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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES -
'DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING

J GENERAL INF ORMATION /
I.LA. Map Date:  12/10/08 Staff'Member:_ Michael Tripp
Thomas Guide: =~ 672 B7 USGS Quad: Ven1ce

Locat1on 13483 Fiji Wav, Marina del Rey 90292 ,

'Description of Project:_The proposed project consists of the demol1t1on of all ex1st1ng uses, which 1nclude a parking lot on »

Parcel 52 and the Marrna Del Rey Sheriff’s Station mamtenance shop/storage area and the Beaches and Harbors’ trailer

complex on Parcel GG. This will be followed by the constructron of a dry stack storage structure on Parcel 52 which will have

the capacity to house 345 boats. The roof of the structure will be 70° tall, with the exception of the roof and enclosure that -

covers the boat hoist, which will be 82” tall. The proposed dry stack stOrage building will be a maximum of 3 54° long by 138’

wide and will have a footprint of approximately 47,100 square feet. Said structure will extend 97 over the channel, projecting

over the water. The project also involves the construction of a 106’ by 50 structure, with an approximate footprint of 5,300 ‘

square feet, which will house an office and customer lounge and the Sheriff’s Boatwright/Lifeguard facility. Lastly, the project

proposes to create a 30-space mast up sail boat storage area, which is approximately 21,206 square feet in size, and a pedestrian

promenade. This project entitlement requires a Specific Plan Amendment to change the landside land use classiﬁcationof

Parcels 52 and GG from Public Facilities to Boat Storage with a Waterfront Overlay Zone and to redesignate a portion of Parcel

49M from arking to the Public Facilities Land Use Category. A Marin

a-wide Local Coastal Program Amendment is needed to

add drv stack storage buildings, that are attached to a landside structure to the list of permitted uses in the “Water” Land Use

Category and to allow structures that are.over the water portion of parcels to be permitted at the same height as their landside

counterparts. A Coastal Development Permit is requested for the demolition. of all ex1st1 ngi provements and the subsequent

constructron of a new dry stack storage building, pedestrian promenade, a boaters loun,qe and office, and the Sher1ff’s

Boatwright/Lifeguard Facility.- A Conditional Use Permit is being requested to authorize the dry stack storage use, Sherifl"s

Boatwrr,qht/L1feguard facility and fuel dock in the proposed Boat Storage Land Use Category. A Parking Permit is requested for

the reduction of parklng spaces from the requrred 192 spaces to the proposed 135 spaces and to allow for the use of valet

- parking. A Varrance is being requested to authorize construction of'the dry stack building within the 5° rear yard setback and

within 15’ of the bulkhead and to allow the drV stack structure to be 82 feet in height rather than the permitted height of 75 feet.
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Environmental Setting: The project site is Jocated at 13483 Fiji Way in the unincorporated Los Angeles County community of

Marina del Rey in the southeastern portion of its small craft harbor, near the interséction of Admiralty Way and Fiji Way.

Vehicular access is via Fiji Way, an improved local street. The site is currently developed as a public parking lot (Parcel 52)

andasa malntenance/storage yard for the Marma del Rev Sheriff’s Station and as a temporary office site, containing 5 trallers

for the Department of Beaches and Harbors on Parcel GG. The prolect s1te is prlmarllv flat with a slight downward slope to the

north. Sutrounding land uses consist of a public boat storage and public boat lunch ramp to the north and east of the site, a

West Marme boat malntenance and repair facﬂltv is located to the west, and the Balloria Wetlands Ecological Reserve is located

to the east.

Zoning: Specific Plan

General Plan: Marina del Rey Specific Plan

Community/Area wide Plan: Marina del Rey Local Coastal Plan

Major projects in area: -

PROJECT NUMBER R DESCRIPTION & STATUS

R2006-03647 400-unit apartment development in three separate structures. (Pending)
R2006-03652 _126-unit apartment development in one structure. (Pending)
R2006-03643 , 19-story hotel with 152 hotel suites and 136 timeshare suites. (Pending)
98-134 : 1022-unit apartment.units/] 0,000 sq.fi. retail, 439 boat slips. (Approved 12/6/00)

10 buildings including 32,600 sq fi. restaurant, 29,150 sq.fi. retail, 6,500 sq. ft.
R2007-01480 Jferry terminal, 60,500 sq.fi. hotel and 1,012 parking spaces. (Pending)

' ' New 544-unit apartment complex that will replace an existing 202-unit:

,R2005-0023 4 o complex. (Pending)
R2006-0] 510 New 114-unit.senior retirement facility. (Pending) 7

New structure with Marine Commercial and retail uses, a new health club and
R2006-02726 a 6-level parking structure. (Pending) :

NOTE: For EIRs, above projects are not sufficient for cumulative analysis.
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REVIEWING AGENCIES

Responsible Agencies

[ ] None

DX] LA Regional Water Quality Control Board

[ ] Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board

X Coastal Commlssmn
X Army Corps of Engineers

[]

[ ] None \
State Fish and Game

Trustee Agencies
' ] State Parks

[l

Specml Reviewing Agencies

. [ ] None
[ ] National Parks Y
[ ] National Forest

Culver City

X City of Los Angeles

[] Los Angeles City Public Works

] High School District

[] Elementary School District -

X] Local Native American Tribal Council
[_] Town Council )

[ ] Water District -

X] Department of Toxic Substances Control

Regional Significance

<] None _
[ ] SCAG Criteria

[ ] Air Quality

7

:l Water Resources
["] Santa Monica Mountains Area

I:l .

Countv Reviewing Agencies

Beaches and Harbors
X] DPW: Land Development, Geotechnical and
Materials Engineering, Traffic and Lighting,
Waterworks and Sewer Maintenance, and
- Environmental Programs

IZl Sanitation District

|E Sheriff Department

~ [X] Fire Department

DX Health Services
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ANALYSIS SUMMARY (See individual pages for details)
A ALYSIS MATRI ' | Less than Significant Impact/No Impact
IMPACT ANALYSIS M X ' Less than Significant Impact with Project Mitigation
CATEGORY FACTOR Pg Potential Concern .
| 1.-Geotechnical |5 (11 [ Liquefaction area
, 2. Flood 6 |[]IX Tsunami inundation area
AZ ; / ,
HAZARDS 3. Fire 7 ] :] Storage of fuel
4. Noise 8 || Construction and operational impacts
1. Water Quality o L] Vicinity to Marina and Ballona Wetlands
| 2. Air Quality ' 10 (1] Cumulative and construction impacts
3. Biota n |0Ol0 gi(;zvsn Pelican, Great Blue Heron, Eel
‘ RESOURCES 4. Cultural Resources 12 | X|[]
5. Mineral Resources - | 13 []
6. Agriculture Resources | 14 | X]| [] N
7. Visual Qualities 15 | 10
1. Traffic/Access 16 | [] D
) 2. Sewage Disposal 17 |:|
SERVICES 3. E.ducatlor.l ‘ 18 | X []
. | 4. Fire/Sheriff 19 [ X []
I ’ - Government office will be moved in
> Ut111t1es |20 |00 conjunction with the project.
» | The building is out of scale with what
1. General 1% D l:l E exists in the area.
2. Environmental Safety |22 | ]| ]l Contaminated soil exists onsite
OTHER ' E X 3
3. Land Use 23 [ [ | The project requires Plan Amendments.
4. Pop/Hous./Emp./Rec. |24 | X|[] k ‘ ey
5. Mandatory Findings |25 |[ ]| [} Potential cumulative traffic impacts

DEVELOPMENT MONITORING SYSTEM (DMS)

As required by the Los Angeles County General Plan, DMS* shall be employed in the Initial Study phase of the
environmental review procedure as prescrlbed by state law. .

1. Development Policy Map Des1gnat10n: ‘Category 2: Conservation/Maintenance ]
2 [ Yes K No  Is the project located in the Antelope Valley, East San Gabriel Valley, Malibu/Santa
' ' Monica Mountains or Santa Clarita Valley planning area?

. Yes [X N Is the project at urban density and located within, or proposes a plan amendment to, an
urban expansion designation? -

If both of the above questions are answered "'yes", the project is subject toa County DMS analysns
[ ] Check if DMS printout generated (attached)

Date of printout:

3.

[] Check if DMS overview worksheet completed (attached)

EIRs and/or staff reports shall utilize the most current DMS information available.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FINDING

FINAL DETERMINATION: On the basis of this Initial Study, the Department of Regional Planning
finds that this project qualifies for the following environmental document:

[ ] NEGATIVE DECLARATION, inasmuch as the proposed project will not have a significant effect on the
environment.

An Initial Study was prepared on this project in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines and the
environmental reporting procedures of the County of Los Angeles. It was determined that this project will not
exceed the established threshold criteria for any environmental/service factor and, as a result, will not have a
significant effect on the physical environment.

[ MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, in as much as the changes required for the project will reduce
impacts to insignificant levels (see attached discussion and/or conditions).

An Initial Study was prepared on this project in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines and the
environmental reporting procedures of the County of Los Angeles. It was originally determined that the
proposed project may exceed established threshold criteria. The applicant has agreed to modification of the
project so that it can now be determined that the project will not have a significant effect on the physical
environment. The modification to mitigate this impact(s) is identified on the Project Changes/Conditions Form
included as part of this Initial Study.

<] ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT*, inasmuch as there is substantial evidence that the project may have
a significant impact due to factors listed above as “significant”.

[ ] Atleast one factor has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to legal standards, and
has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on the attached
sheets (see attached Form DRP/IA 101). The Addendum EIR is required to analyze only the factors

changed or not previously addressed.
Date: ( / 8 /057

Reviewed by: /27
. 2 )
“'r il 4” ’ .

(] This proposed project is exempt from Fish and Game CEQA filling fees. There is no substantial evidence that
the proposed project will have potential for an adverse effect on wildlife or the habitat upon which the wildlife
depends. (Fish & Game Code 753.5).

Approved by: Date: |, ll’ &; (o)

[ ] Determination appealed — see attached sheet.

*NOTE: Findings for Environmental Impact Reports will be prepared as a separate document following the public hearing on the project.
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HAZARDS - 1. Geotechnical

SETTING/IMPACTS

Is the project located in an active or potentially active fault zone, Seismic Hazards Zone,
or Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone?

The subject site is located approximately 1.9 miles from the Charnock Fault, 3.2 miles
Jrom the Overland Fault and 4.1 miles from the Santa Monica Fault. (Los Angles County
Safety Element-Plate 1, Fault Rupture Hazards and Historic Seismicity Map)

Is the project site located in an area containing a major landslide(s)?

Los Angeles County Safety Element-Plate 5, Landslide Inventory Map

Is t}le project site located in an area having high slope instability?

Is the project site subject to high subs1dence high groundwater level, 11quefact1on or
. hydrocompaction? ,
Liquefaction (Los Angeles County Safety Element- Plate 4, Liquefaction Susceptibility

Map )

Is the proposed project considered a sensitive use (school hospltal public assembly site)
located in close proximity to a significant geotechnical hazard? ‘

Will the project entall substantial ‘grading and/or alteration of topography including
slopes of over 25%?

Topography is relatively flat and only J 5,000 cubic yards of grading is expected.
 Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

Other factors?

" STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[] Building Code, Title 26 - Sections 110.2, 111 & 113
(Geotechnical Hazards Engineering Geology and Soils Engineering Report Earthquake Fault)

<

I:] MITIGATION MEASURES [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[] LotSize Project Design ' [XI Approval of Geotechnical Report by DPW

Consult with DPW Geotechnical & Matel:ials Engineering. Project condition will include requirement of
approval of geotechnical by DPW prior to issuance of construction permit.

CONC}LUS(ION

Considering the above information, could the prOJect have a significant impact (individually or cumulat1vely)
on, or be 1mpactedby, geotechmcal factors? :

D Less than significant with project mitigation |:| Less than significant/No »Impact
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HAZARDS - 2. Flood

SETTING/IMPACTS

- Is the major draiﬁage course, as identified on USGS quad sheets by a dashed line,
located on the project site?

USGS Venice Quad Sheet

Is the project site located within or does it contain a floodway, floodplain, or
designated flood hazard zone?

- Tsunami inundation area (LA County Safely Element-Plate 6, Flood Inundation
Hazards Map) ‘

Is the project site located in or subject to high mudflow conditions?

Could the project contribute or be subject to high erosion and debris deposition from
run-off?

Would the project substantially alter the existihg drainage pattern of the site or area?

Other factors (e.g., dam failure)?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[] Building Code, Title 26 — Section 110.1 (Flood Hazard)
[ 1 Health and Safety Code, Title 11 — Chapter 11.60 (Floodways)

[[] MITIGATION MEASURES | [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
] Lot Size X Projéct Design & Approval of Drainage Concept by DPW
CONCLUSION

Considering the above infomiation, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be impacted by flood (hydrological) factors?

, IZ Less than Signiﬁcant with project mitigation |:| Less than significant/No Impact
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HAZARDS - 3. Fire

SETTING/IMPACTS

|
[s the project site located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (Fire Zone 4)?

LA County Safety Element-Plate 7, Wildland and Urban Fire Hazards Map
Is the project site in a high fire hazard area and served by inadequate access due to
lengths, w1dth surface materials, turnarounds or grade‘7

Vehicular and pedestrian access is taken from Fiji Way, an improved street
Does the project site have more than 75 dwelling units on a single access in a high ﬁre
hazard area? : !

Is the project site located in an area having inadequate water and pressure to meet fire
flow standards?

Public water service is available to meet fire flow standards
Is the project located in close proximity to potential dangerous fire hazard
conditions/uses (such as refineries, flammables, explosives manufacturing)?

Does the proposed use constitute a potentially: dangerous fire hazard? '

The proposed fL?el tanks may be a potential fire hazard
Other factors?

1

STANDARD ‘CODE REQUIREMENTS

[ ] Utilities Code Title 20 — Section 20.16.060 (Fire Flow & Fire Hydrants Requirements)
[_] Fire Code, Title 32 — Sections 902.2.1 & 902.2.2.1 (Access & Dimensions)"
. Fire Code, Tltle 32 — Sections 1117.2,1 (Fuel Modification Plan Landscape Plan & Irrlgatlon Plan)

] MITIGATION MEASURES B OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
Project Design - v [ ] Compatible Use

Project review by the Fire Department is required prior to building permit issuance

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be impacted by fire hazard factors?

» D Less than significant with project mitigation |:| Less than significant/No Impact
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HAZARDS - 4. Noise

SETTING/IMPACTS

Is the project site located near a high noise source (airports, railroads, freeways
industry)?

Is the proposed use considered sensitive (school hospital, senlor citizen fac1l1ty) orare
there other sensitive uses in close proximity?

Could the project substantially increase ambient noise levels including those associated
with special equipment (such as amplified sound systems) or parking areas associated
with the project?

The operatioﬁ of the hoist is expected 10 produce more noise than the current use.

Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient n01se'
levels in the project vicinity above levels without the project?

Construction and operational noise impacts are potentzally szgmf cant.

Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[] Environmental Protection Code, Title 12 — Chapter 12.08 (Noise Control)
[] Building Code, Title 26 — Sections 1208A (Interior Environment — Noise)

D MITIGATION MEASURES : I____l OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Lot Size X Project Design [_] Compatible Use
| .

