analyzed in the Traffic Study. These 
include open space enhancements to: parcel IR/Mothers Beach, Burton Chase Park, 
Parcel P as well as an increase of 200 hotel development units in the Mothers beach 
area (Development Zone 2). For example, the redevelopment of Waterside 
Shopping center did not increase square footage but the redevelopment has caused 
a significant increase in traffic in the area. 
 

d. Trip Generation Rates 
In the DKS Study, Trip Generation rates were reviewed and it was determined that 
many use types in the Marina differ from the standard rates included in the ITE 
Manual. So a study of traffic trips was undertaken to see what actual trip generation 
rates may be. Based on this, it was determined that residential units were below the 
average and that commercial/visitor serving was higher. Per the DKS Study, trip 
generation for apartments was lower because the Marina consisted of older persons, 
smaller average household size, fewer school aged children and a higher rate 
working at home (pg 2-36). Is this still the case? Have these factors been reviewed 
again? Since major changes to the traffic and circulation system have been 
proposed, why wasn’t a new trip generation study performed? 
 

e. Missing Intersection Analyses 
The Traffic Study failed to analyze three important intersections in the Marina, 
Washington Boulevard/Via Dolce, Via Dolce/Dell and Via Marina/Dell. Why were 
these intersections left out of the Traffic Study? 
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5. Land Use/New Development 
 
This section covers comments and issues with changes to the Marina del Rey Land Use 
Plan Chapter 8. Land Use Plan. Please also refer to sections above including Pipeline 
Projects, Parking, Open Space and Traffic/Circulation for land use comments that fall 
under these categories.  
 
Major changes to this Chapter include: major land use changes to 12 parcels; collapsing 
development zones from 14 to 3; establishing the first phase of right sizing public 
parking including the conversion of 6 public parking lots to private use; creating a 
seniors accommodation land use category; adding timeshares and fractional use to the 
hotel land use category, allowing up to 25% of all hotel rooms to be time-
share/fractional ownership; allowing waterfront parcels to apply for WOZ (Waterfront 
Overlay Zone) status and adding the WOZ designation to numerous parcels.  
 
In addition to the land use changes for the pipeline projects, this LCPA proposes many 
development potential changes that not only INCREASE overall development intensity 
but also moves this potential around the marina. These changes are stealthily 
accomplished through the collapsing of development zones from 14 to 3. On the surface 
it seems to make sense but upon further analysis, it is: 1) a cover to eliminate actual 
traffic mitigation by developers; 2) a means to pre-vision the future of the Marina 
development without a public process by shifting intensities and types of development 
potential around the Marina for future undisclosed projects; 3) it stealthily converts traffic 
trips from the loss of small boat slips from recent Marina redevelopments into new 
development potential and 4) it enables an overall increase in development potential 
because it is very difficult to reconcile 1996 development potential to proposed 2010 
development potential. 
 
We were unable to reconcile changes between 1996 development potential and 
proposed 2010 development potential and are awaiting responses from the Department 
of Regional Planning staff. (see Appendix 4).  
 
The impacts of the above changes include the transfer of over 32 aces of public 
recreational land to private developments and the INCREASE in overall development 
unit intensity despite claims that no increases are occurring. Additionally, the proposed 
land use changes the intensity of use of many parcels, leading to loss of views, loss of 
open space, loss of recreational uses, loss of key parking locations, etc.  
 
The collapsing of development zones and the resulting increases in development 
potential and movements of where this potential can be developed impacts future 
visioning. Development zone changes are not needed for purposes of the pipeline 
projects or other changes communicated by County as purposes for this major 
amendment. Changing development zones now pre-empts future a visioning process by 
locking in certain, unneeded changes now, before a vision is created, which may require 
a different set of zones or analysis methods.  
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Proposed LCP Changes Issues Corrective Actions 
b. Issues Identified   
1. Leases on many parcels in 
the Marina expire after the 
year 2023 (pg 8-3) 

Based on our review: 
2 leases expire in 2021 
8 leases expire in 2022 
2 leases expire in 2023 
4 leases expire after 2023 

2023 should be changes to 
2021 

c. Issues Identified   
2. Above all, the County has 
sought to maximize revenues 
from the Marina for operation 
of the Marina and other social 
programs of the County by. 
(pg 8-4) 

This statement conflicts with 
Marina lease agreements which 
indicate the purpose being to 
balance public use of the 
premises with maximize 
revenue there from. Additionally, 
the Marina was created as a 
low-cost visitor recreation 
facility, not to fund social 
programs of the County. 

Remove this addition 

3. These revenues are 
intended to provide an on-
going stream of revenue for 
the County, and to pay off 
bonded indebtedness. (pg 8-4) 

The bonds have been paid off.  Delete reference to bond 
indebtedness 

4. Notwithstanding, the 
combined acreage of land and 
water, leaseholds comprise 
less than 50 percent of the 
property owned by the County 
in Marina del Rey. (pg 8-4) 

 Please provide a table 
showing how this has been 
calculated.  

5. Lease termination dates for 
most many parcels will occur 
after 
20230 (pg 8-4) 

Based on our review: 
2 leases expire in 2021 
8 leases expire in 2022 
2 leases expire in 2023 
4 leases expire after 2023 

2023 should be changes to 
2021 

6. Within the existing Marina, 
development of some kind has 
occurred on all leasehold 
parcels. (pg 8-4) 

Parcel 9U is undeveloped  

7. Phase II development will 
be encouraged and permitted. 
(pg 8-4) 

Phase II development has 
already commenced including 
completed and/or approved 
projects on parcels 12, 15, 27, 
140, 20, 18, 111, 112, 100/101, 
102, 103 and projects in the 
regulatory process: 145, 42, 64, 
7, 8 

Phase II development 
continues to be encouraged 
and permitted… 

8. Phase I development of the 
Marina is now complete. This 
LCP presents the next phase 
of the development (Phase II) 
for the Marina in which 
existing uses may be recycled 
or intensified, and new uses 
may be created. (pg 8-5) 

Phase I development was 
completed over a decade ago. 
Phase II redevelopment, as 
noted above, commenced prior 
to the proposed LCP creation. 

Phase I development of the 
Marina was completed in the 
early 1990s. This LCP 
presents the continued 
Phase II development for the 
Marina in which existing 
uses may be recycled or 
intensified, and new uses 
may be created. 
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9.Encouraging controlled 
change over the next 30 
years, rather than 
facing the prospect of major 
simultaneous changes when 
leases 
expire after 2020…  
(pg 8-5) 

With the removal of traffic 
capacity caps on development 
approval, there is nothing in the 
proposed LCP amendment to 
control change over the next 30 
years.  This statement does not 
account for renovation projects 
for lease extensions occurring 
currently.  

A mechanism for such 
control needs to be 
discussed and added to this 
amendment. (see circulation 
section) 

10.The Phase II development 
will offer: (pg 8-5) 

This statement does not reflect 
phase II development 
accurately. As noted above 
many phase II developments 
have already occurred and a 
number are in the regulatory 
approval process currently.  

Modify to reflect definition of 
phase II development 
accurately. 

11. ? Establishing the first 
phase of right sizing public 
parking, and collocating public 
parking with the appropriate 
facilities; (pg 8-5) 

See comments in Public Parking 
section above regarding the 
removal of public parking 
spaces and impacts of the first 
phase and beyond of the 
proposed public parking lot 
amendment changes. 
 
What are the additional phase 
or phases? 

See comments in Public 
Parking section above. 

12. Footnote 5: However, 
parcel refinements have 
become necessary in some 
cases, particularly to relocate 
existing approved 
entitlement. Development 
beyond Phase II will be 
preceded by a visioning 
process and a single, 
integrated LCP amendment for 
all parcels contemplated for 
future development.  
(pg 8-5) 

The use of the word entitlement 
is incorrect. An entitlement only 
exists once a project is awarded 
a coastal development permit.  

Change entitlement to 
development potential. 

13. High-rise development 
generally will be permitted in 
appropriate four locations on 
the periphery of the Marina, 
provided that such 
development will be sited such 
as to allow for adequate 
passage of prevailing off-shore 
winds into the Marina waters, 
and two locations on the water 
to encourage visitor-serving 
development of hotels. 
Flexible height limits are 
intended to encourage a 
variety of buildings types. 
Winter shadow effects are an 

We are very concerned about 
plans to increase high-rise 
development in locations not on 
the periphery.  

Which locations are these? 
 
What height standards apply 
to hotels that are created in a 
WOZ - the hotel category 
standards or the standard for 
the parcel? 
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important concern in the 
location of taller buildings. (pg 
8-6) 
14. New development in the 
existing Marina area is 
expected to occur 
incrementally over the next 30 
years, thus minimizing 
significant disruption from 
construction and related 
impacts. (pg 8-6) 

Is this statement still valid? If so, 
how will it be controlled 
incrementally? If the statement 
is not correct, how will 
development be controlled given 
the changes to the circulation 
system in this proposed LCP 
amendment? 

Answer questions. 

15. Determination of Land Use 
intensities  (pg 8-6) 

Since a visioning is going to 
occur, the criteria for 
determining land use intensities 
should be revisited. Thus, 
before wholesale land use 
changes being proposed in this 
LCP amendment are made, a 
visioning process should occur.  

Hold off on all land use 
changes until a community 
based visioning process 
occurs.  

16. County’s commitment to 
provide more public boating 
facilities. (pg 8-7) 

Where? Please provide a list of 
anticipated increase in public 
boating facilities. 

17. Traffic studies conducted 
for the LCP study aArea by 
Gruen 
Associates, Barton-Aschman, 
and DKS Associates. 

There is only one traffic study 
identified as conducted for this 
proposed LCP amendment. 

What additional studies were 
completed? 

18. The County maintains 
several target objectives when 
considering land use intensity, 
as follows: 
• Preserving public aAccess 
and Ppedestrian Aamenities 
• Creation of attractive 
“gathering places” for visitors 
• Characterization and 
establishment of open space 
categories 
• Architectural and Uurban 
Ddesign Qquality 
• Effective vView cCorridors 
• Effect on Marina and 
Rregional Ttraffic Fflow 
• Public pParking 
Rrequirements 
• Adequateded bBoating 
fFacilities 
• Balancing Hheight Llimits in 
relation to view corridors 
• Setbacks 
• Sufficient sSolar Aaccess 
(pg 8-7) 

What is a gathering place? 
Where is this defined? How 
does it relate to public access 
and recreation? 
 
What is an effective view 
corridor? 
 
What about other parking 
requirements? Eg, some current 
commercial and residential uses 
do not have sufficient parking 
capacity, leading to the use of 
public parking lots for non-
recreational uses.  
 
How do you define adequate 
boating facilities? 
 
How do you define sufficient 
solar access? 

Goals should be: 
 
Preserve and enhance 
public access and pedestrian 
amenities 
 
Parking should be looked at 
in totality including public, 
private and commercial 
parking. 
 
Heights should be reduced 
where possible and view 
corridors restored when land 
uses are recycled.  
 
 

19. New development and 
reconstruction in the existing 
Marina is divided into threewo 

The current Traffic Study does 
not support these conclusions. 
See comments above regarding 

A cap on development 
phasing needs to be added 
back in to protect the traffic 
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phases. Apart from design 
considerations, traffic capacity 
is the key 
factor in determining 
intensities and phasing. 
Development intensity is 
carefully linked to traffic 
capacity so that sufficient 
capacity must be added via 
traffic improvements before 
development may proceed. 
Marina del Rey was originally 
governed by restrictions on 
growth pending the installation 
of certain circulation 
improvements. These have 
now been completed and only 
project-driven circulation 
improvements are necessary. 
Additional phasing issues may 
arise 
from the displacement of 
public parking lots from 
development if not properly 
coordinated. (pg 8-8) 
 

circulation and traffic. 
 
Which circulation improvements 
have been completed that allow 
only project-driven 
improvements to be required? 
 
What additional phasing issues 
may arise from the 
displacement of public parking 
lots? 

capacity system.  

20.The approved Phase IITwo 
development… (pg 8-8) 

As noted above, numerous 
parcels have been redeveloped 
as part of Phase II development.  

Should read the remaining 
approved Phase II 
development 

21. It should be recognized 
that Marina del Rey, while 
unincorporated, is dominated 
by two key features over which 
it has no regulatory control; 1) 
the Lincoln Boulevard corridor 
linking Los Angeles 
International Airport and Santa 
Monica/Malibu (and points 
north and east) and 2) City of 
Los Angeles, generally. 
Since 1996, the area 
immediately surrounding 
Marina del Rey has 
experienced 
intensive growth of residential 
high-rises and commercial 
uses, without 
corresponding major 
circulation system 
improvements. While Marina 
del Rey 
development entitlement has 
not changed, the 
intensification of the 
surrounding area causes 
Admiralty Way to be used as a 

It is stated that intensification of 
surrounding areas outside of 
Marina del Rey are “magnifying” 
impacts to Admiralty Way traffic. 
However, it should be noted that 
this through-traffic still amounts 
to approximately 7-9% of all 
traffic and is consistent with 
through-traffic percentages from 
previous decades.  
 
Additionally, because Marina del 
Rey is a public recreational 
asset for the residents of Los 
Angeles County, the County has 
an obligation to study and 
mitigate its impacts on traffic 
inside and outside Marina del 
Rey.  
 
Please see Traffic & Circulation 
section above for further 
clarification.  

Change the word entitlement 
to development potential.  
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“bypass” to the Lincoln 
Boulevard 
corridor, magnifying traffic 
impacts beyond what is 
caused by Marina del Rey and 
posing special challenges to 
the County in its planning 
process, as more fully 
explained in Chapter 11, 
Circulation. (pg 8-9) 
22. Collapsing of development 
zones (pg 8-9) 

What other zone options were 
considered? 
 
How were three zones decided? 
 
Why are zones being collapsed 
now given the upcoming 
visioning process? 
 
Can development units be 
transferred between zones? 

Restore original zone 
configuration until the 
Visioning process is 
complete and zones are 
reviewed as part of a public 
process. 

23. Development potential in 
Phase II will be granted 

As noted above, Phase II 
development has already been 
granted 

Change to: …has been and 
will continue to be granted… 

24. Moreover, the circulation 
improvements must be 
incorporated as a part of the 
proposed development.  
(pg 8-10) 

This statement is not consistent 
with the Circulation chapter of 
the Land Use Plan and the 
circulation sections of the Local 
Implementation Program.   

Is this statement true?  

25. However, it should be 
noted that the County of Los 
Angeles is only a small part of 
this system, and that the City 
of Los Angeles controls the 
vast majority of the regional 
circulation system. Therefore, 
the County can only commit to 
those measures and those 
impacts that are within its 
control. Also, the vast majority 
of entitled trips in the area are 
by the City of Los Angeles and 
to a lesser degree, Culver 
City. Since the LCP was 
certified by the Coastal 
Commission in 1996, 355 
PM peak hour trips have been 
entitled by the County of Los 
Angeles. During that same 
time period, over 10,000 peak 
hour trips have been entitled 
by the City of Los Angeles and 
Culver City. (pg 8-10) 

Because Marina del Rey is a 
public recreational asset for the 
residents of Los Angeles 
County, the County has an 
obligation to study and mitigate 
its impacts on traffic inside and 
outside Marina del Rey.  
 

 

26. Paragraph on circulation 
improvements???? (pg 8-10) 
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d. Findings   
27. Future development of the 
Marinauntil the third decade of 
the next century will 
be influenced by the long-term 
land leases presently in 
existence or modifications 
to land leases within the 
current approved development 
capacity of Marina del 
Rey as enunciated in the LCP. 
 
Revisions to the land leases 
require the participation and 
agreement of both the 
County and the lessee. (pg 8-
10) 
 
 

These statements mean that 
land use decisions made in the 
1960’s will be perpetuated into 
the next 3-4 decades without a 
chance for the public to be 
involved in reconsidering land 
uses for the future Marina or in 
the decision making process for 
lease extensions.  

The public should have a 
role in deciding whether 
leases will be extended or 
recycled to other, more 
recreation oriented uses.  
 
Therefore, a moratorium on 
lease extensions should be 
required as part of this LCP 
amendment so that leases 
are not extended prior to the 
visioning process being 
completed. 
 

28. Parcels which have not 
been leased are being 
developed by the County to 
respond to the needs of the 
boating public as well as the 
needs of non-boaters using 
the Marina for recreation. 

This is not accurate. Parcel 9U 
has not been leased.  

Needs to reflect accurate 
information 

29. New development and 
recycling of existing uses in 
the Marina will provide 
opportunities to (1) improve 
the Harbor for recreational 
boaters and other recreational 
visitors and, (2) improve 
coastal access. (pg 8-10) 

New development on parcels 
OT, 33/NR and FF are NOT 
providing these opportunities.  
 
 

The public should have a 
role in deciding whether 
leases will be extended or 
recycled to other, more 
recreation oriented uses.  
 
The pipeline projects on 
parcels FF, OT and 33/NR 
should be cancelled and land 
uses reconsidered during the 
visioning process. 
 
Therefore, a moratorium on 
lease extensions should be 
required as part of this LCP 
amendment so that leases 
are not extended prior to the 
visioning process being 
completed. 

e.  Policies and Actions   
30. Phase II Development. All 
development approved under 
the authority of this LUP shall 
be deemed to be Phase II 
development. All prior 
distinctions of phased 
development into Phases I, II 
or III shall be deemed void. 
(pg 8-11) 

Phase II development has 
already commenced since 1996 
including completed and/or 
approved projects on parcels 
12, 15, 27, 140, 20, 18, 111, 
112, 100/101, 102, 103 and 
projects in the regulatory 
process: 145, 42, 64, 7, 8 
 

Phase II development 
definition needs to be fixed 
throughout the LCP 
document. 
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31. Enforcement. The Dept. 
of Beaches and Harbors 
County shall have primary 
responsibility for the 
enforcement of these 
guidelines.. (pg 8-12) 

Why is this being changed? 
How will it be decided who 
provides enforcement? 

Establish a specific County 
agency to be primarily 
responsible for enforcement.  

32. The Land Use Plan Map 
illustrates the policies, and 
standards of development 
applicable to redevelopment 
(pg 8-14) 

Why were these words 
removed? How does that 
change the meaning? 

Wait for clarification, then 
respond. 

33. The following list of land 
use categories establishes the 
range of uses permitted in 
Marina del Rey. A single 
category is designated for 
each parcel or sub-parcel. (pg 
8-14) 

Why were these words 
removed? How does that 
change the meaning?  

Wait for clarification, then 
respond. 

34. Hotel land use category 
changes (pg 8-15) to add 
timeshares, fractional 
ownership, condo hotels, 
vacation clubs and other 
similar arrangements 
collectively referred to as 
limited use overnight 
accommodations.  
(pg 8-15) 

The Marina is public land for 
low-cost recreation and visitor 
serving uses. We disagree with 
County’s view point that limited 
use overnight accommodations 
are the same as hotels. The use 
of limited overnight 
accommodations is for the sole-
purpose of making more money 
for developers at the expense of 
affordable accommodation in 
the coastal zone.  

The LCP should be 
amended to read that 
timeshares, fractional 
ownership, condo hotels, 
vacation clubs and other 
similar arrangements 
collectively referred to as 
limited use overnight 
accommodations are not 
allowed in the Marina.  
 
The use of limited overnight 
accommodations has not 
been demonstrated as 
needed per the Coastal 
Commission’s Memo on 
Condominium-Hotel 
Development in the Coastal 
Zone dated 12/26/2006.  

35. In addition, at no time may 
the total amount of limited use 
overnight accommodations 
exceed 25 percent of the total 
number of hotel rooms in 
Marina del Rey. (pg 8-15) 

See comments above. 
Increasing the allowable use of 
limited use overnight 
accommodations to 25% of all 
hotel rooms is visioning for 
future parcels and whether or 
not additional limited use 
overnight accommodations are 
allowed should be left to the 
community visioning process.   
 
Additionally, since numerous 
parcels have been changed to a 
WOZ designation, conceivably 
many parcels could convert to 
hotel use and then install limited 
use overnight accommodations.  
 

The LCP should be 
amended to read that 
timeshares, fractional 
ownership, condo hotels, 
vacation clubs and other 
similar arrangements 
collectively referred to as 
limited use overnight 
accommodations are not 
allowed in the Marina.  
 
During a community 
visioning process, the use of 
limited use overnight 
accommodations can be 
debated. 
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36. Seniors Accommodations 
land use category 
(pg 8-16) 

The Marina is public land for 
low-cost recreation and visitor 
serving uses. It should not be 
used to provide luxury senior 
accommodations. Seniors of 
this wealth category can live 
anywhere.  
 
See Pipeline Projects section 
above for further comments. 

Remove Seniors 
Accommodations land use 
category from proposed LCP 
amendment. 

37. Waterfront Overlay Zone 
(WOZ) changes (pg 8-18) 

How does the displacement of 
existing public recreation, visitor 
serving or coastal dependent 
boating uses in a comparable 
manner clause jive with the LIP 
additions of economically 
feasible? 
 
What does comparable mean? 
 
What height categories apply in 
a WOZ for WOZ uses that are 
not permitted uses? 

Need to be clarified for 
movement of uses (they 
must be moved), what 
comparable means and what 
heights apply to WOZ uses 
that are not principally 
permitted uses for that 
parcel. 

38. Conversion Monitoring. 
The common unit of 
conversion among land 
uses shall be the number of P. 
M. peak hour traffic trips 
generated by 
each land use, using the 
standard trip generation table 
found in the 1991 
DKS study of Marina del Rey 
tTraffic. (pg 8-20) 

Why are standard trip generate 
rates being used from an 
outdated traffic study? 
 
See comments in 
Traffic/Circulation section above 
regarding trip generation rates.  

Updated Trip generation 
rates should be included in 
the LCP and should be used 
for conversion monitoring.  

39. Existing development is 
not included in this 
development potential 
description. (pg 8-20) 

Does this include development 
that has been approved but not 
built like Del Rey Shores, and 
Bar Harbor apartments? 

As noted above, Phase II 
definitions and uses needs to 
be clarified throughout the 
LCP document.  

40. Every parcel that adjoins 
the waterfront may apply for 
designation within the 
“Waterfront Overlay Zone” 
and, based on the principal 
permitted use 
designation, be approved for 
development of a mix of land 
uses, including: hotel, visitor-
serving commercial, open 
space, boat storage, and 
marine commercial. 

Why was this added? 
 
What if a parcel partially fronts 
water, can the entire parcel 
receive WOZ designation? 
 
What are the criteria for 
applying? For being given a 
WOZ designation? 

Wait for clarification, then 
respond. 

41. Waterfront Overlay Zone 
(WOZ) changes (pg 8-21 to pg 
8-29) 

Why has WOZ been added to 
the following parcels: 1, 14, 91, 
49M, 49R, 49S, 52 and 77?  

Wait for clarification, then 
respond. 

42. The development potential 
for each land use category in 

What does this mean? Wait for clarification, then 
respond. 
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the three Development Zones 
may slightly change due to 
potential conversion of up to 
10 percent of residential or 
office commercial potential 
uses to visitor-serving, marine 
commercial, or hotel uses. (pg 
8-21) 
43. Parcel 9 
(pg 8-22) 

See comments in Pipeline 
Projects above for comments on 
Parcel 9 land use.  
 
Is a Wetland park an allowed 
use? 

Change Parcel 9 Land use to 
open space.  
 
Add ESHA status.  

44. Parcel 14 
(pg 8-22) 

Formerly parcel FF. See 
comments in Pipeline Projects 
above for comments on Parcel 
FF land use.  
 
Non comparable mitigations 
from open space active park to 
passive wetland park that must 
be preserved regardless of 
parcel FF and also serves as 
the view corridor for proposed 
19-story hotel and timeshares 
project.  

Keep parcel FF open space 
designation and require 
development of a 2-acre 
active park to mitigate 
additional 1000 dwelling 
units allowed in 1995 LCP 
Update.  

45. Parcel 33/NR 
(pg 8-24) 

See comments in Pipeline 
Projects above for comments on 
Parcel 33 and NR land use as 
well as comments in Parking 
section. Residential V, 225 feet, 
is an inappropriate height for 
this location. Blocks view shed 
of D basin.  
 

Maintain 33 as Visitor 
serving commercial and NR 
as parking.  

49. Parcel IR 
(pg 8-24) 

What is the purpose of 
converting some public parking 
here to open space? 

See open space comments 
for IR under Open Space 
section. 

50. Parcel OT 
(pg 8-24) 
 
Parcel 147  
(pg 8-25) 

See comments in Pipeline 
Projects above for comments on 
Parcel OT and use as well as 
comments in Parking section. 
Movement of public parking 
space to furthest end of parcel 
21 is not a better location for 
public use.  

Maintain Parcel OT as public 
parking. Consider park and 
ride for tourists and 
recreational visitors to the 
Marina and Venice Beach. 
Increase accessibility from 
Admiralty and Washington 
Blvd.  

51. Parcels 40T/40W 
(pg 8-25) 

Why are these parcels being 
split? 

Wait for clarification, then 
respond. 

52. Parcel 75 
(pg 8-26) 

This is a parcel expiring in 2026. 
Changing land use now pre-
empts visioning process.  

Keep as hotel for now 

53. Parcel UR 
(pg 8-26) 

What is public parking category? 
Why aren’t parcels IR, GR, W 
designated public parking? 

Add public parking 
designations to IR, GR and 
W 
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54. Open Space Plan Map 9 See comments in Open Space 
section above. 
 
Looks like all of IR is being 
converted to open space versus 
parking? Is this accurate? 
 
Why is Parcel 9 left off the map? 
 
How much of Parcel P will be 
accessible and usable by the 
pubic once the project there is 
completed? 
 
See comments above re Parcel 
FF. 

 

 
6. Coastal Visual Resources 
 
As maintaining and enhancing views of the Marina is a priority goal of the LCP, as 
leases on apartment complexes expire, the parcels should convert to a public 
recreational use that allows a greater visual experience of the Marina. The visioning 
process should revisit building heights in the Marina and consider new recreational uses 
that provide enhanced visual experience of the Marina. The height limit category of 225 
feet should be eliminated with a maximum height of 140ft throughout the Marina for new 
development or redevelopment. Fiji Way and Bora Bora should be designated as Mole 
Roads.  

 
Proposed LCP Changes Issues Corrective Actions 
d. findings   
1. Man -made factors 
(telephone poles and wires, 
litter) have negatively 
impacted the visual 
experience of these areas 
Marina. (pg 9-4) 

New apartment blocks such as 
Esprit I have negatively 
impacted the visual 
experience of the Marina. In 
general, apartment complexes 
on the mole roads have 
impacted the visual 
experience of the Marina 
which is public land that was 
created for recreational use, 
not residential 

As leases on apartment 
complexes expire, convert the 
use to a public recreational 
use that allows a greater 
visual experience of the 
Marina.  

2. The existing height limit of 
forty-five feet for mole road 
projects often leads to large, 
low-rise rectilinear buildings 
that create a tunnel vision 
effect and inhibit the publics’ 
view of the waterfront. To 
accommodate enhanced 
views of the waterfront mole 
roads, more flexibility in the 
design of structures, especially 
taller and narrower buildings, 

New apartment blocks such as 
Esprit I have negatively 
impacted the visual 
experience of the Marina. In 
general, apartment complexes 
on the mole roads have 
impacted the visual 
experience of the Marina 
which is public land that was 
created for recreational use, 
not residential 

As leases on apartment 
complexes expire, convert the 
use to a public recreational 
use that allows a greater 
visual experience of the 
Marina. 
 
The visioning process should 
revisit building heights in the 
Marina and new recreational 
uses that provide enhanced 
visual experience of the 
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could be effective in achieving 
this objective. (pg 9-4) 

Marina.  
 
The height limit category of 
225 feet should be eliminated 
with a maximum height of 
140ft throughout the Marina 
for new development or 
redevelopment.  

3. For the most part Mmid-
rises or high –rises would be 
appropriate for the outer 
periphery where little view 
obstruction would result, and 
to Parcel 9 for the hotel.  
(pg 9-5) 

Are high rise apartments still 
appropriate for the Marina?  
 
Need to ensure that high rises 
do not become the normal 
versus the exception.  
 
Parcel 9 is a wetland and must 
be preserved. See further 
comments in Pipeline Projects 
section. 

As leases on apartment 
complexes expire, convert the 
use to a public recreational 
use that allows a greater 
visual experience of the 
Marina. 
 
The visioning process should 
revisit building heights in the 
Marina and new recreational 
uses that provide enhanced 
visual experience of the 
Marina.  
 
The height limit category of 
225 feet should be eliminated 
with a maximum height of 
140ft throughout the Marina 
for new development or 
redevelopment. 
 
Parcel 9 should be retained in 
its entirety as a wetland for 
use by herons and egrets, to 
retain visual experience and to 
ensure wind patterns for boats 
are not negatively impacted.  

e. Policies & Actions   
4 
1. Views of the Harbor a 
Priority. Maintaining and 
enhancing views of the Marina 
shall be a priority goal of this 
Plan. Enhancing the ability of 
the public to experience and 
view the Marina waters shall 
be a prime consideration in the 
design of all new, modified or 
expanded development. This 
goal shall be achieved by 
placing conditions on permits 
for new development to 
enhance public viewing, to 
allow for greater public 
access, and to create new 
view corridors of the 
waterfront. (pg 9-5) 

 As leases on apartment 
complexes expire, convert the 
use to a public recreational 
use that allows a greater 
visual experience of the 
Marina. 
 
The visioning process should 
revisit building heights in the 
Marina and new recreational 
uses that provide enhanced 
visual experience of the 
Marina.  
 
The height category of 225 
feet should be eliminated, 
maximum height of 140ft 
throughout the Marina. 
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5. All views from north jetty 
and south jetty (on the jetty at 
points west of UCLA 
boathouse); (pg 9-5) 

What does this change mean? 
How does it affect view 
protection? 

Clarify and ensure that it 
further protects views than 
weakens protection of views.  

6. Cross-beach view from 
Panay Way parking lot (parcel 
GGR) unless a parking 
structure increasing public 
parking is provided ;  (pg 9-6) 

Where would this parking lot 
structure be provided? Why 
should it pre-empt view 
protection? 

This view point must be high 
priority to save. Remove 
unless a parking structure 
increasing public parking is 
provided. 

7. 225-Foot Standard Except 
as noted above, applies to 
parcels landward of Via 
Marina and Admiralty Way, 
and includes parcel 
112 and 113, and the westerly 
portion of parcel 125. This 
height standard also applies to 
Parcel 9 for the hotel, subject 
to increased view corridor 
requirements. 