CONCLUSION

Con51der1ng the above information, could the project have a.significant impact (1nd1v1dually or cumulatwely)
- on, or be adversely impacted by noise?

D Less than significant with project mitigation |:| Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 1. Water Quality

SETTING/IMPACTS

Is the pfoject site located in an area having known water quality problems and proposing
the use of individual water wells?

There is pub?ic water serving the existing facility.

Will the proposed project require the use of a private sewage disposal system?

Va

If the answer is yes, is the project site located in an area having known septic tank .
limitations due to high groundwater or other geotechnical limitations or is the project
proposing on-site systems located in close proximity to a drainage course?

Could the project’s associated construction activities significantly impact the quality of -
groundwater and/or storm water runoff to the storm water conveyance system and/or
receiving water bodies? ,
Although the proposed project will require dramage approval from DPW, there is still a

possible impact because the proposed use is located near the Ballona Wetlands.

Could the project’s post-development activities potentially degrade the quality of storm
water runoff and/or could post-development non-storm water discharges contribute
‘potential pollutants to the storm water conveyance system and/or receiving bodies?

Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

Health & Saféty Code, Title11 — Chapter 11.38 (Water & Sewers)
X| Environmental Protectfon Title 12 — Chapter 12.80 (Storm-water & Runoff Pollution Control)
[:| Plumbmg Code, Title 28 — Chapter 7; Appendlces G(a), J & K (Sewers & Septic Systems)

] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[] Lot Size [] Project Design [ ] Compatible Use [] Septic Feasibility Study
[ ] Industrial Waste Permit X] National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit

Project condition will include the requirement of NPDES Permit issuance prior to construction. _
CONCLUSION | |

~Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be adversely impacted by, water quality problems?

|:| Less than significant with project mitigation D Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 2. Air Quality
SETTING/IMPACTS | . ;
4 No Maybe _ \

_ Will the proposed project exceed the State’s criteria for regional significance (generally (a) 500
& |:| dwelhng units for residential users or (b) 40 gross acres, 650,000 square feet of floor area or
1,000 employees for non-residential uses)?

: zl D Is the proposal considered a sensitive use (sohools hospitals, parks) and located near a freeway or
heavy industrial use?

. |—_—I S Will the project increase local emissions to a significant extent due to increased traffic congestion
or use of a parking structure or exceed AQMD thresholds of potential significance?
[:l IZl Will the project generate or is the site in close proximity to sources that create obnoxious odors,

dust, and/or hazardous emissions?

Part of the project is a proposed fuel dock. There may be fuel odors related to the dock’s
operation. In addition, their may be air quality issues related to idling boats and related to onsite
boat repair. Lastly, construction related air impacts may occur.

IXI D "Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

& D Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantlally to an ex1st1ng or
projected alrmquahty violation?

Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for

» D D which the project region is non-attainment under applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emission which would exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

[] ] Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
] State of California Health and Safety Code — Section 40506 (A1r Quality Management District Permit)

L__l MITIGATION MEASURES D OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[]Project De51gn : ] Air Quality Report
CONCLUSION

Consideting the above information, could the project have a 51gn1ﬁcant impact (individually or cumulatlvely)
on, or be adversely impacted by, air quality?

D Less than significant with project mitigation 7 |____| Less than significant/No Impact
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SETTING/IMPACTS

RESOURCES - 3. Biota

Is the project site located within a Significant Ecological Area (SEA), SEA Buf‘fer or
coastal Sensitive Environmental Resource (ESHA, etc.), or is the site relatively
undisturbed and natural?

_LA County SEA and ESHA Map

Will grading, fire clearance, or flood related 1mpr0vements remove substantial natural
habitat areas?

Is a drainage course located on the project site that is depicted on USGS quad sheets by
a dashed blue line or that may contain a bed, channel, or bank of any perennial,
intermittent or ephemeral river, stream, or lake?

USGS Venice Quad Sheet

Does the project site contain a major r1par1an or other sensitive habitat (e.g. coastal sage
scrub, oak woodland, sycamore riparian, woodland, wetland, etc.)?

There is potential of Eel grass in the waterside portion of the project.

Does the project site contain oak or other unique native trees (specify kinds of trees)?

Is the project site habitat for any known sensitive species (federal or state listed
endangered, etc.)?

Brown Pelicans and Great Blue Herons have been observed in the v101n1ty of the
projéect. The site contains no known nests.

Other factors (e.g., wildlife corridor, adjacent open space linkage)?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES [1] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ] Lot Size X] Project Design [] Oak Tree Permit
L] ERB/SEATAC Review (Biota Report required) - X Biological Co_nstraints Analysis

Construction will be halted if Brown Pelicans or Great Blue Herons are observed nesting on the site.

CONCLUSION

- Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individuélly or cumulati\\/ely) '

on, biotic resources?

!

D Less than significant with projéct mitigation |:| Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 4. Archaeological/Historical/Paleontological

SETTING/IMPACTS
l Maybe
Is the project site in or near an area containing known archaeological resources or

[l  containing features (drainage course, spring, knoll, rock outcroppings, or oak trees) that
indicate potential archaeological sensitivity? :

The site is fully developed.

ml Does the project site contain rock formatlons indicating potential paleontologlcal
resources?

] Doesthe project site contain known historic structures or sites?

N

n Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical or
archaeological resource as defined in 15064.5?

] Would the proj ect directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature? »

[] Other factors?

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ]Lot Size , [ ] Project Design

[] Cultural Resources Records Search (Quick Check) | ["] Phase 1 Archaeology Report
[ ] Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Land Files Search

CONCLUSION
/
- Considering the above information, could the project leave a s1gn1ﬁcant impact (1nd1v1dua11y or cumulatively)

on archaeological, hlstorlcal or paleontological resources?

D Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 5. Mineral Resources

SETTING/IMPACTS

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known minefal resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? '

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
- resource discovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan? ‘

 Other factors?
(] MITIGATION MEASURES - [ OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ] Lot Size | 7 |:| Project Design
CONCLUSION

~

Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on mineral resources? :

D Less than significant with project mitigation |Z Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 6. Agriculture Resources

SETTING/IMPACTS
¥ No Maybe

Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
2 ] Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland

Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency to non-
agricultural use? :

Los Angeles County Important Farmland 2002 Map

4 ] Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, ora Wllllamson Act
contract?

] ] Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment that due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agri¢ultural use?

T O Other factors?

] MITIGATION MEASURES o [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ Lot Size [ ] Project Design
CONCLUSION

Considering the above 1nformat10n could the proj ect leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) .
on agriculture resources? :

D Less than significant with project mitigation IXI Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 7. Visual Qualities

SETTING/IMPACTS

//

Is the project site substantially visible from or will it obstruct views along a scenic
highway (as shown on the Scenic Highway Elément), or is it located within a scenic
corridor or will it otherw1se 1mpact the viewshed?

The site is visible from Fiji Way, a designated Scenic nghway

Is the project substantially visible from or will it obstruct views from a regional riding or
_hiking trail? -

Los Angeles Counly Trail System Map

Is the project site located in an undeveloped or undisturbed area that contains unique
aesthetic features? :

Is the proposed use out-of-character in comparison to adjacent uses because of height,
bulk, or other features?

The proposed structure is larger than any other in the general drea.

Is the project likely to create substantial sun shadow, light or glare problems?

The project will substantially shade portions of the Marina waters.

Other factors (e.g., grading or landform alteration)?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[] Lot Size ] Project Design [_] Visual Simulation ] Compatible Use
CONCLUSION - ' \

Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on scemc(quahtles?

|:| Less than significant with project mitigation D Less than significant/No Impact
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SERVICES - 1. Traffic/Access -

SETTING/IMPACTS

Does the project contain 25 dwelling units or more and is it located in an area with
known congestion problems (roadway or intersections)?

Will the project result in any hazardous traffic conditions?

Will the project result in parking problems with a subsequent impact on trafﬁc
conditions?

The project is dlsplaczng a public parking lot and is requestmg a parking permit to have
less than the required amount of parking.

Will inadequate access during an emergency (other than fire hazards) result in problems
for emergency vehicles or residents/employees in the area? - :

Will the congestion management program (CMP) Transportation Impact Analysis
thresholds of 50 peak hour vehicles added by project traffic to a CMP highway system
intersection or 150 peak hour trips added by project traffic to a mainline freeway link be
exceeded?

Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or program supportlng
alternative transportation (e.g., bus, turnouts bicycle racks)?

Other factors?

N

. | :
[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Project Design '[] Traffic Report [] Consultation with DPW Traffic-& Lighting Division

A traffic study for this project has not yet been submitted by the applicant.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the prOJect leave a significant 1mpact (1nd1v1dually or cumulatlvely)
on traffic/access factors?

|:| Less than significant with project mitigation D Less than significant/No Impact
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SERVICES - 2. Sewage Disposal

SETIG/IMPACTS : ' :
¥ , | No Maybe / ,
= X [ If served by a community sewage system, could the' project create capacity problems at -
| the treatment plant?

] X Could the project create capacity problems in the sewer lines serving the project site?

: [] [ Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS ’

Utilities Code, Title 20 — Division 2 (Sanitary Sewers and Industrial Waste)
] Plumbing Code, Title 28 — Chapter 7 (Sanitary Drainage)

] California Health Safety Code — Section 5474 (Sewer connection mitigation fee) |

[[] MITIGATION MEASURES [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to sewage disposal facilities?

Less than signiﬁcant with project mitigation |:| Less than signiﬁcant/N o Impact
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SERVICES - 3. Education

SETTING/IMPACTS

Could the project create capacity problems at the district level?

Could the project create capacity problems at individual schools that will serve the
project site?

Could the project create student transportation problems?

Could the pI‘OjCCt create substantlal library 1mpacts due to increased population and
demand?

Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[] State of California Government Code — Section 53080 (School Facilities Fee)
[ ] Planning & Zoning Code, Title 22 - Chapter 22.72 (Library Facilities Mitigation Fee)

] MITIGATION MEASURES ' X OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ] Site Dedication

Residential units are not proposed with this project. J

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a 51gn1ﬁcant 1mpact (individually or cumulatlvely)
relative to educational facilities/services?

|:| Less than significant with project mitigation |Z| Less than significant/No Impact
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SERVICES - 4. Fire/Sheriff Services

SETTING/IMPACTS

Could the project create st’afﬁng or response time problems at the fire station or sheriff's
substation serving the project site?

Are there any special fire or law enforcement problems associated with the project or the
general area?

Otherv factors?

- STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

] Revenue & Finance Code, Title 4 — Chapter 4.92 (Fire Protection Facilities Fee)

] MITIGATIOI\{ MEASURES ‘ OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Nearest Fire Station is 2.12 miles away at 4433 Admiralty Way, Marina del Rey, CA 90292
Nearest Sheriff Station is 0.5 miles away at 13851Fiji Way, Marina del Rey, CA 90292

CONCLUSION

g

Considering the above information, could the pI‘Q]GCt have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
relative to fire/sheriff services?

|:| Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No Impact
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SERVICES - 5. Utilities/Other Services

SETTING/IMPACTS

~J

Is the project site in an area known to have an inadequate public water supply to meet
domestic needs or to have an inadequate ground water supply and proposes water wells?

There is existing water service to serve.the project site.

Is the project site in an area known to have an inadequate Water supply and/or pressure to
meet fire ﬁghtmg needs? :

Could the pI‘O_] ject create problems with providing utlhty serv1ces such as electricity, gas,
or propane? _ : s

All utility services are available at the existing site.

Are there any other known service problem areas (e.g., solid waste)?

The existing sewer line may be undersized,

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 1mpacts assocmted with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public services or facilities (e.g., fire
protection, police protection, schools, parks, roads)?

_ Existing government facilities are proposed to be moved in conjunction with this project.

Other factors? |

" STANDARD CODE REQﬁIREMENTS

[] Plumbing Code, Title 28 — Chapters 3,6 & 12
[] Utilities Code, T1tle 20 — Divisions 1, 4 & 4a (Water, Solid Waste, Garbage Disposal Dlstrlcts)

] MITIGATION MEASURES [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

1
'

[ ] Lot Size | ] Projéct Design - [ water Pu'rveyor Will-serve Letter

CONCLUSION | ,;
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

~ relative to utilities services?

, |:| Less than significant with project mitigation |:| Less than significant/No IrﬁpaCt
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OTHER FACTORS - 1. General
SETTING/IMPACTS | ’ ”

Will the project result in an inefficient use of energy resources?

Will the project result in a major change in the patterns, scale or character of the general
area or community?

The building is larger than those in the surrounding area.

Will the project result in a significant reduction in the amount of agricultural land?

Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[] California State Administrative Code, Title 24, Part 5, T-20 (Energy Conservation)

L] MITIGATION MEASURES I:] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ 1Lot Size [_] Project Design [ ] Compatible Use
CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
- the physical env1ronment due to any of the above factors? :

. \
|:] Less than significant with project mitigation EI Less than significant/No Impact
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SETTING/IMPACTS
. No Maybe

X O

0 X

OTHER FACTORS - 2. Environmental Safety

Are any hazardous materials used, transported, produced, handled, or stored on-site?
Gasoline and diesel fuel will be stored at the site. In addition, hazardous materials
related to boat repair may also be stored on the site. :

Are any pressurized tanks to be used or any hazardous wastes stored on-site?
There are no pressurized tanks proposed for the project site.

Are any residential units, schools, or hospitals located within 500 feet'and potentially
adversely affected?
Apartments are located approximately 1,440 feet northeast of the site.

. Have there been previous uses that indicate residual soil toxicity of the site or is the site

located within two miles downstream of a known groundwater contamination source
within the same watershed?

_Fuel tanks related to the parcel’s previous use leaked into the soil.

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment involving
the accidental release of hazardous materials into the environment?
There is a potential for the release of fuel into Marina waters.

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would
create a significant hazard to the public or environment? (

EnviroStor Database. :

Would the project result in a safety hazard for people in a project area located within an
airport land use plan, within two miles of a publlc or public use alrport or within the
vicinity of a private airstrip?

Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? '

Other factors?

D MITIGATION MEASURES ’ OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ] Phase 1 Environmental Assessment  [X] Toxic Clean-up Plan -
CONCLUSION r

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact relative to public saféty? ‘

|:| Less than significant with project mitigation- ' D Less than significant/No Impact
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OTHER FACTORS - 3. Land Use

SETTING/IMPACTS
No Maybe : .
, . [ N ,
] ] Can the project be found to be inconsistent with the plan designation(s) of the subject
property?
The current Land Use Deszgnatzon of Parcels 52 and GG does not allow for the
proposed project.
o Can the project be found to be 1ncons1stent with the Zoning demgnatlon of the subject
| n property? |

|

Can the prOJect be found to be 1ncon51stent with the followmg apphcable land use
criteria: ‘

Hillside Management Criteria? /
SEA Conformance Criteria?

Other?
/

X X X

X

* Would the proj ect‘physically divide an established community?

O O OO0

Other factors?

(] MITIGATION MEASURES - O OTHER'CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION

Considering the above 1nformat10n could the project have a significant 1mpact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to land use factors?

D Less than significant with project mitigation |:| Less than significant/No Impact

24 : ©1/8/09




OTHER FACTORS -4, Population)Housing/Emplovment/Recre’ation

 SETTING/IMPACTS

|

Could the project cumulativelyyexceed official re gional or local population projections?

Could the project induce substantial direct or indirect growth in an area (e. g., through
projects in an undeveloped area or extension of major infrastructure)?

- Could the project displace existing housing, espeéially affordable housing?

Could the project result in substantial job/housing imbalance or substantial increase in
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)? ‘

Could the project require new or expanded recreational facilities for future residents?

Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction
. of replacement housing elsewhere? |

Other factors?

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to population, housing, employment, or recreational factors?

: |:| Less than significant with project mitigation z| Less than significant/No Impact
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

{
Based on this Initial Study, the following findings are made:

Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

N

Does the project have possible environmental effects that are individually limited but

cumulatively considerable? "Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental

effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the
* effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable
~ future projects.

Cumulative traffic impacts may be significant

Will the environmental effects of the project cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly? ’

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the environment? ‘ :

D Less than significant with project mitigation |:| Less than significant/No Impact
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1. Project Description

1. Project Description
1.1. Project Title

Boat Central

1.2. Lead Agency

County of Los Angeles

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1346
Los Angeles, California 90012

1.3. Lead Agency Contact Person

Michael Tripp

County of Los Angeles

Department of Regional Planning

320 West Temple Street, Room 1346
Los Angeles, California 90012
Telephone: (213) 974-4813

Fax: (213) 626-0434

E-mail: mtripp@planning.lacounty.gov

1.4. Project Location

The project is located in the County of Los Angeles within Marina del Rey. The project site is located at 13483
Fiji Way, west of the intersection of Admiralty Way and Fiji Way. The site can be accessed via the 90 Freeway
and Lincoln Boulevard. Exhibit 1, Regional Location Map, depicts the location of the project site within Southern
California. Exhibit 2, Project Vicinity Map, depicts the project’s location within Marina del Rey.

1.5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address

The project site is the subject of a long-term lease. The property Lessee, MDR Boat Central, and the property
owner, the County of Los Angeles, are considered co-applicants for this project.

MDR Boat Central

Tom Hogan and Jeff Pence
3416 Via Lido, Suite G
Newport Beach, CA 92660

County of Los Angeles

Department of Beaches and Harbors
Attn: Gary Brockman

13837 Fiji Way

Los Angeles, CA 90292

1.6. General Plan Designation

The project site is designated “Specific Plan” by the County of Los Angeles General Plan.
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1. Project Description
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1. Project Description
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1. Project Description

1.7. Zoning Designation

The project site is zoned “Specific Plan” by the County of Los Angeles Zoning Code. The project is located
within the Marina del Rey Specific Plan (Local Coastal Program). The Local Coastal Program designation for
the site is “Public Facilities.”

1.8. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting

Marina del Rey is home to more than 5,000 pleasure boats and a diverse array of land uses including but not
limited to: hotels, restaurants, office and commercial centers, residential uses, and public parks, beaches and
bike paths. Marina del Rey is a fairly urbanized area currently undergoing a great deal of redevelopment. The
community of Venice is located northwest of Marina del Rey, and Playa Vista is located to the southeast. Los
Angeles International Airport is located approximately four miles southeast of Marina del Rey.

A public boat storage facility and public boat launch ramp is located immediately east and north of the site. A
West Marine boat maintenance and repair facility is located to the west. A number of wet boat slips are located
in front of the West Marine facility within Basin H. Fisherman’s Village and the Villa Venetia apartment complex
are located further west of the site, along Fiji Way. Government facilities including the Coast Guard, the County
Sheriff and the County Department of Beaches and Harbors offices are also located to the west of the site along
Fiji Way. Area A of the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve is located immediately south of the site, across Fiji
Way. The South Bay Bike Trail, one of the County’s busiest bike paths, runs adjacent to the site along Fiji Way.
Burton Chace Park is located across Basin H, northwesterly of the project site. The park contains picnic areas,
paved walkways, a banquet/meeting facility, a snack bar and public restrooms. Additional dry storage in Marina
del Rey is provided on parcels 77 and 95. Parcel 77 is located directly across Basin H. Parcel 95 is located
approximately 1.25 miles northwest of the project site, at the intersection of Via Dolce and Washington
Boulevard.

1.9. Project Description
1.9.1. Existing Setting

The project site is approximately 4.2 acres in size (3.09 acres of land and 1.11 acres of water), and is comprised
of 2 parcels, hereinafter referred to as Parcel 52R and Parcel GG. The topography of the site ranges from a
height of 15 feet above sea level at the southern portion of the site, sloping down to a height of seven feet
above sea level at the northern portion of the site, adjacent to the water. The waterside portion of the site is
located within Basin H of the marina, which is the first easterly basin within the marina.

Parcel 52R is oriented to the west and is currently developed with a public parking lot containing 237 parking
spaces; there is no charge for parking on Parcel 52R. The parking is primarily utilized for charter fishing tours.
Motor homes and vans also utilize the parking on a transient basis. The majority of the site is paved, however a
small grassy berm runs parallel to Basin H, and approximately 20 mature palm trees are located on the berm.
Access to the site is provided via two driveways along Fiji Way.

Parcel GG is oriented to the east and is currently developed with the Marina del Rey Sheriff's Station,
maintenance shop and maintenance/storage yard. Additionally, five office trailers used by the Los Angeles
County Department of Beaches and Harbors are located on the site. A limited number of parking spaces are
located on Parcel GG. These parking spaces are utilized by Sheriff and County employees. No public parking is
located on Parcel GG.

In addition to the land side parcels, a portion of the water that fronts the Parcels 52R and GG is also a part of
the project site. The waterside uses include a dock utilized by charter fishing ventures and a separate dock that
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1. Project Description

is utilized by the Sheriff's Department. The existing setting of the site is depicted on Exhibit 3, Existing Site Plan.
Photographs of the project site and surrounding area are provided as Exhibits 4, 5 and 6.

1.9.2. Project Overview

The Boat Central project involves five main development components including: a dry stack boat storage facility,
mast-up sailboat storage, an office and customer lounge, a Sheriff's Boatwright/Lifeguard Facility, and a public
promenade. The Boat Central project is one of the first of its kind on the west coast and the project would
introduce a significant number of new boat storage spaces to Marina del Rey in a space saving fashion. The five
main components of the project are described in detail below. The proposed project is depicted on Exhibit 7 —
Proposed Site Plan. The following permits and approvals from the County of Los Angeles are being sought for
the project: Specific Plan Amendment, Local Coastal Program Amendment, Conditional Use Permit for the
Water front and Overlay Zone, Conditional Use Permit for the Dry-Stack Facility and Boatwright Building, and a
Parking Permit. The required discretionary permits and approvals required for the project are discussed in more
detail in Section 1.11 below.

a. Dry Stack Boat Storage

The dry stack boat storage facility would be located on Parcel 52R and would provide boat storage spaces
within the dry stack boat storage structure. The boat storage facility would accommodate up to 345 boats and
28 boat trailers and an indoor boat repair facility. The interior of the boat storage structure would be somewhat
modular, and capable of accommodating varying sizes of boats based on demand. The focus is providing for
smaller boats from 20 to 35 feet in length with the maximum size limited to about 40 feet in length. The boat
storage structure has been designed with an over the water component which facilitates the transfer of boats by
a crane from the storage structure to the water and vice versa. New dock structures would be constructed to
allow for conveyance of people to and from their boats, and temporary queuing of boats. Permanent wet slips
are not proposed.

Upon request or reservation, the boats will be delivered from the structure to the dock. The new dock structure
would extend up to 200 feet into Basin H on the western side of the site, which is commensurate with the
adjacent docks in front of the West Marine facility. The new docks would extend up to 102 feet into the basin on
the eastern side of the site. The proposed structure would be approximately 70 feet in height. A gantry crane,
track and protective covering will be approximately 12 feet taller than the roof covering the rest of the structure.
Due to the gentle slope of the project site, which descends approximately 7 feet from the street to the bulkhead,
the dry stack structure will be approximately 63 feet tall from Fiji Way to about 70 feet tall along the water. The
crane and protective covering will range from approximately 75 feet to 82 feet in height. Finally, because of the
gentle slope of the project site, which descends approximately seven feet from the street to the bulkhead, the
dry stack structure will be approximately 63 feet tall from Fiji Way to about 70 feet tall along the water. Due to
the differential in the grade of the site, the crane and protective covering will range from approximately 75 feet to
82 feet in height. The crane, which spans the central 60 feet of the dry stack structure and runs its length, will
reach a height of around 80 feet. Per LACC 822.46.1880, the height of the crane is not regulated. To improve
aesthetics and reduce the escape of interior noise, a protective structure will enclose the crane. This structural
feature is appurtenant to the roof of the dry stack structure and will envelope the central corridor within which
the crane will maneuver. This screening is common to improve the appearance and silhouette of the building
and ensure protection of the crane from the elements. The boat storage structure would protrude into Basin H
and overhang the water in an articulated manner. The structure would overhang by approximately 45 feet on the
eastern side, and approximately 97 feet on the western side. Along Fiji Way, the structure frontage would be
approximately 138 feet.
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1. Project Description
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1. Project Description

-"J

oyl |u|

Photo 1 - View to the North from the southwest corner of the existing
parking lot, across the channel towards Mindanao Way.

Photo 2 - View to the East from the western edge of the existing park-
ing lot, towards existing Harbor offices/Sheriff’s Boatwright facility.

Exhibit 4 — Photographs of Project Site and Surrounding Area—1
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1. Project Description

Photo 3 - View south through parking lot towards entrance to site on
Fiji Way. Across Fiji Way to the south is the Ballona Wetlands
Ecological Reserve.

Photo 4 - View west along Fiji Way from existing site driveway.
Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve to the south (left) across Fiji
Way.

Exhibit 5 — Photographs of Project Site and Surrounding Area — 2
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1. Project Description

Photo 5 - View from Northern edge of parking lot looking northeast
across channel towards public boat launch ramp, high rise buildings
on Admiralty Way. Sheriff’s Boatwright and docks showing to the
east (right).

Photo 6 - View from Northern edge of parking lot looking northwest
at charter boat dock and across channel towards Mindanao Way.

Exhibit 6 — Photographs of Project Site and Surrounding Area — 3
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1. Project Description
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1. Project Description

The structure would include an architectural cladding of translucent polycarbonate or a similar material. Sunlight
would penetrate the material, providing a well-lit and sheltered workspace. The polycarbonate also filters UV
rays and resists salt corrosion, which increases the longevity of the structure. The visual bulk of the facility is
broken up because the boat facility has been designed with polycarbonate panels, which effectively break down
the structure’s mass into planes. The long ends of the polycarbonate panels are able to slide, giving the
impression that they are floating free. The design of the structure is such that the panels are able to slide and fit
together such that they form planes that break up the structure’s mass. Two shades of panels are planned for
the structure, which will aid in visually separating the planes from one another. The shades of material are grey
and white. Some portions of the structure (plaster walls and portions of the structure) will have a dark blue/grey
color; however, the predominant colors of the structure are grey and white.

A 3,150-square-foot indoor boat repair facility will be located within three bays (each approximately 35 feet by
30 feet) on the ground floor of the boat storage structure. Having the boat repair facility indoors prevents
pollutant escape and controls Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). The project will include a new pump out
facility for boat waste and a fueling station to allow boaters to fill up with fuel. An underground fuel tank will be
placed on the landside of the site in the parking lot near the bulkhead and docks. The precise placement of the
fuel tank has not been determined.

b. Mast Up Sail Boat Storage

Storage for mast-up sail boats would be provided on Parcel GG. The sail boat storage would be located within a
gated area, and would contain 30 dry storage spaces. Unlike the dry stack structure, the sail boats would be
stored directly on the ground, and would not be stacked. The proposed sail boat storage spaces are ten feet
wide by 30 feet long. A fixed land-side hoist will convey boats to the water. A boat wash down facility will also be
incorporated into the sail boat storage area. The wash down facility will be located underneath the boat hoist,
and will provide an opportunity to wash boats once removed from the water. The runoff from the wash down
facility will be filtered then diverted to the sanitary sewer system; the runoff will not discharge into the marina.
The project will also include the creation of two off-site public boat wash down facilities. It is anticipated that the
public wash down facilities will be located at the adjacent public boat launch ramp. The off-site wash down
facilities may be located elsewhere at the discretion of the County.

C. Office and Customer Lounge

In addition to the dry stack boat storage structure, a building will house the office and customer lounge and the
Sheriff's Boatwright/Lifeguard facility. The building will be located on the southeastern edge of the site, on
Parcel GG. The building will be two-stories, and will front Fiji Way. The building will be approximately 106 feet
by 50 feet in size. The building will be divided into two distinct components, including the office and customer
lounge, and the Sheriff's Boatwright/Lifeguard facility. The customer lounge will include a visitor reception
facility, showers, restrooms, and personal lockers. The visitor lounge will be approximately 2,320 square feet,
and will be located on the first floor of the building. An office for the boat storage facility will be located on the
second floor of the building. The office will be approximately 750 square feet, and will be utilized for
administrative purposes only.

d. Sheriff’s Boatwright/Lifeguard Facility

The new 2,835 square foot Sheriff's Boatwright/Lifeguard shop will be located in the same building as the office
and customer lounge. A 430 square foot area for Sheriff's offices will be located on the second floor. A fenced
Boatwright yard will be located immediately north of the building. The yard will be approximately 2,200 square
feet and will allow for maintenance and repair operations for the Sheriff's Boatwright/Lifeguard facility.
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1. Project Description

e. Public Promenade

Public access will be provided across the site along Fiji Way, and via a landscaped public promenade along the
western edge of the site. All development within the marina is required to provide pedestrian access to the
shoreline, except where public safety is an overriding consideration.! Because of the project's components,
including the heavy machinery associated with the dry stack crane and the sailboat hoist, interface with
pedestrians would create potentially dangerous conditions. Therefore, to ensure public safety, a waterfront
promenade is not feasible.

However, the project will still provide a promenade that overlooks that marina. The public promenade will be
approximately 32 feet wide by approximately 200 feet long and will provide a walking path and landscaping. A
small park will be located at the terminus of the walking path overlooking the marina. Approximately five feet of
vegetation, including a row of shrubs and trees will be placed alongside the dry-stack facility as a buffer, and will
help lead the public to the waterfront area. Signage will be placed to notify the public of the park’s existence and
their ability to utilize the public park. The park will include hardscape features including a picnic area with
benches.

f. Construction Schedule

Construction of the Project, including demolition, is expected to take approximately 11 months, with an
anticipated completion date in late 2011 or early 2012. The Department of Beaches and Harbors plans to
relocate existing Sheriff and Lifeguard functions to a nearby location during construction and clean-up.
Construction staging is expected to be limited to worker parking as well as periodic, short-term storage of
materials. The staging area will likely be onsite or in an area of the adjacent launch ramp property or Parcel 77.
Construction activities and staging are not expected to result in any closure of the nearby bike path that runs
along Fiji Way past the Property. Accordingly, the Project is in accordance with LACC 22.46.1880 which
requires that the regional bicycle trail be retained or reconstructed as part of any redevelopment in the
development zone.