Are high rise apartments still 
appropriate for the Marina?  
 
Need to ensure that high rises 
do not become the normal 
versus the exception.  
 

As leases on apartment 
complexes expire, convert the 
use to a public recreational 
use that allows a greater 
visual experience of the 
Marina. 
 
The visioning process should 
revisit building heights in the 
Marina and new recreational 
uses that provide enhanced 
visual experience of the 
Marina.  
 
The height limit category of 
225 feet should be eliminated 
with a maximum height of 
140ft throughout the Marina 
for new development or 
redevelopment. 

8.  
8 a) Mole roads are only Tahiti 
Way, Marquesas Way, Panay 
Way, Bali Way and 
Mindanao Way. (pg 9-7) 

Why was Fiji Way changed 
from a mole road? 

 

9. 8 b) Via Marina and 
Admiralty Way Optional Height 
Areas. Except as noted in 
Policy No. 7 above, structures 
proposed on parcels where a 
140-foot standard applies and 
located adjacent to and 
seaward of Via Marina and 
Admiralty Way may be allowed 
up to a maximum height of 
225 feet when a 40 percent 
view corridor is provided. 
Height above 140 feet shall be 
permitted at the ratio of 4.25 
feet of additional height for 
every additional 1 percent of 
view corridor provided in 
excess of the 20 percent 
minimum standard. (pg 9-7) 

 Remove paragraph  and 
option to increase building 
heights to 225 ft. and building 
heights of 225 ft.  
 
The visioning process should 
revisit building heights in the 
Marina and new recreational 
uses that provide enhanced 
visual experience of the 
Marina.  
 
The height limit category of 
225 feet should be eliminated 
with a maximum height of 
140ft throughout the Marina 
for new development or 
redevelopment. 
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7. Sensitive Biological Resources 
 
Please refer to Appendix 5 Preliminary Analysis: Sensitive Biological Resources, 
Conservation Management Plan Study prepared by Marcia Hanscom on behalf of We 
ARE Marina del Rey.  
 
8. Recreational Boating/Boat slips 
 
Page # Proposed LCP Change Why a problem 
1. 
Section A.3.b 
Issues Identified 
Page 3-1 

[also in 1996 LCP] 
Statement that MdR was 
“originally planned” as a small 
craft harbor, and the question 
of whether future use of MdR 
should “focus” on recreational 
boating 

This was inappropriate in the 1996 LCP and should be 
re-stated accurately in this LCPA.  It violates the very 
essence of the Coastal Act, including the 3 sections 
cited in this LCPA section 
1 - MdR was originally planned as a small craft harbor 
AND recreational area.  The statement is a lie of 
omission, leaving out the overriding basis for land 
use/redevelopment, which is RECREATION. 
2 – by questioning the recreational boating purpose, 
county adopts attitude that the “answer” is No, in all of 
its subsequent analysis and conclusions (recreational 
boating has been only a secondary  use of the area 
for a long time – even before 1996; land-side 
recreation is a mere afterthought—6% of the land—
then as now, despite promises to county residents, as 
well as to the US government in securing Federal 
funding for the creation of the harbor) 

1a. 
Section A.3.b 
Issues Ident. 
page 3-1, 3-2 

Eliminates funnel concept, 
removes general concept that 
harbor expansion is 
possible/feasible 

Removes any possibility of slip expansion.  What has 
changed since 1996 that makes the funnel concept no 
longer viable? (other than the will of county officials to 
pursue the policy to reduce the prominence and 
popularity of boating in MdR) 

2. 
Section A.3.c 
Research 
Analysis 
page 3-2 

reduces slip inventory (by 
1,668) to 4,255 total berths, 
uses future “eventual” to 
describe that # - as opposed 
to stating finite # of  existing 
slips.  
[1996 LCP identifies 5,923 
slips] 

*violates Coastal Act section 30234, also CCC 
recommendation since Jan. 2008 for NO further 
reduction of slips/slips under 35’ 
*master waterside CDP also moving outside LCPA, 
but will be “consistent” w/LCP (and by extension the 
Coastal Act) 

2a.  *** 
Section A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
page 3-2 

Figure 4 
• identifies eventual 

percentage of “smaller 
berths” only (no hard 
number or distribution in 
MdR is provided) 

• removes the overall MdR 
slip inventory  

1 - The new table identifies only Dry Storage spaces, 
not smaller slips, although Figure 4 is cited elsewhere 
in the draft LCPA as providing the slip data 
2 – the change itself is a blatant violation of Coastal 
Act section 30234 (protection of rec. boating facilities) 
3 - omits all data that would reveal how much smaller 
boat facilities overall (wet and dry) have already been 
reduced since 1996 in violation of  both LCP and 
Coastal Act section 30234 
 

3. 
Section A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
page 3-2 

• redefines public launch 
ramp as only 49R 

• omits 201 mast-up spaces 
on Parcel 77  

1 – allows for manipulation of land use of the other 
two areas 
2 – dramatically reduces amount of boater facilities 
that are required to be retained or replaced if/when 
parcels are redeveloped 
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• excludes end-ties and side-
ties from count of boater 
facilities 

• under-states the amount of 
boater facilities that it 
maintains overall 

3 – RFP for 49/77required developer only to retain or 
replace “existing boater facilities.” The LCPA simply 
eliminates the facilities from the inventory. 
 
Notes:  
• Parcel 49 is one parcel, although 3 distinct uses are 

identified for sections 49M, 49R and 49S 
• the 10 lanes of public launch ramp include only 3 

docks for queuing boats (6 lanes) while remaining 4 
lanes are just extra width on the ramps in between 
or on either end, and have no place to secure 
watercraft while trailers are stored (usable for hand-
carried watercraft only) 

• Parcel 77’s 201 mast-up spaces and hoist are 
excluded from all LCPA inventories (county runs 
this business only 4-days per week since it 
reclaimed this parcel several years ago; it is closed 
Fridays, weekends and holidays, so it is not well 
utilized. 

• exclusion of end ties and side ties, almost 
exclusively devoted to the largest boats, skews data 
on the amount and percentage of the Marina that is 
devoted to that class,  both numerically and 
percentage-wise (see note re Figure 4) 

 
3a. *** 
Section A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
Page 3-3, 3-4 

Figure 4 – eliminates the 
Marina-wide inventory of slips 
by marina, replacing it with 
data on dry storage only 
(even though references 
elsewhere continue to refer to 
the slip inventory 

1 – by eliminating the existing inventory and replacing 
it with a mere percentage of a nebulous figure, it will 
be difficult (if not impossible) to monitor compliance of 
future project proposals.   
2 – by excluding existing inventories of wet slips, the 
county presumes approvals of projects that would 
otherwise be in blatant conflict with the Coastal Act 
and unlikely to receive CCC approval 

4. 
Section A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
page 3-3 

Red-lining error:  reference to 
Figure 4 total slips 

(this data was in original red-lined draft, removed 
before draft that was released to public) 

5. 
Section A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
Page 3-4 

• eliminates estimate of 
demand for slips in LA 
County 

• eliminates overall county 
inventory of berths 

• contradicts assertion of 
high vacancy rates 
elsewhere in draft LCPA 

1 – current LCP quantifies demand for boating 
facilities; amendment uses faulty studies and 
unsubstantiated claims to refute those findings, and 
then 
2 – eliminates any benchmark to ascertain growth or 
shrinkage of demand into the future 
3 – What IS the demand for boater facilities, county-
wide?  Has the county conducted a survey to 
determine the desire of county residents for boating 
facilities, and what kind of facilities they are interested 
in? 

6. 
Section A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
Page 3-5 

• adds unsubstantiated and 
undefined argument that 2 
small boats can fit into a 
large slip, citing technical 
report for slip widths 

•  contradicts assertions 
elsewhere in  LCPA that 

1 – county has elsewhere rejected the concept of 
double-wide slips as “unsafe” 
2 – lessees allege that double-wide slips expose them 
to liability lawsuits, have publicly asserted their 
objection to this configuration (no substantiation for 
damages or lawsuits was ever provided) 
3 – there are no policies proposed to require lessees 
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double-wide slips are 
dangerous and not 
supported by lessees of the 
marina parcels 

• omits any discussion or 
policies to cover this 
eventuality 

to offer vacant large slips to smaller boats, or to 
establish that the rental rate would be at the small slip 
rate for each smaller boat slip tenant 
4 – in the event that they do rent a portion of a larger 
slip, there is no protection against displacement for 
these smaller boat tenants, should a larger boat 
owner happen along.  (This puts the small boat 
owner’s entire investment at risk, if he/she is not able 
to acquire another slip within the prescribed period.) 

7. 
Section A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
Page 3-5 

Noble Consultant study 
conclusions inserted into 
LCPA as findings 

1 – underlying study is flawed (omitted data, 
misclassified slips, faulty formulas), conclusions are 
questionable at best 
2 – establishes “lack of demand” for small slips as a 
permanent assumption (reactive, reveals bias with 
which the county) 
[is this study the final one?] 
Q’s:  Where is the study/analysis of the effect of the 
switch from “fair and reasonable” to “market rate” 
policy, and its impact on slip rates demand for small 
slips?  Why has the county adopted free-market policy 
for a closed-market system? 
What impacts did doubling security deposits and 
higher income qualifications have on small boaters?  
Did the switch from leases to “permits” affect small 
boaters’ willingness to risk entire investment in the 
shrinking slip market? 
Where is analysis of discriminatory rental policies that 
barred many older boats at marinas?   
What is the effect of marketing on slip occupancy 
(large slips are actively marketed by and through boat 
brokers, advertised by lessees) 

8. 
A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
page 3-5 

1 – [also in 1996 LCP] ...state 
should support dry storage 
program as a supplement to 
its support of sm. craft harbor 
development 
2 – removes statement about 
MdR being preferred harbor 
for boat storage 
 

1 – County is substituting dry storage for slips.  This 
violates the Coastal Act Section 30224 
2 – Is this statement no longer true?  Where is the 
study of demand by the 102,000 registered LA County 
boat owners for the various types of boat storage and 
access to the harbor (slips/dry-stack/mast-up/launch 
ramp)? 

8a. 
A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
page 3-5 

dry stack accommodations’ 
limitation to boats under 26’ is 
removed 

Q:  Since proposed dry stack will accommodate boats 
up to 40’, how will demand for slips in the larger 32-
50’ category be affected?  Right now, small wet slips 
are being eliminated to allow more in this next-higher 
category—does this trend need to be increased? 
4 – Larger boats in dry stack will not only displace 
smaller boats, they will reduce total remaining spaces 
available also.  Why is there no provision in the LCPA 
to protect small boaters from being squeezed out of 
this type of facility?   
 

9. 
A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
page 3-5 

Retains language 
enumerating limitations on 
dry-stack and mast-up 
storage even though lease 

1 – Creates artificial excuse for not providing more 
storage or need to anticipate growth in demand from 
current levels 
2 – Eliminates need to retain or replace the 201 mast-
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expirations and new 
technologies provide 
opportunites for new facilities. 
Redefines mast-up storage 
facilities as permitted on 
parcels, rather than existing 
on parcels; Parcel 77 mast-up 
“disappears” 

up spaces on Parcel 77 
3 – Inventories of all boater facilities are being 
“downsized” in this LCPA, by slashing their numbers 
outright, removal of facilities’ descriptions from the 
text, inserting conditions or terms that are poorly- or 
un-defined, or the introduction of policies that make 
them optional rather than mandatory 
 

10. 
A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
page 3-6 

Proposed additional land 
storage on Parcel 49 is 
stricken; Waterfront Overlay 
Zone allows other uses to 
crowd boater facilities; Parcel 
44 “may” (not “shall”) include 
dry stack in redevelopment;  

1 – Eliminates firm, proactive commitment to Coastal 
Act Section 30224.  There are so many qualifiers in 
this paragraph that its meaning is completely 
obscured.  What does the county mean by “boater 
support uses” --and how exactly does providing 
access for boats that have been displaced from the 
water, or new/entry-level boaters, diminish boater 
support uses?  Shouldn’t this policy be equally applied 
to other potential uses ? 
Q:  With 850 additional slips under 35’ proposed for 
demolition, why is there no policy requiring that dry 
storage alternatives be built prior to the slips being 
taken out of service?   
Q:  Has a study been done to determine the effect on 
demand for dry storage when small slips are 
eliminated?  
Q:  Has a study been done to determine what the 
traffic impacts will be of additional trailered boats if the 
on-site storage is not available?  Of the increased 
need for launch ramp facilities if combined slips & on-
site dry storage is reduced? 
Q:  Why is the county decreasing the overall number 
of small boat facilities (slips, dry storage, boater 
parking at the launch ramp) when the number of 
registered boats in the county is at 102,000 and 
growing?  If slips are being reduced, shouldn’t BOTH 
on-site storage and ramp facilities be increased? 

11. 
A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
page 3-6 

added text re dry storage is 
unclear as to its meaning or 
intent; Launch Ramp has only 
“provided” a vital service (as 
opposed to 1996, when it had 
“proven” a vital service); 
number of launchings in 2008 
was 25% of launchings in 
1980; 

Does not replace commitment to Section 30224 
removed in #10 above; language insinuates that dry 
storage is more desirable than slips (although the 
amount of water pollution from boats will not be 
reduced because other, larger boats will still be in the 
water 
 

12. 
A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
page 3-6 

Noble Study introduced; 
presumption of declining 
demand for small slips; 
prediction of future slip 
reductions 

Statements not supported by slip study data. 

13.  *** 
A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
page 3-6 

Figure 4 reference says it 
“depicts the various marinas 
in MdR, both existing and 
proposed” 

FALSE! 
>>> 
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14.  *** 
A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
page 3-6 

(w/Figure 4) establishes a 
percentage-of-slips standard 
for redevelopment 

provides for future mega-yachting gentrification. 
VISIONING ACCOMPLISHED! 

15. 
A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
page 3-6, 3-7 

Eliminates “funnel concept” 
for slip expansion 

No justification given for the removal of this policy, 
other than the county said it wasn’t feasible and 
boaters didn’t want it 
Q:  Where is the survey that shows this?  Were any 
boaters other than marina operators and CYC/DRYC 
members polled? (note:  CYC and DRYC already 
have their funnel docks in place, it gives them 
additional slips to rent and allows them to keep slip 
fees lower 

16.  *** 
A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
page 3-7 

Eliminates 2nd fuel dock in 
MdR; added dry storage is 
provisional and limited to the 
remaining 3 “boater support” 
parcels enumerated 

1 – Creates permanent legal monopoly for the  
Parcel1 lessee (it has been a de facto monopoly for 
many years, resulting in MdR’s fuel prices being 
comparable with Catalina’s—and far greater than 
other harbors on the continental coastline 
2 – Eliminates one of the only four land parcels 
dedicated to boating support uses 
3 – The new fuel dock has no hoist and no plans to 
add one, there is no “potential” there for mast-up 
storage or dry stack – only dingy racks or deck 
storage would be possible 

17. 
A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
page 3-7 

ERROR (“fuel docks”) is 
inconsistent with #16 above; 
potential expansion of 
marinas is stricken from text 

>>> 

18.  *** 
A.3.c 
Res. Anal. 
page 3-7 
 

Reduces boater parking to 
0.6 spaces per slip; leaves 
dry storage parking 
allocations to discretion of 
planning director, and 
references non-existent on-
street parking 

Where is analysis of increased shared ownership of 
the larger size boats due to financial needs and 
practical concerns (single-handed sailing less likely).  
>>> cf – FYC cooperative, charter operations (Basin 
C?), etc. 
>>>   
 

19. 
A.3.d 
Findings 
page 3-7, 3-8 
 

Adds language arguing for 
larger slip sizes; strikes 
language re demand  

1 – Again, no analysis of why small slips have large 
vacancy rates 
2 - Establishes “permanent” lack of demand for small 
slips 
3 – Facile argument that one can always berth a 
smaller boat in a larger slip.  Marina operators have 
already demonstrated that they are hostile to small 
boats; there is no policy added to compel marina 
lessees to do so; there is no discussion of what rate 
would be charged for a small boat owner (one cannot 
fit two 30’ boats into a 60’ slip, so who would pay for 
the “excess space”—lessee or slip tenant?  and there 
is no policy to protect the small boat tenant, should he 
rent such a slip, from 30-day eviction if a larger boat 
happens along (this would put those small boat 
owners’ entire investment at risk, and would strongly 
discourage them from renting a larger slip) 

20. 
A.3.e 
Policies & 

reduces fuel dock to a single 
dock 

see #17 above 
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Actions 
page 3-8 

21. 
A.3.e 
Pol’s & Act’s 
page 3-8 

In-lieu fee for slip reductions >>> paltry price paid for lost rec. resource! 