1.10. Statement of Objectives

Identified below are goals and objectives related to the proposed project:
- Develop State-of-the-Art Dry Stack Boat Storage Facility
- Development of a boat storage facility incorporating boater-friendly, water-oriented design
- Bring a new option of boat storage to the Marina del Rey boating community
- Bring a new level of service to the Marina del Rey boating community
- Increase the number of boat storage spaces within Marina del Rey
- Provide docking facilities that are compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
- Encourage recreational boating and visitation and use of the Marina’s retail, restaurants and public
facilities in the project vicinity

1.11. Discretionary Approvals Required

Discretionary approvals are required to implement the proposed development project. These concurrent or
subsequent approvals shall be within the scope of the Environmental Impact Report.

1 Marina del Rey Local Coastal Program, Section e 1, Shoreline Pedestrian Access, page 1-7.
12 January 2009



1. Project Description

a. Specific Plan Amendment

An Amendment to the Specific Plan is required to allow a change of land use classification from Public Facilities
to Boat Storage? with the Waterfront Overlay Zone (the “WOZ")3 on the Land Side to allow for the dry stack
storage use and to expand along Fiji Way, the WOZ pattern which current exists on the two Parcels immediately
west (Parcels 53 and 54). Additionally, the County is requesting an Amendment to the Specific Plan to add the
Public Facilities land use classification to Parcel 49M to allow for the development of the Department of
Beaches and Harbors headquarters (a portion of which is currently housed in Parcel GG) on this site.

Table 1 - Proposed Changes to Land Use Classification

. Land Use Classification
Property Size
From To
Water Side 1.11 acres Water Water
Land Side 3.09 acres Public Facilities Boat Storage + WOZ
b. Local Coastal Program Amendment - Project Specific

An amendment to the LCP, approved by the Commission, is necessary to allow for the amendment to the
Specific Plan as described above. As stated in the Specific Plan, “amendments to the County Code that affect
sections cited in this Specific Plan shall not apply to this Specific Plan until certified as amendments to the LCP
by the California Coastal Commission.” To maintain LCP consistency, along with the Specific Plan Amendment,
the LUP shall have to be updated to reflect the change of classification on the property from Public Facilities to
Boat Storage with the WOZ and to add the Public Facilities classification to Parcel 49M. This would include but
may not be limited to updating the description of the Mindanao Development Zone in the Specific Plan and the
LUP as well as the labeling of Exhibits 2, 12, 13 & 17 in the Specific Plan and Maps 7, 16, 17 and 21 in the LUP.
Table 2 below provides a summary of the changes to the LCP. Table 3 below provides a summary of changes
to the Local Implementation Plan (“LIP”). Proposed deletions are indicated by strikeeut, and proposed additions
are indicated with bold typeface. Exhibit 8 — Proposed LCP Land Use Designations (page 19) depicts the
existing and proposed land use designations for the site.

C. Local Coastal Program Amendment - Marina-Wide

The Applicant requests changes to the Water land use classification to allow boat storage facilities on a parcel's
water side. Specifically, the Amendment request includes: 1) a text amendment to LACC §22.46.1670.B to add
“Dry stack storage attached to a landside structure” to the list of Permitted Uses; and 2) a text amendment to
LACC §22.46.1690 to allow dry stack storage facilities on the water-designated portion of a parcel at the heights
allowed by the land use category on the land side of a parcel.5

2 Marina del Rey Specific Plan, LACC §22.46.1480.

3 Marina del Rey Specific Plan, LACC §22.46.1700.

4 LACC 822.46.1030

5 The primary land use category on the land side is Boat Storage. Per §22.46.1490, Boat Storage allows heights to “a maximum
of 25 feet, except that dry stack storage uses may be allowed a maximum of 75 feet when allowed by Site-Specific Development
Guidelines.” Per §22.46.1880, the Site-Specific Development Guidelines for the Property allow heights up to 75 feet when an
expanded view corridor is provided.
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1. Project Description

Table 2 — Proposed Amendments to the Marina del Rey Land Use Plan

SECTION (PAGE)

| PROPOSED CHANGE

LUP Text Amendments

A.1. Shoreline Access (Page 1-3)

Public (County) property, subject to restrictions —
Parcel 6G 49M atthe-eastern-end-of BasinH.

A.1. Shoreline Access (Page 1-6)

Public safety concerns dictate excluding the public from areas
maintaining potentially hazardous activities, such as boat yards, dry
stack storage facilities, maintenance yards, flood control projects,
Southern California Gas Company facilities, and private launching
facilities.

A.1. Shoreline Access (Page 1-6)

Minimum Awareness: Shoreline adjacent to private and commercial uses
like apartments, and-boat clubs: and dry stack facilities.

A.1. Shoreline Access (Page 1-7)

3. All development in the existing Marina shall be designed to improve
access to and along the shoreline. All development adjacent to the
bulkhead in the existing Marina shall provide pedestrian access ways,
benches and rest areas along the bulkhead:, except where safety may
be compromised, such as boatyards and dry stack facilities.

A.2. Recreation & Visitor-Serving
Facilities
(Page 2-5)

Lot 52R is being proposed as the site for a dry stack facility. the-new

- The
Waterfront Overlay Zone is applled to the landside portlon of this
parcel in order to insure that opportunities for public access are not
limited except with respect to the allocated development intensity.
If a use other than Boat Storage is proposed a same-size Boat
Storage facility shall be located elsewhere in Marina del Rey. A The
new offlce will be relocated to Parcel 49M neeessﬁated—whemhe

A.2. Recreation & Visitor-Serving
Facilities (Page 2-6)

FIGURE 3

COUNTY OWNED PARKING LOTS
Lot Parcel  Address

4 49M 13500 Mindanao Way

Remarks
Replacement Parking
(124 existing, 103 Pcl FF)

59 13051 Eiij \A[ay 245 empeFap‘( PaF(.Hg
e ovoTT

Capacity
227 (min.)

A.2. Recreation & Visitor-Serving
Facilities (Page 2-8)

No designated public parking areas, including, but not limited to Lots OT,
UR or FF, except for Temporary Parking areas, shall be converted to

A.3. Recreational Boating
(Page 3-3)

uses other than public parking or public park purposes.

beat dry-stacked-storage-facility- A dry stack storage facility is
proposed for Parcel 52R and mast-up storage with an on-site launch
hoist is proposed for Parcel GG. The Water Overlay Zone will
provide an opportunity for other potential visitor serving amenities
of a limited character (such as a beverage facility at the park, boat

rentals, bike rentals, and the like).
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1. Project Description

SECTION (PAGE)

PROPOSED CHANGE

A.3. Recreational Boating
(Page 3-5)

Deck storage for sailboats may be constructed on a portion of parcel 49
and dry stack storage may be constructed on parcels 52R, GG 53-or on
other parcels with a marine commercial or visitor serving commercial

designation, as long as public-parking-and views are preserved and
adequate public parking is made available.

C.8. Land Use Plan
(Page 8-11)

Water: Permitting recreational uses, wet boat slips, dry stack storage
attached to a landside structure, docking and fueling of boats, flood
control and light marine commercial.

C.8. Land Use Plan
9. Mindanao DZ
(Page 8-18)

WOZ Parcel 52R - PublicFacilityBoat Storage
- Water

WOZ Parcel GG - PRublicFacilityBoat Storage
- Water

C.8. Land Use Plan
9. Mindanao DZ
(Page 8-18)

Parcel 49M - Parking
- Public Facilities

LUP Map Amendments

C.8. Land Use Plan

(Map 17: Mindanao DZ Land Use)

(Maps 7, 16 & 21)

52R
52R

land): Boat Storage + Waterfront Overlay
water): Water
GG (land): Boat Storage + Waterfront Overlay
GG (water): Water

—_~ e~ o~ —~

C.8. Land Use Plan

(Map 17: Mindanao DZ Land Use)

(Maps 7 & 16)

49M: Parking + Public Facilities

LIP Text Amendments

LACC 22.46.1080

- Water: A category for recreational use, wet boat slips, dry stack
storage attached to a landside structure, docking and fueling of boats,
flood control and light marine commercial.

LACC 22.46.1670.B

B. The following permitted uses:

- Bicycle and pedestrian path rights-of-way

- Boat docks, piers;

- Boating-related equipment storage;

- Dry stack storage attached to a landside structure;

- Public view areas;

- Schools for boating, sailing and other marine-related activities in which
teaching is done on the water;

- Wet slips.

LACC 22.46.1690

These standards shall apply for all uses in the Water category:

- Building height is limited to a maximum of 15 feet, except that dry
stack storage facilities shall be allowed at heights permitted by
the land use category on the land side of the parcel;

- Development of new boat slips must be accompanied by adequate
parking and land-side facilities, including boater restrooms.
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1. Project Description

SECTION (PAGE) PROPOSED CHANGE

LACC 22.46.1880 - Parcel 52R
Categories: Public-FacilittesBoat Storage
Waterfront Overlay
Water
- Parcel GG
Categories: Public-FacilitiesBoat Storage
Waterfront Overlay
Water

LACC 22.46.1880 - Parcel 49M
Categories: Parking
Public Facilities

LACC 22.46.1880 Required public improvements:

-- On Parcels 52R, GG, 53 and 54, said promenade shall only be
constructed along the water if determined to be safe. -and-shall-cennect
the-promenade-to-Fiji-Way- Access to the waterfront shall be
provided along the property line between Parcels 52R and 53. A view
park shall be constructed in lieu of the promenade.

-- In the event that a dry stack facility is not constructed on Parcel
52R, no other use may be established until such time as a new site
for a dry stack facility is designated in Marina del Rey.

LIP Map Amendments

Section (Map Name) Proposed Change
LACC 22.46 52R (land): Boat Storage + Waterfront Overlay
(Exhibit 2: Land Use Plan) 52R (water): Water
(Exhibit 13: Mindanao DZ) GG (land): Boat Storage + Waterfront Overlay
(Exhibits 12 & 17) GG (water): Water

LACC 22.46 49M: Parking + Public Facilities
(Exhibit 2: Land Use Plan)
(Exhibit 13: Mindanao DZ)
(Exhibit 12)
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1. Project Description

Table 3 — Local Implementation Plan (LIP) Text Amendments

Section (Page)

‘ Current Text

‘ Proposed Change

LIP Text Amendments

22.46.1680

Property in the Water category may be

used for:

A. The following uses, provided a

conditional use permit has first been

obtained as provided in Part 1 of Chapter

22.56, and while such permit is in full

force and effect in conformity with the

conditions of such permit for;

- Access to property lawfully used for a
purpose not permitted in the Water
category;

- Boat fuel docks;

- Boat repair docks;

- Boathouses, rowing clubs and facilities

associated with crew racing;

Docking facilities for charter boats,

sightseeing tours, party boats, etc.;

- Oil and gas wells and observation

facilities;

Publicly owned uses necessary to the

maintenance of the public health,

convenience or general welfare;

- Signs as provided in Part 10 of Chapter
22.52 and in 822.46.1060 of this
Specific Plan.

Property in the Water category may be used

for:

A. The following uses, provided a conditional

use permit has first been obtained as provided

in Part 1 of Chapter 22.56, and while such

permit is in full force and effect in conformity

with the conditions of such permit for:

- Access to property lawfully used for a
purpose not permitted in the Water category;

- Boat fuel docks;

- Boat repair docks;

- Boat storage, including dry stack

- Boathouses, rowing clubs and facilities
associated with crew racing;

- Docking facilities for charter boats,
sightseeing tours, party boats, etc.;

- Oil and gas wells and observation facilities;

- Publicly owned uses necessary to the
maintenance of the public health,
convenience or general welfare;

- Signs as provided in Part 10 of Chapter
22.52 and in §22.46.1060 of this Specific
Plan.

22.46.1690 These standards shall apply for all uses | These standards shall apply for all uses in the
in the Water category: Water category:
- Building height is limited to a maximum | - Building height is limited to a maximum of 15
of 15 feet; feet, except that dry stack storage
- Development of new boat slips must be | facilities shall be allowed at heights
accompanied by adequate parking and permitted by the land use category on the
land-side facilities, including boater land side of the parcel;
restrooms. - Development of new boat slips must be
accompanied by adequate parking and land-
side facilities, including boater restrooms.
22.46.1880 - Parcel 52 Parcel 52R
Categories: Public Facilities Categories: Public-Facilities
Water Boat Storage
- Parcel GG Waterfront Overlay
Categories: Public Facilities Water
Water Parcel GG
Categories: Public-Facilities
Boat Storage
Waterfront Overlay
Water

17
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1. Project Description

Section (Page) Current Text Proposed Change
22.46.1880 - On Parcels 53 and 54, said - On Parcels GG, 52R, 53 and 54, said
Required public promenade shall only be constructed promenade shall only be constructed along
improvements: along the water if determined to be the water if determined to be safe. A and
safe, and shall connect the shall-connectthe promenade to-Fij-Aay
promenade to Fiji Way along the along the property line between Parcels
property line between Parcels 52 and 52R and 53 shall connect Fiji Way to the
53. waterfront.
LIP MAP AMENDMENTS
Section (Map Title) Current Map Labels Proposed Change
22.46 52R (land): Public Facilities 52R (land):  Boat Storage +
(Exhibit 2: Land Use Plan) | 52R (water):  Water Waterfront Overlay
(Exhibit 13: Mindanao DZ) | GG (land): Public Facilities 52R (water):  Water
(Exhibits 12 & 17) GG (water):  Water GG (land): Boat Storage +
Waterfront Overlay
GG (water):  Water
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1. Project Description

d. Conditional Use Permits

Per LACC §22.46.1480, regarding Boat Storage uses, a Conditional Use Permit (a “CUP”) is required for dry
stack boat storage buildings and publicly owned uses necessary to the maintenance of the public health,
convenience or general welfare (the Boatwright facility). Further, per LACC 822.46.1680, regarding Water uses,
the Project will require a CUP to allow for ancillary, dockside fueling of tenants’ boats.

e. Coastal Development Permit

Approval of a Coastal Development Permit (“CDP”") is required to permit construction within the Specific Plan
area,® to evoke the authority to locate the pedestrian promenade away from the waterfront in the interest of
public safety,” and to allow a structure within 15 feet of the bulkhead.® The LUP requires that all applications for
development go through the Coastal Development Permit process and provide evidence of consistency with
Coastal Act policies and the LCP®. The Applicant requests that the CDP be conditioned to allow only those uses
allowed for in the Boat Storage land use category under this CDP, providing assurance to the community as to
the scope of the Project.

f. Parking Permit

A Parking Permit will be requested to permit the provision of on-site parking at a ratio of 0.36 cars per boat
space as well as valet parking.1% The use of valet parking would be instituted only in select instances to ensure
that parking demand does not reach capacity. Per the Architectural Standards, dry land boat storage uses must
provide parking at a rate of one-half car parking space per boat space provided! and per the LACC spaces
shall be required for the Boatwright portion of the accessory facility as determined by the Director of Planning2.

g. Setback Variance

A variance will be requested to allow for variation from the standards of LACC 822.46.1490 which sets forth a
rear setback of 5 feet. The over-the-water design of the boat storage structure does not comply with this
requirement, when measured from the bulkhead. While the Property’s leasehold “property line” extends some
200 feet into the basin channel, the Applicant takes a conservative approach in measuring the setback from the
edge of the Land Side. Further, the Variance request is in line with the requirements of the Architectural
Standards which state that no structure be permitted within 15 feet from the face of the bulkhead.