22.  
A.3.e 
Pol’s & Act’s 
page 3-9 

“Existing level of boating-
related support” changed to 
“existing operating boater-
related support”; Parcel 77 
boating support facilities 
stricken; 

>>> Engineered blight 
>>> Economic cycles 
>>> Motivation to future manipulation to reduce boater 
support 

23. 
A.3.e 
Pol’s & Act’s 
page 3-9 

 >>> Instead of increasing or enhancing boater 
support, county is shifting it laterally to other parcels, 
and some of it gets “lost” in transit 

 
9. Recreation and Visitor Serving 
 
The policies and language of LCPA Chapter 2 – Recreation and Visitor Serving as to 
what constitutes public recreation are troubling. There is nothing in the Coastal Act that 
differentiates between the right of access to recreational facilities for local residents 
from those in other areas, nor is there any language to suggest that public recreation 
must be attractive to “distant” users in order to qualify as public recreation.  It appears 
that the County is placing into the LCP an overt bias against local residents, as a 
“justification” for taking away the park that was promised for local residents’ use as a 
mitigation for the massive amount of redevelopment allowed for Phase II in the 1996 
plan, much of which has already occurred and all of which (and more) remains in this 
LCPA.  Ironically, it is those same local residents who have demanded that the County 
include the distant stakeholders in the planning process. 
 
The LCPA fails to offer any specifics about the amount of recreation that is needed or 
offered in Marina del Rey, or to analyze the challenges in making more recreation 
available to the public on terms that are reasonable and affordable. The increasingly 
sedentary recreational opportunities proposed for the Marina del Rey (passive parks, 
view parks) do not take full advantage of the unique opportunities that Marina del Rey 
can offer that will increasingly attract both local and distant visitors to the area, 
enhancing the economic vitality and productivity of the area’s existing businesses. First 
and foremost, Marina del Rey is a recreational asset dedicated to the enjoyment of Los 
Angeles County residents. While it may sound lucrative to create a high-end resort for 
the jet-set, there is no substantiation of any growth in this type of demand, and to lure 
such trade from other areas of Los Angeles County would just shift the source of 
revenues without growing them overall. Recreational development was the premise and 
the promise when the Marina was first created. Two generations later, we need to 
rededicate ourselves to that promise. This LCPA overtly reneges on that promise. 
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Proposed LCP Changes Issues Corrective Actions 
Page 2-2 Issues Identified: the 
first four issues – 
(balance/changes to 
recreational activities, deficit of 
lower cost recreational 
facilities in MdR and region, 
how to improve public parking, 
no-fee beach parking 
desirability/feasibility) – are not 
addressed, surveyed or 
analyzed.  In subsequent 
sections there are policy 
changes evidencing decisions 
relating to these issues, but no 
supporting evidence is 
supplied 
 

Issues that should be 
addressed are: 
What are the existing 
demands for recreational 
facilities in the region? 
Does Marina del Rey satisfy 
those needs now?  How can it 
improve its offerings/increase 
local recreational visitors to 
the Marina? 
What are population growth 
projections for the region, and 
how can we plan for the added 
recreational demands of that 
increased population? 
How can Marina del better 
serve lower-income county 
residents in areas that are 
under-served by recreation?  
Should the County “beach 
bus” for residents in the 
valleys include MdR?  What 
recreational activities would 
attract them? 
 

Qualitative and quantitative 
studies of existing and 
projected demand for 
recreation; 
Analysis of health benefits to 
county residents of plentiful 
and easily-accessed 
recreation vs. health care 
costs for preventable 
conditions/diseases such as 
obesity and diabetes 

2-3 County proposing to 
expand Chace Park by 7.1 
acres (and footnote) 

Parcels are not identified; no 
mention that recreational 
boating and boating support 
uses are being eliminated for 
this “additional” recreation—it 
is just a trade, not an 
expansion 

restore the park facility on 
Parcel FF, that is where the 
demand for parks and 
playgrounds exists; 

2-3 fishing activities inordinately high levels of toxic 
substances in MdR makes the 
safety of eating fish caught in 
the Marina a serious 
recreational issue 

include specific solutions to 
water quality issues to improve 
the health and safety of 
recreational activities and of 
wildlife  and birds in the area 

Provision of recreational 
needs of anticipated new local 
residents is removed 

The county is unresponsive to 
local residents needs; it invites 
people to relocate here, then 
treats them like interlopers 
who have no right to a say in 
their own community 

Restore Parcel FF as a park 
for the residents of the west 
side of the Marina, their 
friends and neighbors, the 
1,100 + families of the Marina 
Peninsula and the residents of 
Venice north of Washington; 
Add a policy section to the 
LCPA to establish a more 
balanced system of local 
governance that includes 
representatives of the local 
community as well as the 
Beaches & Harbors/SCHC 
and the Marina Lessees. 
 

2-4 Sea Scouts  lost their leasehold interest in restore the lease to the Sea 
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the Sea Scout base (boat 
building at Chace Park; 
programs are much more 
limited than they used to be 

Scouts or find/build them a 
new location in the Marina 

2-4 Private sailing clubs offer 
sailing and boating 
opportunities to the public 

shared use of boats will 
increase accessibility and 
affordability of boating for 
county residents, but it 
requires more parking than 
typical individually-owned 
boats, since many members 
share the use of the boats (as 
many as 8 unrelated crew, 
sometimes more; new parking 
allocation of 0.6 parking 
spaces per slip will prevent the 
growth of this kind of shared 
use boating 

revisit the parking policy for 
boaters and make sure that 
they are sufficient to 
accommodate new trends in 
shared boat ownership;  

page 2-4 shopping centers 
increased from 3 to 5, 
additional hotel rooms 

MdR has adequate amount of 
shopping, dining and hotels.  
Need more active recreational 
opportunities to draw visitors 
here, to increase occupancy of 
existing businesses (and 
greater revenues to County 
from percentage rents, sales 
taxes and bed taxes) 

Revise LCPA to increase land 
use for free and low-cost 
recreational uses, promote 
unique water-sports 
opportunities as well as land-
based sports to attract visitors 
with a greater variety of 
exciting activities. 

page 2-4 Holiday Harbor 
Racquetball Courts removed 
from LCPA 

this facility to be replaced in 
Parcel 21 redevelopment? 

keep the racquetball facility.  
Over 1,000 new residential 
units proposed—should be 
expanding, not shrinking, 
health clubs 

2-5  planned transient docking 
facility at Parcel 9 

19 story hotel will create wind 
eddies, make docking 
hazardous, especially for 
student sailors specifically 
mentioned. 
Development that interferes 
with prevailing wind patterns 
can be anywhere from irksome 
to extremely hazardous for 
boaters, especially during 
docking and undocking, when 
sudden, even minor shifts in 
the wind can cause the boat to 
smash into the dock, or other 
boats, with potential injuries to 
crew and damage to both the 
boat and the docks (the new 
concrete docks will likely result 
in greater damage to the 
boats) 

A comprehensive wind study 
is needed to assess all 
anticipated development in 
MdR for its impacts on the 
ease, enjoyment and safety of 
small boating in the harbor.   
Wind shadow is frustrating 
because the  Tall, narrow 
buildings should be avoided, 
as should massive footprints 
with narrow alleys.  Removal 
of some non-boating, non-
water-dependent buildings 
should be analyzed for 
potential enhancement to 
prevailing wind patterns for 
which the Army Corps of 
Engineers designed MdR to 
begin with. 
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page 2-5  County plans 
“concentrated attention” for 
certain areas, including Oxford 
Basin and Parcel 9U 

The county is “stacking” 
disparate uses that involve 
open space in order to use 
more land for non-recreational 
build-out.  Public access is not 
allowed on either the wetland 
or the flood control basin and 
a path around the perimeter, 
while an attractive design 
solution that will also increase 
the safety buffer between 
pedestrians and vehicular 
traffic, does not offer the same 
recreational opportunities as a 
true park, and should therefore 
not be characterized as such.  
Fancy sidewalks are NOT 
parks 

continue to encourage or 
require attractive design 
solutions that will enhance the 
eye appeal and environmental 
value of “passive” parcels; 
add policy section to preclude 
the stacking of open 
space/view corridor 
requirements of a single or 
multiple projects, which 
reduces visual and physical 
access to the Marina; overall 
amount of open space that 
creates the special Marina 
ambience and facilitates wind 
flow; and provides 
opportunities for unstructured 
recreational uses. 

page 2-6 Marina “primarily 
devoted to boating interests 

this statement is no longer true 
either in the abstract or in fact; 
boating interests are being 
reduced on an unprecedented 
scale, boating is not promoted 
by the county, boating 
opportunities and pricing are 
being gouged by LCPA 
policies and focus on build-out 
rather than redevelopment of 
the Marina to enhance the 
boating experience and attract 
more people to participate in 
boating activities 

restore the policies that make 
boating a priority, including 
pricing policies that do not tax 
boaters for projects intended 
for the general welfare of the 
county.  Cost-recovery pricing 
policies, accurate boating 
facility inventories, protections 
for existing levels of facilities 
and active encouragement of 
new boating facilities are all 
policies that would assure 
compliance with the Coastal 
Act and once again make MdR 
the preferred harbor for LA 
County boaters  

page 2-6  changes “need for 
parking” to “demand for 
parking” facilities; eliminates 
“large volume of traffic”  

erasing the words on paper 
won’t make the traffic any 
lighter on the roads; 
demand sounds optional; need 
indicates imperative to provide 
it; 

restore to 1996 LCP language; 
update number of residential 
units to include Esprit I, 
Admiralty Apts and any other 
added units since 1996 

page 2-6 Parking facilities in 
the area provide sufficient 
capacity 

unsubstantiated; no discussion 
of increased traffic/need for 
parking when proposed 
development is built; and if 
planned development is truly 
as attractive as the county 
predicts, there will be a 
proportionate increase in the 
demand; as there is no policy 
to increase the alternative 
transportation network beyond 
the seasonal weekend service 
to lure people out of their cars, 
the need for parking will only 
increase.  If that parking is not 

Restore all of the public 
parking lots; 
Develop additional 
recreational uses to bring the 
visitors to the Marina who will 
fill those parking lots (and 
other businesses); restore 
transportation network to year-
round, daily service goals—
including Venice Beach and 
Playa del Rey beaches in the 
service area  
Restore 1996 language 
requiring visitor-serviing uses 
to fund their operation 
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provided, visitors to the Marina 
will become discouraged and 
will not return. 

page 2-6, 2-7 “right-size” 
parking section 

the county would not propose 
to take over “underutilized” 
parking lots on county 
beaches, it should protect 
these lots in the same way.  

restore 1996 language; 
protect all public parking lots 
from conversion to private 
uses;  

page 2-7 reduces existing 
“inventory “of spaces, 
proposes eventual elimination 
of all but 1,200 parking spaces 

together with down-sizing 
circulation networks, these 
policies are about as hostile to 
visitors as could be; 
violates several Coastal Act 
policies; 
how does the County reconcile 
this with the finding about the 
deficit of parking during peak 
periods 

a new study is needed that 
takes actual counts of parking 
spaces used, both on public 
lots and overflow parking 
accommodated by enterprising 
nearby lessees, during 
recreational events such as 
rowing regattas, Boy Scout 
jamborees, movie and 
television show shoots, 
company picnics, etc., and 
then establishes parking 
needs based on maximum 
spaces occupied, not a 
formula that extrapolates from 
an ordinary off-season 
weekday to determine 
maximum “need” 

page 2-7  waterbus and 
shuttle re-defined as seasonal, 
weekend only services 

violates Coastal Act policies to 
reduce service area and goals, 
eliminate private funding 
sources (another gift to the 
private developers!) and 

 

top of page 2-8: seems to 
contradict the LCPA’s shared 
use provision, but the word 
“additional” is the key 

reaffirms new policy that 
private leaseholds can share 
public parking facilities 

restore 1996 language 

page 2-8 county supports use 
of the Marina for special 
events for the visiting public 

these events are not defined; 
once again the language is 
hostile to the local public 

quantify the special events,  
remove “visiting” to include 
everyone 

page 2-8 (bottom) parking 
study, expansion of parking on 
GR will accommodate more 
parking at Mothers Beach 

this is a false statement; it will 
not compensate for the 
combined loss of parking on 
NR and OT; 
long term parking demand 
does not account for the 
dearth of visitor parking at all 
private-use residential 
buildings when they are at full 
occupancy or for the additional 
parking needs for the increase 
in shared-ownership/use 
boating; or the desire of local 
residents to have guests join 
them for the 4th of July and 
Christmas Boat parades and 
other special events.   
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Page 2-16  Waterfront 
Promenade is not on Map #5 

 add promenade to map 

 
10. Land Use Plan Definitions 
 
Proposed LCP 
Changes  

Issues Corrective Actions 

Mole refers to a structure or 
fill set up in the water such 
as for a breakwater, pier or 
man-made peninsula. A 
mole is not a portion of land 
adjacent to the water, and 
connected to other land, 
whether raised by dredge 
spoil or otherwise, which 
does not form a peninsula. 
(pg vii) 

One what basis is this change 
made? Has mole been 
redefined? If so why? If not, 
where is this definition 
supported on the record? 

Await clarification, the 
respond.  

Sensitive Biological 
Resources (SBR) means 
those natural plant or animal 
resources which require 
conservation and 
management in order to 
protect and perpetuate their 
presence in Marina del Rey. 
Sensitive biological 
resources are not 
“Environmentally sensitive 
areas” with the meaning of 
California Public Resources 
Code Sections 30107.5 or 
30240. (pg vii) 

There is no definition of 
Sensitive Biological Resources 
in the Coastal Act.  

Delete definition and Chapter 
5, Sensitive Biological 
Resources. 
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C. DETAILED LIP COMMENTS 
 
The proposed changes to the Marina del Rey Local Implementation Program (LIP), 
otherwise known as the Marina del Rey Specific Plan, go well beyond changes required 
for the pipeline projects, circulation, parking, environmental and open space 
enhancements that were deemed the purposes of the LCP Amendment.  
 