1.12. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval Is Required

In addition to an amendment to the Local Coastal Program, other discretionary approvals are required to
implement the proposed development project. Other public agencies whose review or approval is required
include:

California Coastal Commission

Army Corps of Engineers

Regional Water Quality Control Board
California Department of Fish and Game
United States Coast Guard

6 Marina del Rey Specific Plan, LACC Section 22.46.1110.

7Per LACC 22.46.1160, relocation of public access can be incorporated into the conditions of a CDP.
8 Manual of Architectural Standards, Page 52.

9 Marina del Rey Land Use Plan, February 8, 1996: page 8-9.

10 Marina del Rey Specific Plan, LACC Chapter 22.56 Part 7.

11 Manual of Architectural Standards, Page 10.

12| ACC 22.52.1220
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2. Initial Study Checklist

2. Initial Study Checklist

The Initial Study and Notice of Preparation for the project were prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines
§15063 which states:

“Following preliminary review, the lead agency shall conduct an initial study to determine if the project may have
a significant effect on the environment. If the lead agency can determine that an EIR will clearly be required for
the project, an initial study is not required but still may be desirable.

The County of Los Angeles, as lead agency, has determined that there is substantial evidence that the
proposed project may cause a significant effect on the environment. Based on this determination, and in
accordance with CEQA Guidelines 815063, the lead agency is required to prepare an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR).

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by that project, involving at least one
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigation Incorporated”
as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

X]| Aesthetics [ ] | Mineral Resources

[ ]| Agricultural Resources X] | Noise

DX | Air Quality [ ] | Population / Housing

X1 | Biological Resources X] | Public Services

[ 1| Cultural Resources Xl | Recreation

X | Geology / Soils X | Transportation / Traffic

X | Hazards and Hazardous Materials DX | Utilities / Service Systems

X | Hydrology / Water Quality Xl | Mandatory Findings of Significance
DX | Land Use / Planning
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2. Initial Study Checklist

Environmental Determination (to be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

L]

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

L]

| find that although the proposed project COULD have a significant effect on the environment, there will not
be a significant effect in this case because revisions to the project have been made by or agreed to by the
applicant. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based
on the earlier analysis as described on the attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects 1) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and 2) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed
upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signed

% Mn Ternarny A6, 3577
V // Date _ /
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2. Initial Study Checklist

Evaluation of Environmental Impacts:

1.

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects
like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained
where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well
as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, the checklist answers must
indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant.
“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If
there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less than Significant Impact.”
The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less
than significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, “Earlier Analysis,” may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has
been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief
discussion should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such
effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

C. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,”
describe the mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent
to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential
impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should,
where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted
should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should
normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever
format is selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a. the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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2. Initial Study Checklist

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
|. AESTHETICS -- Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? X
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, X
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic
highway?
¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site X
and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would X

adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

[l. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

X

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use?

[1l. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?

X

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish
and Wildlife Service?
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c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

X

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in '15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to '15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?

€) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks
or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water?
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VIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code §65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing
or working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

VIIl. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level

which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
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g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

J) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

X. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would
be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan?

XI. NOISE - Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?
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XIl. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

XIIIl. PUBLIC SERVICES

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Parks?

Other public facilities?

XIV. RECREATION --

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a
substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard
established by the county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety
risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?
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g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
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3.1.

Environmental Analysis
Aesthetics

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? (Less Than Significant Impact)

The proposed project will introduce a boat storage structure on site as well as a two story
office/customer lounge and Sheriff's Boatwright/Lifeguard shop. The dry stack boat storage is planned
to be built on parcel 52R and would overhang over the marina by approximately 45 feet on the eastern
side, and approximately 97 feet on the western side. The boat storage facility has been designed to
accommodate up to 345 boats and 28 boat trailers.

The proposed structure would be approximately 70 feet in height. The gantry crane, track, and
protective covering will span approximately 61 feet in width, run the length of the building, and extend
approximately 82 feet in height at the highest point. The protective covering, or roof, will cover the
crane and track, and offer shielding from the elements. The roof covering the crane will be
approximately 12 feet taller than the roof covering the rest of the structure, which will be approximately
70 feet in height, as stated above. Finally, because of the gentle slope of the project site, which
descends approximately seven feet from the street to the bulkhead, the dry stack structure will be
approximately 63 feet tall from Fiji Way to about 70 feet tall along the water. Due to the differential in
the grade of the site, the crane and protective covering will range from approximately 75 feet to 82 feet
in height.

The structure will be visible from areas surrounding Basin H as well as from the marina. The
predominant building material for the boat storage facility will be translucent grey and white
polycarbonate panels, or a similar material, that allow for the absorption of light into the structure during
the day. The structure will also have plaster walls that are grey/dark blue in color; however, the
structure will be predominantly grey and white, as a majority of the structure will be comprised of the
panels. The office/customer lounge and Sheriff's Boatwright/Lifeguard shop will be comprised of a
combination of dark blue painted plaster walls and an insulated translucent plastic material. The
proposed development on site will decrease the view of the marina from Fiji Way compared to the
existing setting. Under the proposed project, approximately 50 percent of the site will remain open and
will provide view corridors to the water. The EIR will contain a detailed analysis of the project’s affect on
scenic vistas throughout Marina del Rey.

Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? (Less Than Significant Impact)

The Marina del Rey Local Coastal Program (LCP) characterizes Fiji Way as a scenic highway. Thus,
the project site is visible from a scenic highway and could potentially impact scenic views from the
highway to the water. The existing setting allows for uninterrupted views of the marina from Parcel 52R
across Basin H. These views will be impacted by the proposed project. However, as part of the
proposed project, a significant view corridor will be provided in accordance with the LCP. The EIR will
contain a detailed analysis of the project’s view corridors.

Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings? (Potentially Significant Impact))

The proposed boat storage project is consistent with adjacent uses which include a public boat launch,
dry storage, and a boat repair and maintenance facility. However, the project would add a new height
and mass component to Fiji Way that does not currently exist. The project has been designed to
maximize view corridors, and the boat storage structure will provide architectural articulation and
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varying colors to break up the massing. The project will limit views of Basin H from Fiji Way. A detailed
analysis of aesthetic impacts will be provided in the EIR, and will include visual simulations and
elevations of the proposed project. Aesthetics impacts are considered potentially significant.

Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area? (Potentially Significant Impact)

The boat storage structure has been designed with a unique architectural cladding that absorbs light
and allows it to penetrate through the structure, providing all necessary day time lighting. Approximately
40 footcandles of down light will be used to illuminate the storage facility at night. This nighttime lighting
will give the structure a soft glow. Light levels at night will be adequate to provide safe working levels
for the crane operation and staff. The parking lot will be lit at minimum legal levels. Additionally, cutoff
fixtures will be used in the parking lot and on the office/Boatwright building, which will direct light down
and will confine light to the project site. The materials used for the boat storage facility and the visitor
lounge/office and Boatwright facility will be made of non-reflective materials which absorb light,
reducing the amount of glare. It is not anticipated that the project will create a new source of substantial
glare, because non-reflective building materials will be used and reflective surfaces on site (such as
parked cars) will not be greater than current site conditions. Project lighting will be fully analyzed in the
EIR.

Agricultural Resources

Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to
non-agricultural use? (No Impact)

The project site is not identified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide
Importance. The site is already developed and is located in an urbanized area. No impacts on
agricultural resources will occur as a result of project implementation.

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? (No
Impact)

The project site is not located in an area zoned for agricultural use, nor is it under a Williamson Act
contract. No impacts will occur as a result of project implementation.

Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? (No Impact)

No farmland exists on or near the project site. No Farmland will be converted to non-agricultural use.
No impacts will occur as a result of project implementation.

Air Quality

Global climate change is essentially a change in the Earth’'s average weather, which can be measured by
changes in temperature, precipitation and wind. Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of
2006, called for the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to develop regulations regarding how the State of
California would address global climate change. Although there are currently no official thresholds or
methodologies for determining the significance of a project’s potential to contribute to greenhouse gasses in
CEQA documents, an analysis will be completed for the proposed project because it has the potential to
contribute to climate change. A full quantitative analysis will be performed in the Environmental Impact Report to
assess the project’s potential impacts to climate change.
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Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? (Less Than
Significant With Mitigation Incorporated)

Marina del Rey is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) and is subject to standards and
practices of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and the California Air
Resources Board (CARB). Additional regulations are governed by the EPA and Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG). SCAG has the primary responsibility for writing the federally
mandated Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). New development is required to comply with AQMP
standards. The project will be subject to all applicable regulations and standards.

The proposed project could potentially conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan. The project will result in new sources of emissions from operation of the mechanical
equipment on site, such as the crane, and from new boats in the marina. Emissions will also be
generated during the project construction. A detailed air quality report is in the process of being
prepared. The air quality report will assess the impacts of the project and will identify mitigation
measures to reduce impacts.

Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation? (Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated)

Both short-term (construction) and long-term (operation) of the proposed project could potentially
violate air quality standards and could contribute to air quality violations. The new boats that will utilize
the dry stack storage facility could increase the amount of pollutants in the project area because more
boats will be introduced to Marina del Rey. In addition, the operation of the crane that will move the
boats could also increase pollutants. It is important to note that the boat repair facility located inside the
boat storage structure will prevent pollutants from escaping and will control volatile organic compounds
(VOCs), which reduce the impacts of the project on air quality. The extent of project impacts will be
assessed in the project’s air quality study. See response to 3.3(a) above.

Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?
(Potentially Significant Impact)

The project could potentially result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria pollutants
during construction and thus, could impact air quality. Air quality impacts will be addressed in the
project’s air quality study and analyzed in detail in the EIR.

Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? (Less Than
Significant Impact))

The project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations because no sensitive
receptors exist near the project site. There are no schools within one quarter mile of the project site and
the nearest residential land use (Villa Venetia) is more than one quarter mile from the site. Impacts will
be less than significant.

Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? (Less Than
Significant Impact)

The project is not anticipated to generate objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of
people because the proposed project will not contain uses that are odor generating. The indoor boat
repair facility located inside the boat storage structure will allow for work on boats to take place inside,
which decreases the release of pollutants and odors.
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Biological Resources

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service? (Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated)

Several reports have been/are being prepared to assess the impact of the project on biological
resources. The Marine Biological Resource Assessment has been prepared jointly by Dr. Jeffrey Froke
and Mr. Rick Ware. This report analyzes the short-term and long-term impacts of the proposed project
on both terrestrial and marine species in the project area.

A bird study is in the process of being prepared by Dr. Jeffrey Froke. California Brown Pelicans and
California Least Terns are known to forage in Marina del Rey. Additionally, Great Blue Herons are
known to nest and forage within the area. However, no nests for California Brown Pelican, California
Least Terns or Great Blue Herons occur on the project site. This study will analyze how the proposed
project will impact several different bird species present in Marina del Rey, including but not limited to
the California Least Tern, the California Brown Pelican and the Great Blue Heron.

An Eelgrass and Invasive Algae Survey /Impact Assessment are "being prepared by Rick Ware. This
report represents the findings of the surveys conducted for the presence of eelgrass and invasive algae
on the project site. This report will also assess the potential environmental effects of construction and
long-term operation of the project.

A Wind Impact Assessment has been prepared by RWDI, which assesses the effect of the proposed
project on wind conditions at and near the project site. The assessment also analyzes the potential loss
of surface winds that may occur if the proposed project was to be completed. Mitigation measures will
be implemented to reduce impacts to species identified in the reports discussed above.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service? (Less Than Significant With Mitigation
Incorporated)

See response to 3.4 (a) above. The project’s impacts on biological resources will be analyzed in detail
in the EIR.

The Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve (Ballona) is located immediately south of the project site,
across Fiji Way. Project studies will focus on the indirect effect, and the potential impacts to Ballona.
The EIR will include a detailed analysis of the project's potential impacts on Ballona. Mitigation
measures focused on avoidance of impacts will be developed.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption or other means? (Less Than Significant With
Mitigation Incorporated)

The project involves fill of waters subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. As part of the
construction for the boat storage facility, several piles will be driven into the marina to secure the boat
storage structure and the new dock structure. Mitigation measures will be implemented to reduce the
impacts of the project. In addition, a Section 404 permit will be obtained for the project.
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Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites? (Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated)

The project site is not used as a wildlife corridor or wildlife nursery site. However, the site is adjacent to
the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve and wildlife may traverse the site to get to Basin H of the
marina. The project introduces development to the site which would reduce access to the marina.
However, approximately 50 percent of the site will remain open to the marina, which will allow access to
and from the marina. The project is not anticipated to substantially interfere with migratory corridors
because a large portion of the site will still be open to allow for the free movement of wildlife. The EIR
will analyze potential impacts.

Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as
a tree preservation policy or ordinance? (Less Than Significant Impact)

The proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources. See responses 3.4(a) through (d) above.

Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional or state habitat conservation plan?
(Less Than Significant Impact)

The proposed project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional or state habitat conservation
plan. The Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve is currently the subject of a habitat restoration planning
process. The current draft plans involve restoration of wetlands in Area A, which is located south of the
site across Fiji Way. The proposed project will not impact or restrict conservation/ restoration plans for
the wetlands.

Cultural Resources

The Local Costal Program (LCP) for Marina del Rey states that there are two known archaeological
sites partially within the LCP study area and two partially adjacent to the LCP study area. The LCP also
states that there is a limited potential for any additional archaeological and paleontological finds. A
Phase | Archeological study was conducted for the project by Matthew A. Boxt dated December 5,
2006. The survey and impact assessment was conducted to identify and evaluate any and all
archaeological sites and historic properties that might exist on the project site. The survey included a
review of records from the California State University (CSU) Fullerton South Central Coastal
Information Center, which yielded no documentation of archaeological sites or historic structures on the
project site. As described in the CSU Fullerton records, two archaeological surveys were conducted
within the general project area and no prehistoric archaeological sites have been identified within one-
quarter mile of the study tract.

The survey and impact assessment also involved a site visit by Mr. Boxt. The site was traversed in
north/south transects and all areas that could be reasonably expected to contain prehistoric cultural
resources were thoroughly inspected. As detailed in the report, no archaeological sites or isolated
artifacts were observed on any part of the proposed development zone. The Phase | reconnaissance-
level survey of the project site resulted in no evidence of archeological resources.

The report stated that the field study was limited to a surface inspection and that it is possible that
prehistoric archaeological materials could be unearthed during development. However, it is Mr. Boxt's
opinion that the likelihood of finding prehistoric archaeological materials is improbable. The report
concluded that further archeological testing need not be undertaken and that the proposed project will

34 January 2009



3. Environmental Analysis

3.6.

not have an adverse effect on any known archaeological or historical resources. The report
recommended that should any remains be encountered during development, all earthwork shall stop in
the immediate area of the finds, and that a professional cultural resource specialist be contacted so that
appropriate protection measures can be undertaken. The project will be conditioned to ensure
compliance with this measure.

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.5? (No Impact)

The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.
There are no historic structures on the project site and no impact would occur.

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5? (No Impact)

The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource. There are no known archaeological sites on the project site and no known prehistoric
archeological sites have been identified within one-quarter mile of the project site. No impacts will
occur.

Would the project directly or indirectly disturb or destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature? (No Impact)

The project would neither directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature since no such resources/features exist on site.

Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
(No Impact)

No human remains are known to exist on site and no impacts will occur. The project will be conditioned
to comply with grading regulations to ensure that no remains are disturbed.

Geology and Soils

Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury or death involving: i) Rupture of known earthquake fault? ii) Strong Seismic ground
shaking? iii) Seismic related ground failure, including liquefaction? iv) Landslides? (Potentially
Significant Impact)

The proposed project is located in an area with known fault zones and seismic activity. The project site
is not located on or near an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. However, the project site is identified
as being within a Liquefaction Zone per the State of California Seismic Hazard Zones Map and the
Seismic Hazards map in the Marina del Rey Land Use Plan. A geotechnical study is currently being
prepared for the project. The geotechnical study will include project specific mitigation measures to
protect against liquefaction.

Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? (Less Than Significant With
Mitigation Incorporated)

Erosion is a concern on project sites when soil or other materials lay dry during construction activities,
creating dust, which can be carried away by wind, rain, or other elements. Standard construction
practices will be implemented to prevent any erosion or loss of topsoil, such as temporary ground
covers, desilting basins, and erosion dams. The EIR will identify specific Best Management Practices
and mitigation measures that will reduce project impacts to a level of insignificance.
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C) Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable
as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse? (Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated)

The project site lies within a Liquefaction Zone per the State of California Seismic Hazard Zones Map.
The project would not result in a landslide due to the relatively flat nature of the project site. Lateral
spreading, subsidence and collapse could occur as a result of the fact that the project site is in a
liquefaction zone. The geotechnical study that is currently being prepared will analyze these issues.
See response to 3.6(a) above.

d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? (Less Than Significant Impact)

It is not currently known whether the project site contains expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of
the Uniform Building Code. A geotechnical study is currently being prepared. Specific mitigation
measures will be identified in the geotechnical study which will reduce project impacts to a level of
insignificance.

e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal for wastewater? (No
Impact)

Septic or alternative disposal systems are not included in the project. The proposed project will have no
impact because sewers are available for the disposal of wastewater.

3.7. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

A Phase | Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment was conducted for the project site by Methane
Specialists. The Phase | report identified that two 1,000 gallon underground storage tanks that were removed
from the site in 1998 had leaked, contaminating the soil on the project site. Contamination is limited to Parcel
GG and is located near the south east portion of the site. The tanks leaked underneath the maintenance
building, a portion of the maintenance yard and a portion of the parking lot fronting Fiji Way. Remediation is
needed to clean up the pollution from the leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTS). The County of Los
Angeles, as the landowner, is in the process of developing a plan for remediation. However, the full extent of the
existing contamination and the level of clean up necessary are currently unknown. Remediation is likely take
place concurrent with project construction. The remediation is independent of the proposed project.

a) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? (Less Than Significant With Mitigation
Incorporated)

The proposed project will not involve the routine transport of hazardous materials. However, potentially
hazardous materials will be stored on site such as paints, solvents, and fuel. Hazardous materials shall
be accessed by trained personnel only, and not the general public. Best Management Practices (BMPs)
will be incorporated into the project to reduce the potential occurrence of upset or accident.

b) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment? (Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated)

The proposed project could create a significant hazard to the public or environment relating to
hazardous materials as such materials will be used and stored on site. However, such materials shall
be accessed by trained personnel only, and not the general public. BMPs will be incorporated into the
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project to reduce the potential occurrence of upset or accident. Additionally, mitigation measures will be
incorporated into the EIR to further reduce any potential impacts of the project.

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? (No Impact)

Although the proposed project will handle hazardous materials on site (oils, paint, solvents, fuel), the
project is not located within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. Additionally, as
described in 3.7(b) above, only trained personnel will have access to potentially hazardous materials.
Impacts will be less than significant.

Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment? (Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated)

As detailed in the Waterboard Geotracker database, the project site is listed as a Leaking Underground
Fuel Tank (LUFT) site. The project site is listed in the Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR)
Radius Report as a hazardous waste generator and a leaking underground storage tank (LUST) site.
As described above the County of Los Angeles is in the process of assessing the extent of
contamination from the LUST and is developing a remediation plan independent of the proposed
project. The project site will be fully remediated prior to project operation.

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area? (Less Than Significant Impact)

The project is located approximately four miles from the Los Angeles International Airport and is not
within the airport land use planning area. The proposed project is not anticipated to create a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area. The proposed project will include a structure
that is up to 70 feet tall, with the gantry crane and protective covering up to 82 feet tall, which is
considerably shorter than a number of existing office and residential buildings in the vicinity. The
proposed project will not interfere with air traffic.

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area? (No Impact)

The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip and no impacts will occur as a result
of project implementation.

Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan? (No Impact)

The project will not impair the implementation of an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan.
Additionally, the project will not physically interfere with an adopted emergency response or evacuation
plan. No impacts will occur.

Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands? (No Impact)

The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires because the project site is not located in a high fire hazard area. The project site
is located in a developed and urbanized area and is not subject to wildland fires. Area A of the Ballona
Wetlands Ecological Reserve is located south of the site, and is the only natural area in the immediate
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3.8.

vicinity. Fire risk in a wetland is low. Final building plans for the project will be submitted for the Los
Angeles County Fire Department’s review. No impacts will occur with project implementation.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? (Less Than
Significant With Mitigation Incorporated)

The proposed project will be required to comply with all state and local regulations related to water
quality standards and waste discharge. The project will be required to submit a Notice of Intent to the
State Water Quality Control Board and obtain a Waste Discharge Identification number. Additionally,
since the project is greater than one acre in size, the applicant shall be required to prepare a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for project construction. The project will involve construction
within public waterways, including dredging, and will require an Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE)
Section 404 Permit and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Section 401 Water Quality
Certification. The project will also include a boat wash down area. The runoff from the discharge area
will be diverted to a filtration system prior to entering the sanitary sewer system.

Source control Best Management Practices (BMPs) and/or treatment control BMPs will be incorporated
into the project design to reduce potential pollutants from entering the marina. BMPs will include bio-
filtration and bio-retention swales. Additionally, detailed mitigation measures such as requiring filtration
of runoff from parking lots and other impervious surfaces will be incorporated into the project. Extensive
water quality BMPs will be incorporated into the project design to ensure that no impacts occur to water
quality. The discharge from the boat wash-down area will be filtered before reaching the sanitary sewer
system. The boat storage structure will also have catchment basins or filters that will catch runoff or
leaks prior to discharge. Mitigation measures will also be incorporated where necessary to ensure
protection of water quality.

The dry stack boat storage concept will result in water quality benefits when compared to wet boat
slips. Dry boat storage spaces reduce the release of pollutants to surface waters when compared to
wet boat slips. With wet boat slips, paint, fuel, oil and other pollutants can leak into the water over time.
The dry stack boat storage is environmentally preferable to wet slips.

Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g. the production rate of preexisting nearby wells would drop to a level which would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted? (No Impact)

The project will not impact groundwater supplies or groundwater recharge, as no groundwater will be
drawn for site use. The project will increase the amount of pervious surface on site by more than 175
percent; however, the project will not interfere with groundwater. No impact to groundwater or
groundwater recharge will occur with implementation of the proposed project.

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on or off site? (Less Than Significant Impact)

The project will not substantially alter existing drainage, including alteration of an existing stream or
river. No streams or rivers are located on the site. Additionally, the drainage patterns of the site will be
improved to divert runoff to bio-filtration systems. No impact will occur with implementation of the
proposed project.
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Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? (No Impact)

The proposed project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area. The proposed
project will increase permeable surface approximately 175 percent from the existing setting.
Additionally, runoff on the site will be diverted to bio-filtration systems, which will further reduce the
amount of runoff discharged from the site. No impacts will occur.

Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? (No
Impact)

As described in 3.8 (d) above, the project will increase permeable surface approximately 175 percent
from the existing setting. The increase in permeable surface will decrease the amount of runoff
produced by the project and discharged from the site. Additionally, runoff will be diverted to bio-filtration
systems which will further reduce runoff on the site. The proposed project represents a significant
benefit to water quality as compared to the existing setting. No impacts will occur.

Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? (Less Than Significant With
Mitigation Incorporated)

The proposed project could potentially degrade water quality during both short-term construction
activities and long-term operation. As described above in Section 3.8(a) BMPs will be incorporated into
the project to reduce water runoff and discharge from the site. Mitigation measures will be included in
the EIR to reduce impacts to water quality.

Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? (No Impact)

The project site is within a flood hazard zone. The water-side portion of the site is located within Flood
Zone A2. The northern portion of the site is located within Flood Zone B, and the southern portion of
the site is located in Flood Zone C. The proposed project includes the dry stack boat storage structure
and an office and lounge building. The project would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area, as no housing is proposed. No impacts to housing will occur with project implementation.

Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect
flood flows? (Potentially Significant Impact)

The project is located in an identified flood hazard area. The project EIR will analyze the potential
environmental impacts related to flood hazards and will include the following components: an
evaluation of the existing groundwater levels on site, evaluation of the current and proposed drainage
patterns on site, and evaluation of potential for flooding. Mitigation measures will be incorporated into
the project to reduce impacts to an acceptable level.

Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? (Less Than Significant Impact)

See responses to Sections 3.8(g) and 3.8(h) above. No impact will occur with project implementation.
Inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow? (Less Than Significant Impact)

The proposed project is a dry stack boat storage facility within Marina del Rey. While there is slight risk
of a seiche or tsunami, such occurrences are not common within Marina del Rey. Additionally, there is
limited risk of mudflow on the site. Project impacts will be less than significant.
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3.9.

3.10.

Land Use and Planning
Would the project physically divide an established community? (No Impact)

The proposed project would not divide an established community. The project would significantly
increase the number of boat storage spaces within Marina del Rey, and give the public increased
opportunities and options as it relates to boat storage. The proposed project will not physically divide an
established community, and no impact will occur.

Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect? (Potentially Significant Impact)

The County of Los Angeles General Plan and Zoning designations for the project site are “Specific
Plan.” The Marina del Rey Local Coastal Program designation for the project site is “Public Facilities.”
The proposed project would require amendments to the Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use Plan
(LUP). An amendment of Parcels 52R and GG would be necessary to allow for the boat storage use.
The LCP LUP designation for the site would be changed from Public Facilities to Boat Storage with a
Waterfront Overlay over the land-side. Parcel 49M would be redesignated to Public Facilities to allow
for the relocation of the County’s administrative offices and a parking structure for County and public
parking. The project EIR will include a detailed analysis of the necessary LCP amendment and the
impacts of the amendment. Additionally, the EIR will include a detailed analysis of the project’s
compliance with the LCP policies and goals, including shoreline access, recreational and visitor-serving
facilities, and recreational boating.

The proposed project would not conflict with an adopted plan intended to avoid or mitigate
environmental effects.

Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan? (Less Than Significant Impact)

The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan. The project site is not covered by a habitat conservation plan or a natural
community conservation plan. However, the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve is located
immediately south of the site, across Fiji Way. An extensive planning process is currently underway to
remediate habitat throughout the reserve. The timeline for adopting a plan for the Ballona Wetlands
Ecological Reserve is unclear, and the planning process has been on-going for a number of years.

The proposed project will not interfere with the adoption or implementation of any such plan.
Additionally, the proposed project will not have any direct physical effects on the Reserve.

Mineral Resources

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to
the region and the residents of the state? (No Impact)

The proposed project will not result in the loss of availability of either a known mineral resource or a
locally important mineral resource recovery site. The project site is currently paved, and developed with
a parking lot and County and Sheriff offices. The proposed project will not preclude access to mineral
resources, should they be discovered to exist in the future. No impact will occur with the implementation
of the proposed project.
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Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? (No Impact)

See response to item 3.10 (a) above. No impact will occur with the implementation of the proposed
project.

Noise

Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated)

Potential noise impacts associated with the proposed project are related to construction activities,
traffic, and operation of the machinery for the boat storage facility. The County of Los Angeles General
Plan Noise Ordinance provides guidelines for the regulation of noise. In addition, a noise study will be
prepared and included in the EIR related to the potential noise impacts of the proposed project.

Demolition and construction activities will generate short-term noise on the project site. Construction
noise represents a short-term impact on ambient noise levels. Noise impacts will be fully analyzed in
the noise study. All construction activity will be required to comply with the County’s Noise Ordinance.
Biological resources, such as known nesting areas and other sensitive habitat will be taken into
account in the noise study. Any significant noise impacts identified in the EIR will be reduced through
the application of mitigation measures.

Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels? (Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated)

Construction activity for the proposed project could potentially produce groundborne noise levels. This
is especially likely during demolition of the existing dock structure, and during pile driving activities. The
County’s standard construction regulations require that all construction vehicles or equipment, fixed or
mobile, be equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers to minimize noise and vibration.
The noise study will include a detailed vibration assessment, and mitigation measures will be identified
to reduce potential impacts.

Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project? (Potentially Significant Impact)

The proposed project will result in an incremental increase in noise levels in the project vicinity. The
project noise study will determine whether the increase in noise levels is considered significant. The
majority of noise generated on the site will be associated with the operation of the crane within the boat
storage structure. It is important to note that the crane will be shielded on three sides, thus reducing
operational noise. Noise will also be generated by new boats in the marina. See response to 3.11(a)
above.

The long-term operation of the project will result in an increase in noise levels over existing conditions.
However, the project site is located next to a boat repair and maintenance facility, which produces
noise throughout the day. Additionally, the public boat launch ramp also produces noise as boats are
launched and removed from the marina. The noise study will assess the potential impacts of the
project. Any significant noise impacts identified in the EIR will be reduced through the application of
mitigation measures. See. 3.11(a) above.
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Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project? (Less Than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated)

It is anticipated that the project will result in a substantial temporary impact to noise levels in the project
vicinity due to demolition and construction activities; however, construction impacts are short-term, and
mitigation measures will be incorporated to reduce levels to less than significant.

For a project located within an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels? (No Impact)

The nearest airport to the project site is the Los Angeles International Airport, located approximately
four miles southeast of the project site. The project is not within the CNEL contour line for noise impact
zones. Additionally, the project site is not within the Airport Environs Land Use Plan for any airport. The
project will not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels and no
impact will occur.

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels? (No Impact)

There is no private airstrip located within the vicinity of the proposed project. Therefore, the project will
not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels, and no impact will
occur.