Our table includes proposed changes and our issues/concerns with them. The Key to 
amendment purposes is as follows: 
 
C= Circulation PP = Pipeline Project  E = Environmental 
O= Open Space PK = Parking   V = Visioning or other purpose 

 
Proposed LIP 
Changes 

Issues Corrective Actions 

22.46.1000 Purpose 
Transportation Improvement 
Program. This section 
establishes a mechanism for 
funding necessary 
transportation improvements 
and ensuring their timely 
completion. (pg 2) 

Amendment purpose: C 
 
See traffic and circulation 
comments above.  

 
Reinstate this purpose to the 
LIP. 

22.46.1020 paragraph C (pg 
2) 

Missing reference to 2001 and 
2006 LCP amendments 

Add reference to 2001 and 
2006 LCP amendments 

22.46.1030 paragraph A.  
(pg 2) 

When the Specific Plan is in 
conflict with the Land Use Plan, 
which shall prevail? 
 

Insert answer to this question 
into LIP 

22.36.1040 Urban Design 
Concept.  

Is modified bowl concept is still 
being applied? Thought it was 
terminated.  
 
No mention of views from the 
water to the mountains.  

Eliminate modified bowl 
concept along with building 
heights over 140ft. See 
comments on Visual Coastal 
Resources and Land Use 
changes above 
 
Add protection policy for views 
from the water to the 
mountains.  

22.36.1040 Urban Design 
Concept. 
Increased view corridors are 
called for when basic height 
standards are exceeded.  
(pg 3) 

Amendment purpose: V 
This sentence adds an 
increased height bias. This 
statement presumes that basic 
height standards will be 
exceeded. This pre-empts a 
future visioning process. 

Remove or reword this 
sentence to remove height 
bias.  

22.46.1060 Communitywide 
Design Guidelines C.2.  
 
Added: in the off peak hours.  
 
(pg 5) 

Amendment purpose: PK 
Regional Planning staff 
indicated off-peak hours 
statement was added to provide 
flexibility in case there is 
insufficient public parking 

Any changes to parking 
policies in the Marina should 
only be made after a 
community based visioning 
process. All parking needs 
should be reviewed including 
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around the Marina.  
 
If there may be insufficient 
parking, then why are so many 
public parking lots being 
eliminated? 

office/commercial, residential 
and public parking.  

22.46.1060 Communitywide 
Design Guidelines E.2 to E.5 
 

Per our comments in the 
Coastal Visual Resources and 
Land Use Plan sections above, 
the view corridor and height 
standards need to be reviewed 
during a visioning process.  

Remove option to increase 
building heights to 225 ft. and 
building heights of 225 ft.  
 
The visioning process should 
revisit building heights in the 
Marina and new recreational 
uses that provide enhanced 
visual experience of the 
Marina.  
 
The height limit category of 
225 feet should be eliminated 
with a maximum height of 
140ft throughout the Marina 
for new development or 
redevelopment. 

22.46.1080  
-- Seniors Facilities: 
a) Senior Accommodations: 
A specialized use for 
persons over age 62 who 
may or may not be retired. 
(pg 9) 
 

Amendment purpose: PP 
See comments in Pipeline 
Projects above regarding adding 
a Seniors Accommodations land 
use category. 

Remove Seniors 
Accommodations land use 
category 
 
.  

22.46.1080  
b) Congregate Care (pg 9) 

Amendment purpose: V 
What is definition of congregate 
care? 

Clarify what congregate care 
means 

22.46.1080  
-- Waterfront Overlay Zone: 
An overlay category applied 
to most all waterfront parcels 
in addition to the site’s 
primary land use category. 
Encourages coastal-oriented 
and coastal dependent uses 
on the waterfront, permits 
the combination of Hotel, 
Visitor-Serving Convenience/ 
Commercial/Retail, Marine 
Commercial and the site’s 
primary land use, as well as 
mixing of uses within a 
structure. 
(pg 10) 

Amendment purpose: V 
Why is the WOZ status being 
added to all parcels?  
 
Why is retail added to the WOZ 
definition of permitted uses? 
 
Retail is not necessarily visitor 
serving and opens up 
development to a new level. 
 
These changes are not related 
to the stated purposes of the 
LCP Amendment and pre-empt 
the future community based 
visioning process. 

Reverse changes pending a 
community based visioning 
process. 

22.46.1090 C.1. 
1. Development Monitoring. 
Additional development is 
limited to the buildout 

Amendment purpose: C 
See comments in Traffic and 
Circulation above.  
 

Re-evaluate current traffic 
conditions and re-run LOS 
calculations.  
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identified in Table 1 for each 
of the three Major 
Development Zones 
(MDZ).development zone. 
Development shall not be 
approved that will exceed the 
capacity of the regional, local 
or development zone street 
system. The total potential 
for additional units and 
amount of commercial and 
residential development 
allocated under this LCP will 
generate a traffic impact 
within the Marina del Rey 
that can be mitigated within 
the Marina by which can be 
accommodated by the 
improvements listed in the 
Revised Set of Intersection 
Improvement Projects. traffic 
improvements plan which is 
part of the Local 
Implementation Program. 
Monitoring will be based on 
the type and density of 
development. 
(pg 10-11) 
 

The Traffic Study does not 
prove that implementation of the 
Revised Set of Intersection 
Improvement Projects will 
enable the circulation system to 
accommodate the full build-out 
of the LCP.  

An analysis of what is required 
to improve traffic capacity 
such that all intersections 
operate at a LOS of D or 
better with full LCP build-out 
with ambient growth and 
cumulative projects.  
 
An analysis and list of 
mitigation measures for the 
regional transportation system 
for the future LCP build-out.  
This should take into account 
that the Marina is a public 
recreational asset for the 
entire Los Angeles County and 
thus LA County has a 
responsibility for traffic 
generated outside the county 
borders. 

22.46.1090 C.2. 
Existing boat storage, public 
access, public parking and 
boating support uses in 
residentially zoned areas in 
the WOZ zone shall be 
preserved. With the 
exception of existing facilities 
located on Parcels 1, 54, 55 
and 56, as part of the 
application, these uses may 
be relocated on the same 
parcel or to another parcel 
within the Marina, as long as 
the size, efficiency and 
capacity of the facility 
remains the same and such 
relocations occur prior to any 
dislocating development, and 
so long as the use is 
economically viable. If no 
commercial operator wishes 
to operate a use, there shall 
be no obligation on the 
County’s part to take further 
action. The trips generated 
by such a use shall not be 

Amendment purpose: V 
These added sentences on 
economic viability represent a 
stealth method to potentially 
decrease existing boat storage, 
public access, public parking 
and boating support uses. It 
enables the 
developer/lessee/applicant and 
the County to use profitability as 
criteria for continuing these 
services. Simply submit a study 
that shows boating facilities are 
not economically feasible and 
then they are off the hook. 
 
Given Marina del Rey was 
created as a low-cost public 
recreational area, this emphasis 
away from public stewardship 
toward private businesses is a 
serious concern. Therefore, 
economic viability should not be 
used as a litmus test for these 
uses.  
 
 

Remove and so long as the 
use is economically viable. If 
no commercial operator 
wishes to operate a use, there 
shall be no obligation on the 
County’s part to take further 
action here and in all other 
locations of the specific plan.  
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considered as additional 
development when 
calculating allowable new 
trips in the WOZ zone 
(pg 11) 

 
These two sentences appear on 
pages: pg 38 (Residential III), 
pg55 (Marine Commercial) and 
pg62 Parking.  

22.46.1090  
C.3 
C.4 
 (pg 11-12) 

Amendment purpose: C & V 
C.3 changes remove the 
requirement for developers to 
fully mitigate significant traffic 
impacts of their projects. Instead 
trip fees will be collected for 
internal and external mitigations.  
 
C.4 changes remove the 
requirement that projects must 
demonstrate adequate traffic 
capacity to accommodate the 
traffic generated by the project.  
 
C.4 a) changes remove the 
requirement to construct 
necessary internal Marina del 
Rey traffic improvements prior 
to occupying the project and 
only require a traffic impact fee 
payment based on PM peak-
hour trips.  
 
C.4 b) changes removes the 
50% cap on new development 
and requirements that traffic on 
approach roads to the Marina 
are made and can mitigate trips 
over 50% of LCP build-out.  

Overall, the Traffic Study has 
not shown that the Marina 
circulation system, even with 
the Revised Set of Traffic 
Improvement Projects, will 
have the capacity to handle 
the full LCP build-out by year 
2020.  
 
Additionally, these major 
changes to mitigation of traffic 
trips in the circulation system 
pre-empt the future community 
based visioning process. 
 
Therefore, changes proposed 
to the circulation system need 
to be reversed and the old 
system in place.  
 
 

Footnote page 13 What does this footnote 
reference? Phase II includes 
projects that have been built 
and exist and development 
potential. 

Phase II definition and 
references need to be updated 
consistently throughout this 
document.  

22.46.1100  
B.2.d 
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 all necessary for 
ensuring a safe desirable in 
a bicycle system. 

Amendment purpose: V 
Why is this change being made 
to public safety? 
 
This change pre-empts the 
community based visioning 
process and endangers the 
safety of bicyclists.  

Remove change 

22.46.1100 Section C 
These improvements are 
expected to provide sufficient 
capacity within Marina del 

Amendment purpose: V & C 
See comments in Traffic and 
Circulation above.  
 

Re-evaluate current traffic 
conditions and re-run LOS 
calculations.  
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Rey to accommodate future 
development in the Marina 
as envisioned by this 
Specific Plan. 
 
1. The Revised Set of 
Intersection Improvement 
Projects within the Marina 
that would provide sufficient 
capacity for the Pipeline 
Projects, and for the Marina 
build-out, are as follow: 

The Traffic Study does not 
prove that implementation of the 
Revised Set of Intersection 
Improvement Projects will 
enable the circulation system to 
accommodate the full build-out 
of the LCP. 

An analysis of what is required 
to improve traffic capacity 
such that all intersections 
operate at a LOS of D or 
better with full LCP build-out 
with ambient growth and 
cumulative projects.  
 
An analysis and list of 
mitigation measures for the 
regional transportation system 
for the future LCP build-out.  
This should take into account 
that the Marina is a public 
recreational asset for the 
entire Los Angeles County and 
thus LA County has a 
responsibility for traffic 
generated outside the county 
borders. 

22.46.1100 Section C.2 
Changes to shuttle services 
including removing 
requirement for shuttle stops 
to be incorporated into new 
development. 

Amendment purpose: V 
Have any studies been taken on 
the demand for a year round 
shuttle service?  
 
How was it determined that 
there was not sufficient year 
round ridership demand? 
 
This change pre-empts the 
community based visioning 
process. 

The changes should be 
removed and upon a future 
community based visioning 
process, determine whether a 
year round shuttle is desired. 

22.46.1180 A.9 to A.10 
 

Amendment purpose: C& V 
 
A.9 Removes phasing 
requirement of new 
development and in its place 
requires developers to pay trip 
fees for internal and external 
improvements. Removes 
requirement to mitigate traffic 
impacts of the project prior to 
occupancy.  
 
A.10.a. Allows the developer, 
based on the approval of the 
Dept of Public works, to avoid 
having to prepare a traffic study 
by paying trips fees. How is this 
determined? 
 
A.10.b. conflicts with 22.46.1090 
4 and 4a which requires a traffic 
study, not a traffic analysis 
report. What is the difference? 
These changes remove traffic 

Re-evaluate current traffic 
conditions and re-run LOS 
calculations.  
 
An analysis of what is required 
to improve traffic capacity 
such that all intersections 
operate at a LOS of D or 
better with full LCP build-out 
with ambient growth and 
cumulative projects.  
 
An analysis and list of 
mitigation measures for the 
regional transportation system 
for the future LCP build-out.  
This should take into account 
that the Marina is a public 
recreational asset for the 
entire Los Angeles County and 
thus LA County has a 
responsibility for traffic 
generated outside the county 
borders. 
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analysis outside of the Marina 
circulation system. 
 
A10.f..Allows developers to pay 
for mitigation measures and no 
longer have to actually mitigate 
traffic from their projects. There 
is nothing to show that paying a 
“fair share” of the costs of traffic 
improvements will actually do 
anything to mitigate the lack of 
capacity for increased traffic. 
Projects cannot be approved 
based on unknown future 
“improvements” simply because 
there is a fund being collected. 
County must demonstrate that 
physical adverse impacts will 
actually be mitigated as a result 
of the traffic trip funds. 
 
The Traffic Study does not 
prove that implementation of 
the Revised Set of 
Intersection Improvement 
Projects will enable the 
circulation system to 
accommodate the full build-
out of the LCP. 

22.46.1190 A.3. to A.15. 
 

Amendment purpose: C& V 
Removes phasing requirement 
of new development and in its 
place requires developers to 
pay trip fees for internal and 
external improvements. 
Removes requirement to 
mitigate traffic impacts of the 
project prior to occupancy.  
 
Allows developers to pay for 
mitigation measures and no 
longer have to actually mitigate 
traffic from their projects. 
 
Removes the requirement to 
construct necessary internal 
Marina del Rey traffic 
improvements prior to 
occupying the project and only 
require a traffic impact fee 
payment based on PM peak-
hour trips.  
 
The Traffic Study does not 
prove that implementation of 
the Revised Set of 

Re-evaluate current traffic 
conditions and re-run LOS 
calculations.  
 
An analysis of what is required 
to improve traffic capacity 
such that all intersections 
operate at a LOS of D or 
better with full LCP build-out 
with ambient growth and 
cumulative projects.  
 
An analysis and list of 
mitigation measures for the 
regional transportation system 
for the future LCP build-out.  
This should take into account 
that the Marina is a public 
recreational asset for the 
entire Los Angeles County and 
thus LA County has a 
responsibility for traffic 
generated outside the county 
borders. 
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Intersection Improvement 
Projects will enable the 
circulation system to 
accommodate the full build-
out of the LCP. 
 

22.46.1240 Residential III 
Addition of Congregate care 
facilities as a permitted use. 
(pg 37) 
 
 
 

Amendment purpose: V 
Why is congregate care added 
here?  
 
This change pre-empts the 
community based visioning 
process. 

Take out congregate care as a 
permitted use. 

22.46.1240 Residential III 
 
-- The County shall 
encourage alternative forms 
of transportation in new or 
remodeled residential 
projects by considering the 
use of Zip Cars, and other 
similar non-personal 
automobile strategies when 
evaluating requests for 
parking permits.  
(pg 38) 

Amendment purpose: V 
 
This change pre-empts the 
community based visioning 
process. 

Remove this addition 

22.46.1240 Residential III 
With the exception of 
existing facilities located on 
Parcels 1, 54, 55 and 56, as 
part of the application, these 
uses may be relocated on 
the same parcel or to 
another parcel within the 
Marina, as long as the size, 
efficiency and capacity of the 
facility remains the same and 
such relocations occur prior 
to any dislocating 
development, and so long as 
the use is economically 
viable. If no commercial 
operator wishes to operate a 
use, there shall be no 
obligation on the County’s 
part to take further action. 

Amendment purpose: V 
These added sentences on 
economic viability represent a 
stealth method to decrease 
Existing boat storage, public 
access, public parking and 
boating support uses. It enables 
the developer/lessee/applicant 
and the County to use 
profitability as criteria for 
continuing these services. Given 
Marina del Rey was created as 
a low-cost public recreational 
facility, economic viability should 
not be used for these uses.  