Population and Housing

Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly? (No
Impact)

The proposed project will not directly induce substantial population growth, as the project will remain in
the general existing boundaries of the site and the marina, and will not involve the construction of
residential homes. The project will not indirectly induce substantial population growth. The project site is
located in an area undergoing significant redevelopment; however, the provision of additional boat
storage spaces to Marina del Rey will not induce population growth. Rather, the project will serve an
existing demand. No impacts will occur with the implementation of the proposed project.

Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere? (No Impact)

The proposed project will not displace housing, and no replacement housing will be necessary. No
impact will occur with the implementation of the proposed project.

Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere? (No Impact)

See 3.12 (b) above. No impact will occur with the implementation of the proposed project.
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3.13.

a)

3.14.

Public Services

Would the project result in substantial adverse impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services? Fire
Protection? Police Protection? Schools? Parks? Other Public Facilities? (Potentially Significant
Impact)

The proposed project involves the construction of a dry stack boat storage facility and associated
improvements. The project will require the relocation of existing governmental offices on Parcel GG to
an alternate location within Marina del Rey. The project will also temporarily impact the Sheriff's
Boatwright/Lifeguard facility, which will be reconstructed on-site. Extensive coordination between the
project team and the Sheriff's Department will occur to ensure no adverse impacts on the Boatwright
operation. The EIR will include a plan detailing how the County offices and Sheriff's/Lifeguard facilities
will be accommodated to ensure minimal to no disruption of service.

The only public boat launch facility within Marina del Rey is located immediately northeast of the project
site, at the terminus of Basin H. The proposed project will include new dock facilities that extend into
Basin H up to 200 feet on the west side of the site and up to 147 feet on the eastern side of the site. A
thorough navigational clearance assessment will be provide in the EIR to determine whether impacts
on the public boat launch will occur. Best Management Practices and/or mitigation measures will be
developed if necessary to reduce potential impacts from the Boat Central project on the public boat
launch facility.

The proposed project will have adequate emergency access, and the project plans must be reviewed
and approved by the Fire Department. The proposed project is not a use that creates a significant
demand on fire protection services. The Fire Department will be consulted to ensure the project does
not result in impacts on fire protection services. Additionally, the project is not anticipated to create a
high demand for police protection services. The Sheriff's Department will be consulted to ensure the
project does not impact police protection services. The proposed project will not impact schools as no
new students or residents are created as part of the project. Additionally, the project will not impact
parks. The project includes a public promenade and a view park, and will increase the amount of park
space within Marina del Rey.

Recreation

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? (No
Impact)

The proposed project will add 345 dry stack boat storage spaces, and 30 mast-up sail boat storage
spaces to Marina del Rey. The project will significantly increase recreational opportunities within Marina
del Rey. The project will also include a public promenade and a view park. The project will not increase
use of existing neighborhood or regional parks, but rather will provide new recreational facilities. No
impact will occur as a result of project implementation.

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? (Less Than Significant
with Mitigation Incorporated)

The proposed project includes recreational facilities, the construction of which may have adverse
physical effects on the environment. A detailed analysis of the project’s impacts on the environment will

43 January 2009



3. Environmental Analysis

3.15.

be included in the EIR. Best Management Practices and mitigation measures will be incorporated into
the project in an effort to reduce physical effects on the environment to a level of insignificance. Project
impacts are potentially significant.

Transportation/Traffic

Would the project cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load
and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? (Less Than Significant
With Mitigation Incorporated)

The proposed project will result in a very small number of peak hour vehicle trips. A detail Traffic Impact
Analysis is being prepared for the project, which will quantify project specific impacts of the project.
Mitigation measures will be introduced where impacts occur. It is anticipated that project impacts will be
reduced to a level of insignificance through implementation of mitigation measures.

Would the project exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by
the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? (Less Than
Significant With Mitigation Incorporated)

See response to 3.15(a) above. The proposed project will result in a very small number of peak hour
vehicle trips. A detail Traffic Impact Analysis is being prepared for the project, which will quantify project
specific, and cumulative or incremental impacts of the project. Mitigation measures will be introduced
where impacts occur. It is anticipated that project impacts will be reduced to a level of insignificance
through implementation of mitigation measures.

Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or
a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? (No Impact)

The proposed project will not result in a change to air traffic patterns. The proposed Boat Central
project involves the construction and operation of a 70-foot-high dry stack boat storage facility. There
are a number of high buildings within the project vicinity, and the introduction of the proposed structure
will not result in any safety risks. No impact will occur as a result of project implementation.

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (No Impact)

The proposed project would not increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use. The
proposed project would reduce the number of vehicular access points on the property to one, thereby
streamlining circulation on the site. No adjoining roadways will be affected by the proposed project and
no impacts will occur with project implementation.

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? (No Impact)

The project would not result in inadequate emergency access. Emergency access will be provided via
Fiji Way through the primary driveway. Emergency access will also be provided on the western side of
the structure along the public promenade. No impacts will occur to emergency access as a result of the
proposed project.

Would the project result in inadequate parking capacity? (Potentially Significant Impact)

The proposed project site contains a public parking lot with 237 free parking spaces. The parking is
primarily used by charter boat passengers; however, the parking lot is frequently used by other visitors
to the marina during weekends and other peak times. The parking is also used by motor homes and
vans on a transient basis. The parking spaces currently located on Parcel 52R will be relocated off-site
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by the County of Los Angeles. The parking for the charter boat use will be relocated to the Fisherman’s
Village, where a parking structure is planned. Parking used by the County offices will be relocated
offsite as part of the office relocation. However, formal plans to relocate the balance of the parking have
not been made. Additionally, if the parking is relocated to Fisherman’s Village, it is not known when that
project will be complete and parking will be available. If the public parking on parcel 52R is displaced
prior to the availability of replacement parking at Fisherman’s Village, alternate arrangements will be
made to ensure the availability of temporary public parking until the ultimate parking lot is available. The
project EIR will analyze the impact of relocating free parking to an off-site location.

The Marina del Rey Specific Plan requires parking at the ratio of one half (0.5) parking space per boat
stored. This ratio is not supported by industry experience which has shown that a 0.25 parking ratio is
adequate for this type of facility.® A parking analysis was conducted in summer of 2007 by
Hirsch/Green Transportation Consulting, Inc, which indicates that the proposed Project parking ratio of
0.32 (135 full size parking spaces, including 4 handicapped stalls) is more than adequate. Mitigation will
be incorporated into the project requiring a valet parking plan for peak periods. For a limited number of
peak periods (July 4, Labor Day) when boat usage may approach the capacity of the proposed on-site
parking, a valet parking plan will be employed to add 21 additional spaces. The valet parking plan will
provide an on-site parking ratio of 0.37 which would also be below the County standard of 0.5.
Therefore, a parking variance will be requested to allow less parking than is required.

Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? (No Impact)

The proposed Boat Central project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation. Additionally, bicycle storage racks will be incorporated into the
customer lounge and office building to encourage employees and boaters to bike to the site. There
would be no impacts on alternative transportation due to project implementation.

Utilities and Service Systems

Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board? (No Impact)

The proposed project will not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality
Control Board As described in 3.8(d), (e), and (f) above, the project will result in an improvement in
water quality, and a reduction in runoff as compared to the existing setting. The project will incorporate
BMPs and water quality treatment features to ensure that the project will not exceed wastewater
treatment requirements. The project will result in an improvement in water quality, and an increase in
permeable surface as compared to the existing setting. No impact will occur with project
implementation.

Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated)

See response to item 3.16(a) above. The project will involve the construction of new water runoff
treatment and filtration devices. These treatment devices will result in an improvement in water quality
discharged from the site. However, all improvements will be contained to the project site, and no new
water or wastewater treatment facilities will be required off-site. The construction of new treatment
devices will not impact the existing infrastructure off-site, because less runoff will be diverted to the
wastewater system.

13 linscott, Law & Greenspan report on Boat Central proposed parking ratio.
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A sewer line and a tidal conduit currently bisect the project site. The sewer line runs along the
bulkhead, and the tidal conduit runs from Basin H through the site to the Ballona Wetlands Ecological
Reserve. Potential impacts to utilities on the project site will be analyzed in detail in the project EIR.
With implementation of mitigation measures to protect existing infrastructure, project impacts will be
less than significant.

Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
(Less Than Significant)

See response to items 3.16(a) and (b) above. All new treatment devices will be contained on-site, and
will not require the expansion of existing facilities off-site. The project will result in a decrease in
impervious surface and water runoff discharged from the site. Project impacts will be less than
significant.

Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? (Less Than Significant)

The proposed project would require additional water supplies as compared to the existing setting.
Currently, the County offices and Sheriffs Boatwright/Lifeguard facility utilize water. The Sheriff's
Boatwright/Lifeguard facility will continue to use water as part of their daily operations. The project will
incorporate a locker room facility, complete with showers and restrooms. The project will also include a
boat wash-down area, which will create a new demand for water. However, the project does not involve
uses that have intensive water demand, such as residential developments. The EIR will address the
water demand of the proposed project.

Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments? (Less Than Significant)

The project will result in an increase in wastewater generated on-site. However, the project’s increase
will be minimal because the uses are not considered high wastewater generators. The EIR will contain
a detailed analysis of the wastewater treatment provider's ability to serve the site. The additional
capacity or increase in demand that will result from project implementation will be low and impacts are
anticipated to be less than significant.

Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s
solid waste disposal needs? (Less Than Significant)

The customer lounge and offices will generate a small amount of solid waste. Additionally, solid waste
may be generated by the boaters utilizing the dry storage facility. However, the proposed project is not
an intensive generator of solid waste and impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.

Would the project comply with federal, state and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
(Less Than Significant)

The proposed project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to
solid waste. Since the project will result in a small increase in solid waste, impacts are expected to be
less than significant.
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3. Environmental Analysis

3.17. Mandatory Findings of Significance

a)

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory? (Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated)

The project will not result in the substantial reduction in the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. No traces of
artifacts or historical buildings are known to exist on site.

While the project will not threaten or eliminate wildlife, the proposed project has the potential to impact
the California Least Tern and the Brown Pelican, both identified as endangered species by USFWS. In
addition, dredging activities have the potential to degrade visibility in the water, impacting foraging
ability for the Least Tern. However, mitigation measures will be included in the EIR to prevent potential
significant impacts to wildlife to a level of insignificance.

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, effects of other current projects and the effects of
probable future projects.) (Potentially Significant Impact)

Marina del Rey is currently experiencing a great deal of redevelopment. There are a number of active
projects going on throughout the marina. More specifically, there are two known projects on Fiji Way,
Fisherman’s Village and Villa Venetia, which are at varying stages in the planning process. The project
EIR will contain an in-depth cumulative impacts analysis focusing on these two nearby projects, and
other known projects in the surrounding area.

Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly? (Less Than Significant Impact)

Environmental effects of the project are not anticipated to cause substantial adverse effects (either
directly or indirectly) on human beings because environmental impacts resulting from the project will be
lessened through mitigation.
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From: Sean P. Bergquist

Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2009 12:03 PM
To: mtripp@planning.lacounty.gov

Cec: Shelley Luce; Grace Lee

Subject: Boat Central NOP/IS

Michael,

I’ve quickly scanned the NOP/IS for the Boat Central project. Of particular importance to the
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission is the Biological Resources and Hydrology and

Water Quality sections.

The only unrestricted connection to the Ballona wetlands occurs within the project site. The
culvert between Marina Del Rey and the Ballona wetlands is within the project site and will be
impacted by the overhanging building and additional docks. The Marina is significant marine
fish spawning and nursery habitat, particularly in this area, as this is the only location where
larger fish species enter the Ballona wetlands. Ballona wetland is the only major wetland in the
Santa Monica Bay and the only remaining large wetland in Los Angeles County. Impacts to this
habitat, including habitat linkage will severely degrade regional fish species and other wildlife
dependent on fish . These impacts must be considered in the EIR and acceptable mitigation
measures should be included (for example, improving the existing connection or creating an
additional connection in an alternate location).

Hydrology and Water Quality will also be impacted by this project.

“The dry stack boat storage concept will result in water quality benefits when compared to wet

boat

slips. Dry boat storage spaces reduce the release of pollutants to surface waters when compared to
wet boat slips. With wet boat slips, paint, fuel, oil and other pollutants can leak into the water
over time.

The dry stack boat storage is environmentally preferable to wet slips.”

This statement is false. Unless the county proposes to reduce the number of wet slips in the
marina in a equal amount to those added by the dry stack storage there will be a net increase of
boats in the marina. The result of which is a net decrease in water quality. Water quality and
sediment in the back basins, including the location of the dry stack storage, are significantly
worse than the main channel of the marina. Increased boat traffic and storage in Basin H will
result in a lower water and sediment quality. These issues should be considered in the EIR and
proper mitigation should be included (for example, sewage pump out and bilge clean up of all
boats when placed in dry stack storage). Additionally, impacts to the hydraulic connection to the
wetland should be considered.

If you would like to discuss these issues further you can reach me at 310-216-9899

Please include these comments in the public record.

If you have any further questions, please feel free to contact me via phone or email.

Cheers,



Sean Bergquist
Restoration Program Manager
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission

1 LMU Dirive

Pereira Annex MS:8160

Los Angeles, CA 90045
sbergquist(@santamonicabay.org
office: 310-216-9899

fax: 310-216-9825

www.ballonarestoration.org

W Ell Please consider the environment before printing this email.



South Coast
Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
(909) 396-2000 * www.aqmd.gov

January 28, 2009

Mr. Michael Tripp

County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
320 Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Tripp:

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the
Boat Central Project

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above-
mentioned document. The SCAQMD’s comments are recommendations regarding the analysis of potential air quality
impacts from the proposed project that should be included in the draft environmental impact report (EIR). Please send
the SCAQMD a copy of the Draft EIR upon its completion. In addition, please send with the draft EIR all
appendices or technical documents related to the air quality analysis and electronic versions of all air quality
modeling and health risk assessment files, Electronic files include spreadsheets, database files, input files,
output files, etc., and does not mean Adobe PDF files. Without all files and supporting air quality
documentation, the SCAQMD will be unable to complete its review of the air quality analysis in a timely
manner. Any delays in providing all supporting air quality documentation will require additional time for
review beyond the end of the comment period.

Air Quality Analysis

The SCAQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in 1993 to assist
other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. The SCAQMD recommends that the Lead Agency
use this Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the
SCAQMD’s Subscription Services Department by calling (909) 396-3720. Alternatively, the lead agency may wish to
consider using the California Air Resources Board (CARB) approved URBEMIS 2007 Model. This model is available

on the SCAQMD Website at: _www.urbemis.com.

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all phases of the
project and all air pollutant sources related to the project. Air quality impacts from both construction (including
demolition, if any) and operations should be calculated. Construction-related air quality impacts typically include, but
are not limited to, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving,
architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources (e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources
(e.g., construction worker vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include,
but are not limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), and
vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air quality impacts from indirect sources,
that is, sources that generate or attract vehicular trips should be included in the analysis.