Remove and so long as the 
use is economically viable. If 
no commercial operator 
wishes to operate a use, there 
shall be no obligation on the 
County’s part to take further 
action here and in all other 
locations of the specific plan.  

22.46.1280 Residential IV 
Addition of Congregate care 
facilities as a permitted use. 
(pg 39) 
 
 
 

Amendment purpose: V 
Why is congregate care added 
here?  
 
This change pre-empts the 
community based visioning 
process. 

Take out congregate care as a 
permitted use. 

22.46.1240 Residential III 
 

Amendment purpose: V 
 

Remove this addition 
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-- The County shall 
encourage alternative forms 
of transportation in new or 
remodeled residential 
projects by considering the 
use of Zip Cars, and other 
similar non-personal 
automobile strategies when 
evaluating requests for 
parking permits.  
(pg 40) 

This change pre-empts the 
community based visioning 
process. 

22.46.1320 Residential V 
Addition of Congregate care 
facilities as a permitted use. 
(pg 42) 
 
 
 

Amendment purpose: V 
Why is congregate care added 
here?  
 
This change pre-empts the 
community based visioning 
process. 

Take out congregate care as a 
permitted use. 

22.46.1330 Residential V 
 
-- The County shall 
encourage alternative forms 
of transportation in new or 
remodeled residential 
projects by considering the 
use of Zip Cars, and other 
similar non-personal 
automobile strategies when 
evaluating requests for 
parking permits.  
(pg 43) 

Amendment purpose: V 
 
This change pre-empts the 
community based visioning 
process. 

Remove this addition 

22.46.1335 Seniors 
Accommodations (pg 43-44) 

Amendment purpose: PP 
We are opposed to this land use 
category. See comments under 
Pipeline Projects above.  
 
Also, this land use category 
definition should REQUIRE 
shuttle and limousine service 
since the variance to reduce 
parking requirements on this 
land use is based on providing 
shuttle and limousine services.  
 
 

Remove Seniors 
Accommodations land use 
category.  

22.46.1350 Hotel Permitted 
Uses.  
 
Adds Limited use overnight 
accommodations 
 
(pg 45) 

Amendment purpose: V 
 
We are opposed to any form of 
Limited use overnight 
accommodations in Marina del 
Rey, which is public land for 
public recreation.  
 
See further comments under 
Pipeline Projects and Land Use 

Remove Limited use overnight 
accommodations as a 
permitted use under Hotel land 
use category.  
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Plan sections above.  
 
This change pre-empts the 
community based visioning 
process. 

22.46.1370 
-- Hotels shall establish a 
shuttle program to and from 
Los Angeles International 
Airport for guests. Hotels 
shall also provide, on 
demand, transit passes for 
those employees requesting 
the use of public 
transportation. 
(pg 46) 

Amendment purpose: V 
 
What is the point of this? The 
Marina is served by a number of 
airport shuttle companies and 
taxi services. 

Remove this requirement. 

22.46.1370 E.a. to E.l.  
Addition of limited use 
overnight accommodations 
in the hotel category PLUS 
 
Allowing up to 25% of all 
hotel rooms in the Marina to 
be limited use overnight 
accommodations 
 
(pg 47) 
 

Amendment purpose: V 
This change pre-empts the 
community based visioning 
process with regard to adding 
limited use overnight 
accommodations including 
allowing 25% of all hotel rooms 
to be limited use overnight 
accommodations.  
 
This change also allows for 
taller buildings in the Marina 
following the example of the 
proposed Woodfin Hotel.  
 
We are opposed to any form of 
Limited use overnight 
accommodations in Marina del 
Rey, which is public land for 
public recreation.  
 
See further comments under 
Pipeline Projects and Land Use 
Plan sections above.  
 

Remove Limited use overnight 
accommodations as a 
permitted use under Hotel land 
use category including 
allowing up to 25% of all hotel 
rooms to be limited use 
accommodations. 
 
Change height category limit 
from 225 ft to 140ft. 

22.46.1410 A. 
The County may combine 
additional recreational 
boating uses on Parcel 54, 
55 and 56 (pg 52) 

Amendment purpose: V 
What does this mean? 
 
This change pre-empts the 
community based visioning 
process for Fisherman’s Village 
 

Clarify meaning of change and 
then determine 
appropriateness of change. 

22.46.1410 E. and F. 
E. With respect to Parcel 49, 
any redevelopment which 
increases the visitor-serving 
area shall include urban 
open space. The amount of 
urban open space shall be 

Amendment purpose: PP & V 
 
What is urban open space?  
 
The RFP for parcel 49 did not 
include moving the launch ramp. 
But this LIP change allows the 

Remove 22.46.1410 E. and F. 
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based on whether the launch 
ramp remains at Parcel 49, 
or is moved to another 
location in the harbor. 
Should the launch ramp 
remain, at minimum one acre 
of urban open space shall be 
provided. If the launch ramp 
is moved, a minimum of 2 
acres of urban open space 
must be provided. The urban 
open space may consist of 
hardscape and landscape, 
and may be above ground 
level to maximize views. Any 
project proposed on Parcel 
49 shall demonstrate how 
such urban open space is to 
be used by the public, and 
such urban open space shall 
not be displaced by 
commercial uses, such as 
outdoor dining. 
 
F. With respect to the launch 
ramp on Parcel 49, if visitor-
serving development is 
undertaken on that parcel, 
the launch facility must 
remain in operation or be 
transferred to another site. At 
no time may the launch ramp 
be closed down except in 
times of national emergency 
or to provide staging for a 
local emergency. 
(pg 53) 

transfer of the boat launch 
ramp.  
 
This parcel must be 
redeveloped as a low-cost 
public recreational facility and 
not more commercial/retail 
space like restaurants and 
shopping. It needs a boating 
theme and a public theme.  
 
This change is a major change 
to the future Marina and pre-
empts the community based 
visioning process.  
 
See comments in Pipeline 
Projects and Land Use Plan 
sections above.  
 

22.46.1450 A. 
With the exception of 
existing facilities located on 
Parcels 1, 54, 55 and 56, as 
part of the application, these 
uses may be relocated on 
the same parcel or to 
another parcel within the 
Marina, as long as the size, 
efficiency and capacity of the 
facility remains the same and 
such relocations occur prior 
to any dislocating 
development, and so long as 
the use is economically 
viable. If no commercial 
operator wishes to operate a 
use, there shall be no 
obligation on the County’s 

Amendment purpose: V 
These added sentences on 
economic viability represent a 
stealth method to decrease 
Existing boat storage, public 
access, public parking and 
boating support uses. It enables 
the developer/lessee/applicant 
and the County to use 
profitability as criteria for 
continuing these services. Given 
Marina del Rey was created as 
a low-cost public recreational 
facility, economic viability should 
not be used for these uses.  

Remove and so long as the 
use is economically viable. If 
no commercial operator 
wishes to operate a use, there 
shall be no obligation on the 
County’s part to take further 
action here and in all other 
locations of the specific plan.  
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part to take further action. 
(pg 55) 
22.46.1570 A. 
With the exception of 
existing facilities located on 
Parcels 1, 54, 55 and 56, as 
part of the application, these 
uses may be relocated on 
the same parcel or to 
another parcel within the 
Marina, as long as the size, 
efficiency and capacity of the 
facility remains the same and 
such relocations occur prior 
to any dislocating 
development, and so long as 
the use is economically 
viable. If no commercial 
operator wishes to operate a 
use, there shall be no 
obligation on the County’s 
part to take further action. 
(pg 62) 

Amendment purpose: V 
These added sentences on 
economic viability represent a 
stealth method to decrease 
Existing boat storage, public 
access, public parking and 
boating support uses. It enables 
the developer/lessee/applicant 
and the County to use 
profitability as criteria for 
continuing these services. Given 
Marina del Rey was created as 
a low-cost public recreational 
facility, economic viability should 
not be used for these uses.  

Remove and so long as the 
use is economically viable. If 
no commercial operator 
wishes to operate a use, there 
shall be no obligation on the 
County’s part to take further 
action here and in all other 
locations of the specific plan.  

22.46.1620 Open Space 
The Open Space category is 
intended to provide urban, 
passive and active 
recreational opportunities. 
(pg 64) 

Amendment purpose: O & V 
What are urban recreational 
opportunities? 
 
Is this classification used in the 
Los Angeles County General 
Plan? 
 
Since urban is separate from 
active, it is not active. 
 
This change pre-empts the 
community based visioning 
process.  
 

Comments to be made based 
on further clarification.  
 
There is a shortage of active 
open space in Marina del Rey. 
 
A community-based future 
visioning process should occur 
before any major open space 
changes and enhancements 
are established.  
 
 

22.46.1620 A 
-- Public parks, public plazas 
and picnic areas. (pg 64) 

Amendment purpose: O & V 
What is the definition of a public 
plaza? Is it active, urban or 
passive open space? 
 
This change pre-empts the 
community based visioning 
process.  
 

There is a shortage of active 
open space in Marina del Rey. 
 
A community-based future 
visioning process should occur 
before any major open space 
changes and enhancements 
are established.  
 

22.46.1680 A 
--Boat launching facilities; 
(pg 67) 

Amendment purpose: V 
Why was this added to water 
use? Is this for a potential 
transfer of the boat launch ramp 
on parcel 49 to another water 
parcel in the Marina? 

Comments to be made based 
on further clarification.  
 

22.46.1690 
-- Building height is limited to 

Amendment purpose: PP 
 

See comments on dry stack 
storage parcel 52/GG in 
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a maximum of 15 feet;, 
except that dry stack storage 
facilities, connected to a land 
side structure, shall be 
allowed at the heights 
permitted by the land use 
category on the land side of 
the parcel; 
(pg 67) 

See comments on dry stack 
storage parcel 52/GG in 
Pipeline Projects section above. 

22.46.1789  
Table of Development Zones 
and Associated 
Development Potential.  
(pg 72) 

Amendment purpose: C, O, 
PK, PP, V 
 
See comments in Land Use 
Plan section above regarding 
inconsistencies in development 
potential. Eg, the development 
potential allowed in 1996 LCP 
does not reconcile to the 
proposed development potential 
in the Land Use Plan and the 
Local Implementation Plan.  
 

Revise table based on 
clarifications from Dept of 
Regional Planning on lack of 
reconciliation between 1996 
and proposed 2010 
development potential.  

22.46.1800 
Waterfront Overlay Zone 
added to Parcel 1 (pg 73) 

Amendment purpose: V 
Why was a WOZ designation 
added to Parcel 1? 

Comments to be made based 
on further clarification.  
 

22.46.1820 
Residential III and V added 
to Parcel 10 
(pg 76) 

Amendment purpose: PP 
See comments in Pipeline 
Projects section above 
regarding Neptune Apartments 
project (Parcels 10/FF) 

Reinstate original land use 
category 

22.46.1820 
--Parcel 14 
Categories: Residential V- 
(for the 1.38-acre “non-mole” 
portion of the parcel) and 
“Residential III- (for the 0.67-
acre “mole” portion of the 
parcel 
Waterfront Overlay 
(pg 76) 

Amendment purpose: PP 
See comments in Pipeline 
Projects section above 
regarding Neptune Apartments 
project (Parcels 10/FF) 

Reinstate original land use 
category 

22.46.1820 
Waterfront Overlay Zone 
added to Parcel 13 (pg 76) 

Amendment purpose: V 
Why was a WOZ designation 
added to Parcel 13? 

Comments to be made based 
on further clarification.  
 

22.46.1820 Special 
Development Considerations 
(pg 77) 
 
 

Amendment purpose: PP 
 
See comments in Pipeline 
Projects section above 
regarding Neptune Apartments 
project (Parcels 10/FF) 

 
Reinstate original 
Development Considerations 

22.46.1820 
-- Parcel 15, --Height 
category 3: Building height 
not to exceed 45 feet, unless 
an expanded view corridor is 
provided in accordance with 

Amendment purpose: V 
The original Special 
development considerations are 
shown crossed-out to the left. It 
was replaced by the underlined 
sentence to the left.  

Adjust and move Parcel 15, 18 
Height category sentence to 
Panay Area and include 
reference to mole road 
portions.  
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Section 22.46.1060 in which 
case the height shall not 
exceed a maximum of 75 
feet. 
 
-- Parcel 15, Parcel 18 
(western portion along mole), 
Parcel 20, Parcel 21--Height 
category 3: Building height 
not to exceed 45 feet, unless 
an expanded view corridor is 
provided in accordance with 
Section 22.46.1060 in which 
case the height shall not 
exceed a maximum of 75 
feet. (pg 79) 

 
Why was Parcel 18 removed 
from these considerations? Why 
was the western portion along 
mole road removed? This now 
allowed Parcel 15 to be up to 75 
feet on the whole parcel. 
 
Also, the Parcel 15 paragraph 
underlined to the left was 
included in the Marquesas area 
instead of the Panay Area.  

22.46.1830 Panay Area 
-- Development on Parcel 22 
shall provide shadow studies 
indicating the proposed 
development will not shadow 
the public beach on Parcel H 
between the hours of 9:00 
a.m. and 5:00 p.m. after April 
15th and before September 
15th. (pg 79) 

Amendment purpose: V 
Why was this requirement for 
Parcel 22 taken out?  
 
This provision is very important 
to protect shadows on mother 
beach. 

Reinstate this requirement 
under the Palawan/Beach 
area. 

22.46.1840 Palawan Area 
Parcel 33 land use changes 
(pg 81) 

Amendment purpose: PP 
 
See comments in Pipeline 
Projects section above 
regarding proposed project on  
(Parcels 33/NR) 
 
 

Reinstate original land use 
designation 
 
 

22.46.1840 Palawan Area 
Parcel IR land use (pg 82) 

Amendment purpose: O 
Why is a public parking 
designation used on 33 and GR 
but not IR? 
 
See comments in Open Space 
section above regarding land 
use changes on Parcel IR 

Apply Public Parking 
designation to Parcel IR 
 
Retain Parcel IR for public 
parking only until a 
community-based visioning 
process is completed.  

22.46.1840 Palawan Area 
Waterfront Overlay Zone 
added to Parcel 91(pg 81) 

Amendment purpose: V 
Why was a WOZ designation 
added to Parcel 91? 

Comments to be made based 
on further clarification.  
 

22.46.1840 Palawan Area 
Parcel N land use change 
(pg 82) 

Amendment purpose: PP/PK 
See comments in Pipeline 
Projects section above 
regarding proposed project on  
(Parcels 33/NR) 
 

Reinstate original land use 
designation 
 

22.46.1840 Palawan Area 
Special Development 
Considerations Parcel 33 
Height category additions 

Amendment purpose: PP/PK 
See comments in Pipeline 
Projects section above 
regarding proposed project on  

Reinstate original 
Development Considerations  
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(pg 82) (Parcels 33/NR) 
 

22.46.1850 Oxford Area 
Changes to Parcel OT/147 
including land use changes 
to Seniors accommodation, 
height limits and removal of 
need to replace public 
parking on OT 
(pg 83-84) 

Amendment purpose: PP/PK 
See comments in Pipeline 
Projects section above 
regarding proposed project on  
(Parcels OT now referred to as 
Parcel 147) 
 
Removing the requirement to 
replace lost parking on Parcel 
OT may allow the developer of 
the project to change their plans 
and not transfer public parking 
spaces to parcel 21 as 
proposed.  
 
 
 

Reinstate original land use 
designations, Development 
Considerations and parking 
replacement requirements. 

22.46.1860 Admiralty Area 
 
Parcel 40 split into Parcel 
40T and 40W (pg 85) 

Amendment purpose: V 
Why was this parcel split into 
two parcels? 

Comments to be made based 
on further clarification.  
 

22.46.1880 Mindanao Area 
Land use changes to parcels 
49M (adding public facilities, 
WOZ designation), 49R 
(adding visitor serving 
commercial and WOZ 
designation), 49S (WOZ 
designation) and 77 
(changing from boat storage 
to open space/public 
facilities, and adding WOZ 
designation).  
 
(pgs 88-90) 

Amendment purpose: PP/PK 
See comments in Pipeline 
Projects section above 
regarding proposed project on  
(Parcels 49 and 77) 
 
Also see comments regarding 
proposed LIP changes that 
would not require a developer to 
replace boating uses on a site if 
they are not economically 
viable. There is concern here 
that existing boating uses on 
Parcels 49M/S/R and 77 will not 
ultimately be maintained onsite 
or replaced elsewhere. 
 
We also feel these parcels are 
not suitable for the department 
of beaches and harbors 
administration building.  
 
Additionally, this change pre-
empts the community based 
visioning process because the 
proposed project on Parcels 
49/77 is for all intents and 
purposes not far along in the 
regulatory or proprietary 
process.  
 
 

Restore existing land use 
categories and development 
considerations. 
 
Include these parcels in the 
community based visioning 
process. 
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22.46.1880 Mindanao Area 
 
--Parcels 49M, 49R, 49S and 
77 may be developed as a 
unit, with blending of uses 
within the parcels and 
between the parcels. The 
launch ramp must be 
incorporated into any 
proposed project for these 
parcels or must be relocated 
prior to development of the 
parcels. Any proposal which 
add Visitor-
Serving/Convenience 
Commercial uses to these 
parcels must also add urban 
open space as required by 
Section 22.46.1410.E. 
(pgs 89) 

Amendment purpose: PP/PK 
See comments in Pipeline 
Projects and Land Use Plan 
sections above regarding 
proposed project on  (Parcels 
49 and 77) 
 
Also see comments regarding 
proposed LIP changes that 
would not require a developer to 
replace boating uses on a site if 
they are not economically 
viable. There is concern here 
that existing boating uses on 
Parcels 49M/S/R and 77 will not 
ultimately be maintained onsite 
or replaced elsewhere. 
 
We also feel these parcels are 
not suitable for the department 
of beaches and harbors 
administration building.  
 
Additionally, this change pre-
empts the community based 
visioning process because the 
proposed project on Parcels 
49/77 is for all intents and 
purposes not far along in the 
regulatory or proprietary 
process.  
 
The RFP for parcel 49 did not 
include moving the launch ramp. 
But this LIP change allows the 
transfer of the boat launch 
ramp.  
 
 

Restore existing development 
considerations. 
 
Include these parcels in the 
community based visioning 
process. 
 

22.46.1880 Mindanao Area 
Land use change on Parcel 
47 from Marine Commercial 
to Open Space (pg 88) 

Amendment purpose: O 
What will be placed on this open 
space parcel? What will happen 
to the existing boating facilities 
on  this parcel? 

Comments to be made based 
on further clarification.  
 

22.46.1950  
Section B removal of Parcel 
FF as a 2-acre park and 
change from new local park 
space to open space. 
 
(pg 94) 

Amendment purpose: PP 
See comments in Pipeline 
Projects, Parking, Open Space 
and Land Use Sections above.  
 
This change decreases the 
chance of having green/active 
park space in the Marina which 
is needed. 
 
Funds in the amount of 
$100,000 were collected to 

Remove changes made to this 
section B. 



We ARE Marina del Rey   P.O. Box 9096, Marina del Rey, CA  90295 

 

We ARE Marina del Rey Page 67 11/3/2010 

create a park on Parcel FF.  
 
Cannot mitigate a mitigation, 
especially with a lesser value 
mitigation.  

22.46.1950  
 
Additionally, the County 
intends to add 7.1 acres to 
Chace Park, bring the total 
added acreage to 17.8 acres 
 
(pg 94) 

Amendment purpose: O/V/PP 
See comments in Open Space 
section above.   
 
County has not really added 
17.8 acres of open space and 
public amenities. 
 
Cannot mitigate a mitigation, 
especially with a lesser value 
mitigation.  

Remove changes made to this 
section B. 
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October 7, 2010 
 
Mr. Michael Tripp 
Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
Re: Lack of maximum public opportunities to date in relation to the Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) Major Amendment - Project No. R2009-02277-(4) 
 
Dear Mr. Tripp, 
 
California Coastal Act (Coastal Act) Section 30503 and California Code of Regulations Section 
13515 provide that members of the public shall be provided maximum opportunities to 
participate in the preparation of an LCP amendment.  
 
The Coastal Act section 30503 states: 
 

“During the preparation, approval, certification, and amendment of any local coastal 
program, the public, as well as all affected governmental agencies, including special 
districts, shall be provided maximum opportunities to participate.” (emphasis added).  

 
CCR 13515 states: 
 

“Each local government and governing authority shall meet the requirements of Public 
Resources Code, Sections 30503 and 30504 by establishing procedures providing 
maximum opportunities for the participation of the public and all affected governmental 
agencies in the preparation of the LCP or LRDP.” 

 
Since the first notice for the two community meetings and the start of 6-week Draft LCP 
amendment availability and comment period, there have been numerous issues and events that 
have denied members of the public its maximum opportunities to participate in the preparation of 
Los Angeles County’s LCP major amendment. These issues are outlined below.  
 
In order for the draft LCP amendment to satisfy the requirements of CCR 13515 and Coastal Act 
Section 30503, we expect the Department of Regional Planning to re-start the process by: 
 
1) Providing a copy of the "established procedures" adopted by LA County in compliance with 
CCR section 13515; 2) reissuing the notice of community meetings/re-starting the 6-week 
availability notice and comment period; 3) holding at least one additional community meeting; 
and 4) continuing the November 3 Regional Planning Commission hearing until numbers 1 and 2 
above are completed satisfactorily and holding said meeting (and subsequent meetings) in 
Marina del Rey at night.  
 
 
 
 

Appendix 2 
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Lack of Participation in Preparation of LCP Amendment 
As required by Coastal Act section 30503, members of the public were not provided any 
opportunity, let alone maximum opportunity, to participate in the preparation of the LCP 
amendment. The public was handed a full draft amendment and had no opportunity to participate 
in its initial contents. The public did not have a say in land use changes, in circulation changes, 
in development zone changes to name a few areas.  
 
Therefore, members of the public were denied maximum opportunities to participate in the 
preparation of the LCP amendment. 
 
Change in Project Description 
I have received the Department of Regional Planning’s Notice of Public Hearing on Project 
Number R2009-02277, RADV200900014, the major amendment to the Marina del Rey Local 
Coastal Program. 
 
The project description included on the above referenced notice sent by your department in 
September 2010 has materially changed from the description used in the notice of community 
meetings/start of the six-week draft LCP amendment availability and comment time period that 
was sent by your department in August 2010.  
 
The “Description” used in Notice of Community Meetings and Draft LCP amendment 
availability from August 2010 read as follows: 

 
“As part of the “roadmap approach” approved by the Board of Supervisors on September 
1, 2009, a draft major amendment to the Marina del Rey Local Coastal Program has been 
prepared aggregating proposed amendments, including the “pipeline” projects, into one 
major map and text amendment.” 

 
The “Description” used in Notice of Public Hearing for the LCP amendment reads as follows: 
 

“The major amendment to the Marina del Rey Local Coastal Program will re-designate 
the land use categories of several parcels, provide enhancements to open space, adopt 
policies to address sensitive biological resources, right size public parking, update to the 
circulation plan and combine development zones. In addition several minor changes to 
update the document are also proposed.” 

 
The original description was misleading, confusing and lacked the clarity and specificity used in 
the second notice. This confusion was raised during the community hearings. Residents we 
talked to thought that the County was undertaking public works projects related to roads and 
pipelines. This description discouraged participation and this notice was mailed to over 16,000 
residents, boat owners and businesses according to your department!   
 
Therefore, members of the public were denied maximum opportunities to participate in the 
preparation of the LCP amendment. 
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Timing of Meetings and Lack of Sufficient Venue Seating Capacity 
As stated above, over 16,000 first notices were mailed by your department, yet there were less 
than 100 seats available at Burton Chase Park where the community meeting was held. At the 
August 24, 2010 meeting, many members of the public had to sit outside with no adequate sound 
system in place.  
 
Additionally, the two meetings were held in the summer month of August, when most people are 
on holidays. The first meeting was held on a Saturday morning in summer.  
 
If your department expected maximum opportunity for members of the public at these hearings, 
a larger room would have been utilized and the meetings would have been held in September 
when more residents would be available to attend. Therefore, members of the public were denied 
maximum opportunities to participate in the preparation of the LCP amendment.  
 
Location of Regional Planning Commission hearing of November 3, 2010 
The Notice of Public Hearing states the November 3, 2010 hearing by the Regional Planning 
Commissioners will be held in downtown Los Angeles, over twenty miles from Marina del Rey. 
CCR 13515 (d) states: 

 
Notice of the local government's or governing authority's hearings on LCP or LRDP 
documents shall be given general publication and shall be transmitted to all interested 
persons and public agencies not less than ten (10) working days before the hearing. The 
hearing required by Public Resources Code Section 30510(a) should be set for a time 
certain. Where the local government or governing authority determines that it is legal, 
practical, and would increase public participation, the hearing should be held in the 
coastal zone or in a place easily accessible to residents of the coastal zone. (emphasis 
added).  

 
While this section does not require this hearing to be held in Marina del Rey, this section states 
the County should hold the meeting in Marina del Rey if it determines it to be legal, practical and 
would increase public participation. Since the Regional Planning Commission has held legal 
regulatory meetings in Marina del Rey in the recent past in which there was standing room only 
public participation, your department SHOULD hold the hearing in Marina del Rey.   
 
The California Coastal Commission has held meetings at the Marina del Rey Hotel, which is a 
suitable location for all of LA County’s LCP amendment hearings. 
 
Otherwise, members of the public will be denied maximum opportunities to participate in the 
preparation of the LCP amendment. 
 
Community Meetings Insufficient, Inconsistent and Lacked Disclosure of Key Proposed 
Land Use Changes  
The first community meeting held on August 21, 2010 included a limited ten minute presentation 
of the proposed LCP amendment.  It lacked detail, it did not include the disclosure of numerous 
land use and policy changes relating to the five alleged "pipeline projects," and it did not disclose  
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other major land use and policy changes that are unrelated to the "pipeline projects" or whose 
scope reaches far beyond just those projects.  These changes include, but are not limited to: 
 

• 32 acres added to private leasehold rights 
• 6 public parking lots are eliminated from the inventory of  

public facilities in Marina del Rey 
• Marina inventory of public parking spaces is reduced by 787 spaces  

(not correlated to elimination of the 6 lots mentioned above) 
• Inventory of public facilities on the public launch ramp is reduced 

- total number of public parking spaces is reduced by 108 
- 227 boater parking spaces are eliminated 

• overhaul of public parking pricing policy 
• overhaul of public/private shared use parking policy 
• overhaul of alternate transportation network (primarily shuttle and waterbus) policies 
• elimination of prior replacement policy 
• elimination of policy requiring on-site provision of all required parking for privately-

developed parcels and 
• elimination of boater facility retention/replacement policy for many parcels 

 
Therefore, members of the public were denied maximum opportunities to participate in the 
preparation of the LCP amendment. 
 
Bias against Members of the Public Opposed to LCP Amendment/In Favor of Proponents  
During the community hearings held on August 21 and 24, 2010, members of the general public 
were cut off when their three minute speaking time ran out. And if someone continued past their 
three minutes, a staff member of the Department of Regional Planning attempted to reduce the 
three-minute time limit of the next member of the public. Unfortunately, members of the public 
that identified themselves as involved in the development of Marina del Rey, either as 
lessees/developers or as consultants and lawyers to lessees/developers, were allowed to speak 
past the three-minute mark. 
 
The Department of Regional Planning staff member in charge of speaker cards and keeping time 
was found to be re-organizing the speaker cards and segregating opponents of the amendment 
and proponents of the amendment, changing the order from when a card was submitted. This 
allowed them to carry out the reduction of time listed in the preceding paragraph. The official 
timer would start 2nd and 3rd opponent's time before he/she had an opportunity to begin, either 
because previous speaker had not concluded their thought  or audience applause prevented that 
speaker from being heard (i.e. opponent was punished for conditions outside his/her control).  
 
The Department of Regional Planning allowed most LCP amendment proponents to use the bulk 
of their speaking time to address issues not pertinent to the amendment. Officials emphasized, and 
reiterated, that the amendment would not, in itself, constitute approvals for any project, as they 
were not the subject of the amendment but would be considered independently.  Yet, proponent  
 
 



We ARE Marina del Rey   P.O. Box 9096, Marina del Rey, CA  90295 

We ARE Marina del Rey is a project of the International Humanities Center, a nonprofit public charity 
exempt from federal income tax under Section 501[c](3) of the Internal Revenue Code 

 
after proponent spent most of their time giving what amounted to sales pitches for their (or their 
client's) project.  The Department of Regional Planning knowingly allowed them to continue off-
topic, which severely reduced the amount of time available after the public comment time to 
address the questions and issues raised by members of the community.  Total proponent speaking 
time at the 2nd community meeting was 33 minutes (not including overtime allowances).  
 
Therefore, members of the public were denied maximum opportunities to participate in the 
preparation of the LCP amendment. 
 
Conclusion 
We ARE Marina del Rey, on behalf of member of the public demand that the Department of 
Regional Planning to re-start the process by: 1) reissuing the notice of community meetings/re-
starting the 6-week availability notice and comment period; 2) holding at least one additional 
community meeting; and 3) continuing the November 3 Regional Planning Commission hearing 
until numbers 1 and 2 above are completed satisfactorily and holding said meeting (and 
subsequent meetings) in Marina del Rey at night.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
David Barish 
Co-Director 
  
CC: 
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 
Richard Bruckner, Director, Department of Regional Planning 
Santos Kreimann - Director, Department of Beaches and Harbors 
Lawrence L. Hafetz - Principal Deputy County Counsel 
California Coastal Commission Staff and Commissioners 
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Executive Summary: 
 
This report is an analysis of the proposals the County of Los Angeles is considering to submit 
to the California Coastal Commission related to Local Coastal Program (LCP) amendments 
for the Marina del Rey section of the California coast. 
 
Conclusions include: 
 

1. The County is suggesting a new category of protection for habitat. i.e., “Sensitive 
Biological Resources.”  While the County is to be applauded for recognizing the fact 
that such habitats and species do exist within the Marina del Rey LCP area, this new 
category is not recognized in the Coastal Act or the Public Resources Code and, 
therefore, must be rejected and these resources must be designated, as the California 
Coastal Commission and its ecologist have recommended, as Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat Areas (ESHA.) 

 
§30116 of the Public Resources Code, which is quoted by the County in its staff report 
in order to justify this such a new category of classification, clearly was meant by the 
writers of this law to be a broad category for overall coastal planning, not one meant to 
describe biological resources alone, as the definition includes visitor destination areas 
and areas suitable for low income housing. 

 
Section 30116 Sensitive coastal resource areas 
"Sensitive coastal resource areas" means those identifiable and geographically 
bounded land and water areas within the coastal zone of vital interest and 
sensitivity. "Sensitive coastal resource areas" include the following: 
(a) Special marine and land habitat areas, wetlands, lagoons, and estuaries as 
mapped and designated in Part 4 of the coastal plan. 
(b) Areas possessing significant recreational value. 
(c) Highly scenic areas. 
(d) Archaeological sites referenced in the California Coastline and Recreation Plan 
or as designated by the State Historic Preservation Officer. 
(e) Special communities or neighborhoods which are significant visitor destination 
areas. 
(f) Areas that provide existing coastal housing or recreational opportunities for low- 
and moderate- income persons. 
(g) Areas where divisions of land could substantially impair or restrict coastal access. 



3 

 
That said, the Coastal Act provides for strong protection of such environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas.   The Bolsa Chica appellate decision clarified that ESHAs can 
not be moved and must be protected, and even ESHA-adjacent areas must be protected 
in order to preserve the ESHA.   So that private property rights are properly balanced 
with this part of the law the Coastal Commission has developed and approved 
developments adjacent to ESHA and in small parts of ESHA where there is no other 
alternative for development.   Still, while this ESHA designation may seem challenging 
for the County to work with, the ESHAs on the Los Angeles coast in Marina del Rey 
are no less important to protect than ESHAs in other parts of the state.    
 
An ESHA designation is the only guaranteed manner in which to categorize resources 
such as the wetlands and related habitat at Oxford Lagoon (deemed by the County as 
Oxford Retention Basin), wetlands and related habitat at Parcel 9U and avian rookeries 
and roosting colonies identified by Ballona Institute in previous communications to the 
Coastal Commission. 

 
2. Removing Area A of the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve from the Marina del Rey 

Specific Plan area does not make total sense, as this area is vitally connected to habitat 
areas and stormwater flows in the marina.  More consideration of the implications of 
this removal is warranted. 

 
3. The Conservation & Management Plan is deficient, in data collection, data analysis and 

conclusions.   Some examples are included in this analysis.   
 

4. Policy re-writes needed are significant in Section 5 of the LUP (Land Use Plan) and 
will be addressed at a later time.  At this time the emphasis needs to be on properly 
designating ESHA and wetlands for the areas which have been identified as such. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



4 

 
 
 
Sensitive Biological Resources vs. ESHA 
 
ESHA protection is one of the strongest policies in the California Coastal Act, and arguably it 
is what the public expected of its leadership when voting to pass Proposition 20 in 1972, the 
voter initiative responsible for the enactment of what is now the law that the Coastal 
Commission and others, such as the County of Los Angeles, are required to uphold.    
 

ESHA Policy Framework 
One of the primary objectives of the California Coastal Act is to preserve, protect, 
and enhance environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA). Section 30107.5 of 
the Coastal Act defines an “Environmen-tally sensitive area” as: 
 
Any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially 
valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be 
easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments. 
 
The central provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act aimed at protecting ESHA 
include Sections 30240, 30230, 30231, and 30250a: 
 
• Section 30240 prohibits any significant disruption of habitat values, and 
limits development within ESHA to uses that are dependent on the resources. It 
also requires that development adjacent to ESHA to be sited and designed to 
prevent significant degradation, and be compatible with the continuance of the 
habitat. 
 
• Section 30230 applies to marine habitats, and calls for the maintenance, 
enhancement and restoration (where feasible) of marine resources, with special 
emphasis on areas and species of special biological or economic significance. 
Pursuant to this section, all uses of the marine environment must sustain the 
biological productivity of coastal waters, and maintain healthy populations of all 
marine organisms. 
 
• Section 30231 provides that the biological productivity of coastal waters, 
streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes must be maintained and, where feasible, 
restored. This is to be achieved by, among other means: minimizing adverse 
effects of wastewater discharges and entrainment; controlling runoff; preventing 
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depletion of groundwater supplies and substantial interference with surface water 
flow; encouraging wastewater reclamation; maintaining natural buffer areas that 
protect riparian habitats; and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 
 
• Section 30250a directs new residential, commercial, or industrial 
development to existing developed areas. Where developed areas can not 
accommodate new development, is to be located in other areas where it will not 
have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal 
resources. 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas.  Coastal Act § 30240: (a) Environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant disruption of habitat values, 
and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed in those areas.  (b) Development 
in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas . . . shall be sited and designed to 
prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with 
the continuance of those habitat . . . areas. 

 
Protecting Marine Resources.  Coastal Act § 30230  
Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored. Special 
protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or economic significance.  

 
Environmentally sensitive habitat areas (“ESHAs”) are afforded heightened 
protection.   First, section 30240(a) of the Coastal Act prohibits any significant 
disruption of the ESHA’s habitat values.  Second, section 30240(b) of the Coastal 
Act requires that development outside but adjacent to ESHAs be sited and 
designed to prevent impacts that would significantly degrade those areas.  Finally, 
section 30230 affords extra protection to areas and species with special biological 
significance.  These protections are vitally important to the resources which are, 
especially in increasingly urbanized areas of the California coast, “rare or 
especially valuable” according to the ESHA definition. 
 

While it may be accurate to state that a previous Coastal Commission, in 1996, removed any 
ESHA designations from the Marina del Rey LCP, there remained in the approved LCP a 
definition for ESHA, as well as there remains a definition in the Coastal Act, which all LCPs 
must comply with, and, therefore, which provides the basis for re-assessing the situation on 
the ground.  In practice and as a matter of acknowledgement of the changes nature is capable 
of, the on-the-ground situation is what guides the Coastal Commission and other entities 
responsible for upholding this important tenet of the California Coastal Act for determination 
of ESHA. 
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The Coastal Commission’s ecologist, Dr. Jonna Engel, completed such an assessment and 
reported to the Commission, recommending that all rookeries and roosting colonies for Great 
Blue Heron Ardea herodias, Green Heron Butorides virescens, Great Egret Ardea alba, Snowy 
Egret Egretta thula, Double-crested Cormorant Phalacrocorax auritus, and Black-crowned 
Night Heron Nycticorax nycticorax be designated as ESHA.  While Planning staff initially did 
not recommend such ESHA designation, the Coastal Commission heard and considered 
further evidence from the public at the January, 2008 hearing in Marina del Rey and 
unanimously recommended to the County that such areas, as well as wetland areas at Oxford 
Lagoon and Parcel 9-U be designated as ESHA.    
 
ESHA designation for these areas is the only legally allowable choice for the County in order 
to comply with the California Coastal Act. 
 
Conservation & Management Plan: August, 2010 
 
We appreciate the effort the County went to hire consultants to compile a rather lengthy 
document summarizing the County’s consultants’ (Robb Hamilton & Dan Cooper) position 
on the roosting colonies and rookeries of the Egret, Cormorant and Heron populations in 
Marina del Rey.  The photos, maps and field notes are all greatly appreciated in order to 
properly review this plan.   In future hearing opportunities and decision-making points there 
will be more opportunity to comment in greater detail, given the volume of work within this 
plan.    
 
While this report does fill a gap of some information needed to make an informed decision 
related to efforts to protect these birds and their essential and critical habitat, this report is 
deficient in both its data collection, as well as its conclusions. 
 
For instance, while Dr. Engle’s report  of 12.19.06 was prompted by reports from Los Angeles 
Audubon leaders of significant disruption of bird habitat by the way of “tree trimming” at the 
end of Bora Bora Way, there is little mention of this area as a large roosting colony for Snowy 
Egret and Black-crowned Night Heron. 
 
One significant report missing from the citations in this new plan is a report compiled by 
wildlife biologist (qualified as such by the United States Interior Department and California 
Dept. of Fish & Game) Robert van de Hoek and submitted to both the California Coastal 
Commission and California Department of Fish & Game (DFG) in 2001 after the first public 
conflict over Heron nesting trees at Villa Venetia in December, 2000.  This report is 
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significant, as it documents important information about previous Great Blue Heron nesting 
activities in the nearby Ballona Wetlands area, as well as being the first publication to 
acknowledge and document that DFG nesting period estimates are far off from reality in more 
subtropical climates like Los Angeles.  Despite previous repeated efforts by Dr. David De 
Lange, van de Hoek and others to insure this report is included as part of official 
documentation of information about Heron nesting, the County and its consultants continue 
to ignore it. 
 
There are also flaws in conclusionary statements that are not backed up by any evidence, such 
as the statement that “All of Marina del Rey’s landscape trees, including those used by nesting 
birds, require occasional pruning, or in some cases, removal.”    
 
In addition, there are suggestions and recommendations made which could clearly be violative 
of either California state law and/or federal law.   Here is an example: 
 

(2) amending the policy to include review and approval by a biologist before any waterbird 
nest could be removed or rendered unusable as a result of non-emergency pruning deemed 
necessary by an arborist or other landscape specialist. 

 
There are concerns among those in the bird protection community that nests of bird species 
considered philopatric should not ever be removed, as such removal interferes with nesting 
behavior, disrupting opportunities which otherwise would enable more than one nest per 
season per bird parent pair.   Such interference with nesting behavior is unlawful under the 
California Fish & Game code. 
 
Additionally, this plan includes significant amounts of information from Jeffrey Froke, even 
though, as a County consultant, his methods and information on colonial nesting waterbirds 
previously were thoroughly discredited by testimony presented at the Marina Design Control 
Board by Dr. David De Lange, Past President of Los Angeles Audubon.   The Chair of the 
Design Control Board subsequently voiced her opinion as impeachment of Dr. Froke’s 
testimony. 
 
The authors of this plan go to great lengths to discredit the idea that any of the colonial 
waterbirds mentioned in the plan ever nested in the area.   While their theory is based on 
assumptions and lack of data, the conclusion is irrelevant.  The birds are currently nesting and 
roosting in colonies significant enough that the Coastal Commission and its ecologist have 
stated these areas qualify as ESHA.  It is that current habitat status that is important in 
designating these areas as ESHA and providing subsequent protection.   
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The public overwhelmingly supports ESHA designation, and subsequent guaranteed 
protection, for these areas, as well.   The authors go so far as to disparage these birds, 
suggesting they know which birds would be preferable to the presence of the Herons, Egrets 
and Cormorants.  Perhaps they’ve forgotten or never saw the Los Angeles Times’ editorial 
when, in August, 2001, it was perceived that state officials and developers were close to an 
acquisition deal to preserve hundreds of acres of land at the Ballona Wetlands, adjacent to and 
once part of the coastal marsh lands now known as Marina del Rey.   
 
The Herons’ Park Forever was the headline.   It was just over two years later, with political 
changes in the wind and even more land placed in the acquisition deal that finally more than 
600 acres of land at Ballona was placed in state ownership, all but the 26-acres freshwater 
marsh now being part of an Ecological Reserve.   The Herons referred to in that editorial were 
born in Marina del Rey, and the interconnection of the Marina del Rey with the lands just to 
the south and east, where Herons gather their nesting materials and forage for small mammals, 
especially when juveniles, can not be ignored.  Clearly, the Times editors acknowledged the 
importance of the Great Blue Heron, and now that Double-crested Cormorant, Great Egret 
and Snowy Egret have joined the Black-crowned Night Heron, Green Heron and Great Blue 
Heron in raising families at Marina del Rey in the Ballona Valley, these birds’ status must be 
honored, not disparaged. 
 
Marina del Rey’s place as a part of the Ballona Valley, indeed a part of the Greater Ballona 
Wetlands Ecosystem, must be understood from a geographical standpoint, as well as a 
biological standpoint.  When considering these factors, it becomes clear why ESHA status for 
the colonial nesting sites and roosting colonies, as well as wetlands at Oxford Lagoon and 
Parcel 9-U makes sense.   In this context, no longer are these bird roost and rookeries simply 
dismissed as “nests of birds that somehow began accidentally taking up residence in landscape 
trees in an urban marina.” 
 
In fact, background information in the Hamilton/Cooper plan support and demonstrate how 
Marina del Rey is simply part of a larger coastal ecosystem.  It is their conclusion that the 
birds’ presence is not wanted or important to the ecosystem that is flawed. 
 
Parcel 9-U is improperly characterized, as the majority of this parcel includes various types of 
seasonal wetlands.  Noticeably absent from the plants listed in the background for this plan is 
Seaside Heliotrope Heliotropium curassivicum.  This obligate wetland species grows in large 
areas of the northern and central part of this parcel, but may not have been noticeable during 
the times of year when it looks like it dies back, but in fact remains alive underground in its 
roots.  Including proper buffers and wetland transition areas, and given photographic evidence 
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in the record with the Coastal Commission of this site being used extensively as foraging 
grounds for various bird species, this entire parcel needs to be classified as ESHA. 
 
In addition, the Coastal Act does not allow for a change from one type of wetland to another.  
Why seasonally-functioning wetlands of the types currently found on Parcel 9-U would need 
to be altered to a tidal wetland, especially when historically this area was not likely tidally 
influenced in any significant manner, is puzzling and unacceptable, as well as being 
dishonoring of the ESHA habitat currently functioning there.  Removal of nonnative plants 
(by hand) and planting additional natives, combined with completion of a perimeter trail and 
some minimal educational signage is all that is needed and all that should be allowed at Parcel 
9-U, given the constraints and characteristics of the site. 
 
It is good to see acknowledgement of County-owned lands on the perimeter of the Ballona 
Wetlands Ecological Reserve along Fiji Way.   No other public forum has been willing to 
open this topic for discussion, so it is appreciated that the authors of this plan invited such 
discussion.  Extensive talks involving all stakeholders should be convened for this purpose. 
 
Oxford Lagoon is indeed a wetland, as evidenced by the wetland vegetation present.    
While the plan authors suggest a need for food sources for birds there, it is clear from regular 
observation that birds already find abundant food in this location.   A transparent and 
inclusive process with stakeholders is important for the County to convene in order to 
determine the management regime that will be decided upon.   Still, the physical and 
biological characteristics of the site define it as a wetland and ESHA. 
 
POLICIES in the LUP (Land Use Plan) that need REWRITES: 
 
Obviously, due to the ESHA discrepancies discussed above, the policy at 5-1 in the Draft  
LUP (Land Use Plan) needs to be re-written to reflect that there are, indeed, areas which rise 
to the level of ESHA.   Various environmental organizations, including Ballona Institute, 
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), Los Angeles Audubon, CLEAN, Sierra Club 
and others, as well as the Coastal Commission (unanimously) and its Ecologist, Dr. Jonna 
Engel, have all determined that the wetlands at Oxford Lagoon and Parcel 9-U, as well as 
colonial waterbird rookeries and roosting colonies qualify as ESHA. 
 
This statement ~ “Marina del Rey is a highly urbanized area that is dominated by human 
activities” ~ is not accurate from the point of view of the amazing amount of marine life in the 
marina waters, which also must be classified as ESHA and protected to the greatest extent that 
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the law allows.   Of course, the reason for so characterizing the marina appears to justify the 
claimed non-existence of ESHA, which the evidence overwhelmingly refutes. 
 
There exist numerous additional re-writes necessary from page 5-1 through 5-18 and those re-
writes will be suggested in future comments, but until the ESHA and wetland designations are 
determined properly all of the other suggestions for protection are window-dressings on a 
policy that does not sufficiently protect these important coastal habitats. 
 