The SCAQMD has developed a methodology for calculating PM2.5 emissions from construction and operational
activities and processes. In connection with developing PM2.5 calculation methodologies, the SCAQMD has also
developed both regional and localized significance thresholds. The SCAQMD requests that the lead agency quantify
PM2.5 emissions and compare the results to the recommended PM2.5 significance thresholds. Guidance for
calculating PM2.5 emissions and PM2.5 significance thresholds can be found at the following internet address:
http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/PM2_5/PM2_5.html.
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In addition to analyzing regional air quality impacts the SCAQMD recommends calculating localized air quality
impacts and comparing the results to localized significance thresholds (LSTs). LST’s can be used in addition to the
recommended regional significance thresholds as a second indication of air quality impacts when preparing a CEQA
document. Therefore, when preparing the air quality analysis for the proposed project, it is recommended that the lead
agency perform a localized significance analysis by either using the LSTs developed by the SCAQMD or performing
dispersion modeling as necessary. Guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis can be found at
llttn://www.aq111d.gov/ceqa/handbook/LST/LST.html.

It is recommended that lead agencies for projects generating or attracting vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-
fueled vehicles, perform a mobile source health risk assessment. Guidance for performing a mobile source health risk
assessment (“Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile Source Diesel Idling
Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis”) can be found on the SCAQMD’s CEQA web pages at the following
internet address: hitp://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/mobile_toxic/mobile_toxic.html. An analysis of all toxic air
contaminant impacts due to the decommissioning or use of equipment potentially generating such air pollutants should

also be included.

Mitigation Measures

In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible
mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized during project construction and operation to
minimize or eliminate significant adverse air quality impacts. To assist the Lead Agency with identifying possible
mitigation measures for the project, please refer to Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook for
sample air quality mitigation measures. Additional mitigation measures can be found on the SCAQMD’s CEQA web
pages at the following internet address: www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html Additionally,
SCAQMD’s Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook contain numerous measures for controlling
construction-related emissions that should be considered for use as CEQA mitigation if not otherwise required. Other
measures to reduce air quality impacts from land use projects can be found in the SCAQMD’s Guidance Document for
Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning. This document can be found at the following
internet address: http://www.agmd.gov/prdas/aqguide/agguide.html. In addition, guidance on sitting incompatible land
uses can be found in the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community
Perspective, which can be found at the following internet address: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. Pursuant
to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(1)(D), any impacts resulting from mitigation measures must also be discussed.

Data Sources
SCAQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the SCAQMD’s Public Information

Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the Public Information Center is also available
via the SCAQMD’s World Wide Web Homepage (http://www.agmd.gov). ‘ ;

The SCAQMD is willing to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project-related emissions are accurately
identified, categorized, and evaluated. Please call Daniel Garcia, Air Quality Specialist, CEQA Section, at (909) 396-

3304 if you have any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely, 5
St SailH
Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources

SS:DG:AK
LAC090123-03AK
Control Number




STATE OF CALIFORNIA
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-6251

Fax (916) 657-5390

Web Site

e-mail: ds_nahc@pacbell.net

January 29, 2009

Mr. Michael Tripp

LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
320 Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: SCH#2009011058; CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP): draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Boat

Central Project, Los Angeles County, California

Dear Mr. Tripp:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) is the state ‘trustee agency’ pursuant to Public
Resources Code §21070 designated to protect California’s Native American Cultural Resources. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource, that includes archaeological resources, is a ‘significant effect requiring the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per the California Code of Regulations §15064.5(b)(c )(f) CEQA
guidelines). Section 15382 of the 2007 CEQA Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment as *a
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical conditions within an area affected by the
proposed project, including ... objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” In order to comply with this provision,
the lead agency is required to assess whether the project will have an adverse impact on these resources within the
‘area of potential effect (APE)', and if so, to mitigate that effect. - To adequately assess the. pro;ect—related lmpacts on
historical resodurces; the Commission recommends the following . action: -

vV Contactthe appropriate California Historic Resources: Informahon Center (CHRIS) for possuble ‘recorded sites’ in°

locations where the development will or might occur.. Contact mformatmn forthe lnformahon ‘Center.nearest you is

available from the State Office of Historic Preservatioh (916/653- 7278)/ hitp:/Amww. ohp.parks.ca.gov. The record

search will determine:

= |fa part-or the entire APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

= [|fany known cultural resources have already been recorded in or adjacent to the APE.

= [f the probability is low, moderate; or high that cuitural resources are located in the APE.

= Ifasurvey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural résources are present.

vV If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage-is the preparation of a professional report detamng

the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.

=  The final-report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers shouid be submitted
lmmedlately to the planning department All lnformatlon regarding site locations, Native American human
remains, and associated funerary objects should be in-a separate confidential addendum and not be made
available for pubic disclosure.

=  The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the appropriate
regional archaeological Information Center.

v The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) performed:
© "+ A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search of the project ‘area of potential effect (APE): The results: No known
Native American Cultural Resources were identified within-one-half mile of the ‘area of potential effect’
(APE)..; However the NAHC SLF is not exhaustive and-ocal tribal contacts should be consulted from the
attached list-and the there are Native American cultural resources in close proximity..
= . The NAHC advises the use of Native American Monitors, also, when professional archaeologlsts or the
¢ .. equivalent-are employed by project proponents,-in order to ensure proper identification and care given cultural
resources that may be discovered. The NAHC, FURTHER, .recommends that.contact be made with Native’
American Contacts on the attached listto get theirinput on potential IMPACT of the. project (APE) on cultural
resources.. In some cases, , the existence of a Native American cultural resources may be known only to a local
tribe(s) or Native American individuals or elders. :

= Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence.

‘= - Liead-agencies.should include in their mitigation:plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of .

“+ :"accidentally,discovered.archeological resources, per, Cahfornla,Enwronmental Quality, Act, (CEQA) §15064 5 ().

~ Inareas of identified-archaeological-sensitivity,  a: cemﬁed archaeologlst and a culturally affiliated Na’nve W
-+ American; with knewledge:in cultural-resources, shouid monitor ajl ground-disturbing activities.
= Again, a culturally-affiliated Native American tribe may be the only.source of information about a Sacred

Slte/Na’uve American cultural.resource.




» Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in
consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.

V Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains or unmarked cemeteries

in their mitigation plans.
*  CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(d) requires the lead agency to work with the Native Americans identified
by this Commission if the initial Study identifies the presence or likely presence of Native American human
remains within the APE. CEQA Guidelines provide for agreements with Native American, identified by the
NAHC, to assure the appropriate and dignified treatment of Native American human remains and any associated
grave liens.

\ Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98 and Sec. §15064.5 (d) of the California Code

of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines) mandate procedures to be followed, including that construction or excavation be

stopped in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery

until the county coroner or medical examiner can determine whether the remains are those of a Native American. .

Note that §7052 of the Health & Safety Code states that disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony.

\_Lead agencies should consider avoidance, as defined in §15370 of the California Code of Regulations (CEQA

Guidelines), when significant cultural resources are discovered during the course of project planning and

implementation

vse to contact me at (916) 653-6251 if you have any questions.

Attachmen/ List of Native American Contacts

Cc: State Clearinghouse




From: Grace Lee [mailto:glee@santamonicabay.org]
Sent: Tuesday, February 03, 2009 5:20 PM

To: Sean P. Bergquist; Tripp, Michael

Cec: Shelley Luce; Unica Luna; Vivian Matuk
Subject: RE: Boat Central NOP/IS

Hi Michael,

My name is Grace Lee and I am the program coordinator for the Santa Monica Bay Restoration
Foundation Boater Education Program. I have reviewed the NOP/IS for the Boat Central project. Please

see below for my comments.

1.

The fuel dock will significantly contribute to non-point source pollution in marina waters.
Sources of pollution include overflow/backsplash from fueling boats (this spills out of air vents
and/or from the fuel nozzle), potential spills from oil changes, and spills from other boat
maintenance activities. Please consider these impacts in the EIR. Mitigation should include
pollution prevention services such as a bilge pad exchange program, used oil/filter collection,
HHW collection, and bilge pumpout.

The pedestrian promenade will increase litter in that area. You will need to provide a sufficient
number of recycling bins, trash bins, and cigarette butt bins for people using the promenade.
There will be increased boat traffic in the area, especially at the launch ramp where boaters will
be taking their boats out of the water and to the dry stack storage. This issue need to be
considered in the EIR and mitigation should be included (i.e. recycling bins, trash bins, cigarette
bins, fish line recycling, fish cleaning station).

The dry stack area should include lockers for boaters to properly store HHW like antifreeze,
paints, oil filters, oil, solvents, etc.

The boater lounge would be an ideal location for a boating education kiosk where clean boating
literature could be displayed.

The additional vessel sewage pumpout station is a great idea and is important in preventing
improper disposal of sewage in the marina, but please consider that maintenance of the facility is
equally as important.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your NOP/IS. Feel free to contact me if you have
questions.

Best,
QGrace

Santa Monica Bay Restoration Foundation
1 LMU Drive, North Hall

Pereira Annex MS:8160

Los Angeles, CA 90045

glee(@santamonicabay.org
tel. 310.216.9828
fax. 928.223.9828
www.santamonicabay.org
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February 18, 2009

County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
320 Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attn: Michael Tripp

RE: Comments on Notice of Preparation for Boat Central

Dear Mr. Tripp:

The State Coastal Conservancy is working in partnership with the Department of Fish and Game, the
State Lands Commission and the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission to develop a restoration plan
for the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve (BWER). As noted in your Notice of Preparation, the project
site for the County’s Boat Central project is immediately adjacent to the BWER.

I am writing to call your attention to an existing channel that flows under your proposed project site onto
the BWER. This channel is currently the only unrestricted tidal connection to the wetlands and any
potential impacts to this channel and the biota it supports need to be analyzed in your EIR. The initial
study does not mention the existence of this channel or any potential changes to it envisioned by the
project. Although it is not a “"USGS Blue Line Stream”, impacts to its water quality and biological
resources should be addressed.

With regard to the long-term restoration plans for the BWER, the initial study states that the proposed
project “will not impact or restrict conservation/restoration plans for the wetlands”. However, if the
project affects the existing tidal channel or the ability to widen that channel, it will impact the restoration
options. Restoration alternatives will seek to enhance the function and habitat associated with this
channel. Further, there may be impacts on water quality flowing into the BWER as a result of the
proposed project even if the channel itself is not changed.

If you have any questions about these comments or would like additional information about the
restoration project, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

A

Mg SAA
vMary Small

South Coast Manager

State Coastal Conservancy

(S ol Pam Griggs, State Lands Commission
Terri Stewart, Dept. Fish and Game 1330 Broadviat 13¢h Hloor
Shelley Luce, Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission o = S
Oakland, California 94612-25312

S10:286:1015 Fax: 5310:286-0470

o
o
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AILSTON&BIRD 11p

333 South Hope Street
16th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1410

213-576-1000
Fax:213-576-1100
www.alston.com

Edward J. Casey Direct Dial: 213-576-1005 E-mail: ed.casey@alston.com

February 18, 2009

Via E-Mail & U.S. Mail

County of Los Angeles

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1346
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attn: Michael Tripp

Re:  Boat Central Project, Project No.: R2008-20340

Dear Mr. Tripp:

This law firm represents Harbor Real Estate Group, LLC (Harbor) in
connection with the proposed Boat Central Project. We have received a copy of the
Initial Study and Notice of Preparation (IS/NOP). While we look forward to receiving
more information about the Proposed Project and its environmental impacts as analyzed
in the upcoming Draft Environmental Impact Report, we would like to bring to your
attention at this time to an issue concerning the “Statement of Objectives” contained in

the IS/NOP.

Harbor is concerned that those Project Objectives (set forth at page 12 of
the IS/NOP) are structured in a way that may preclude a meaningful analysis of
alternatives to the Project. As you know, crafting the Project Objectives in a way that fits
only the Proposed Project and precludes analyses of feasible alternatives is strictly
prohibited by federal and State law (see Simmons v. U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (7"
Cir. 1997) 120 F.3d 664; Preservation Action Council v. City of San Jose (2006) 141

Cal.App.4™ 1336).

Accordingly, we urge the County (since the County is a co-applicant on
this Project) to adopt Project Objectives that will foster an analysis of alternatives to the
Proposed Project that would reduce environmental impacts and create greater economic
benefits. For example, we believe that one alternative that should be analyzed in detail in
the Draft EIR involves the construction of a dry stack facility not built out over the
harbor. By utilizing the most prevalent and cost-effective dry stack boat storage design
in existence, the project will benefit from a lower cost of construction while avoiding the
undesirable precedent of building out over the water. This structure can provide the same
number of boat storage spaces by utilizing off-site parking or a reduced number with on-

Atlanta « Charlotte » Dallas « Los Angeles » New York « Research Triangle * Silicon Valley « Ventura County » Washington, D.C.



County of Los Angeles
February 18, 2009
Page 2

site parking. By reducing project height and massing out over the water, environmental
impacts such as shade and shadow and wind disruption are also eliminated.

A second alternative that should be reviewed in the Draft EIR would
utilize an off-site parcel, namely contiguous parcel 53. Such an alternative would take
advantage of existing excess parking. This approach will provide for a larger number of
boat storage spaces and provide for the construction of a more traditional and time tested
design. By combining the parcels it would not be necessary to construct a building out
over the water while providing a lower cost alternative for the boating community. In
addition, as the height and massing are reduced, so are the related environmental impacts.

We look forward to working with the County on this important matter.

Very truly yours,

Edward J. Casey
EJC/ysr

LEGAL02/31160901v1



From: Johntommy Rosas [mailto:tattnlaw@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 18, 2009 11:16 PM

To: Tripp, Michael; Dave Singleton
Subject: RE: NOP-MDR BOAT STORAGE BLDG-ETC- TATTN OBJECTIONS AND

OPPOSITION TO ILLEGAL LA COUNTY PROCESS- AGAIN

RE: BOAT STORAGE NOP-SPECIFIC PLAN

property owner, the County of Los Angeles Department of Beaches and Harbors, are
considered co-applicants for this

project. (Project Number: R2008-02340 Cases: RCDP200800007, RCUP200800191,
RENV200800127, RPA200800012,

RPKP 200800010, RVAR200800015)

WE ARE AGAIN VERY DISTURBED BY LA COUNTY INCLUDING THE
PLANNING DEPT. FAILURE-ILLEGAL FAILURES TO PERFORM SB 18 TRIBAL
CONSULTATION AS REQUIRED.TATTN IS ON THE NAHC CONTACT LIST. SO
WE ARE OFFENDED AT LA COUNTYS' FAILURE TO PERFORM THOSE
REQUIRED TC.-AGAIN.

IT WAS ONLY BY A CONCERNED PERSON WE FOUND OUT ABOUT THIS AT
THE DAY BEFORE THE END OF COMMENTS PERIOD ENDS.

TATTN HEREBY OBJECTS TO THIS LA COUNTY PROCESS ON THIS LA
COUNTY PROJECT AND AS CO-SPONSOR OF THE PROJECT, AND THE

PROPOSED PROJECT.

WE HAVE SUFFERED GREATLY FROM LA COUNTY FAILURES OF AND ON
REQUIRED LEGAL PROCESS' AND PROCEDURES- DUE PROCESS,CEQA, SB18
,HUMAN RIGHTS.THE COUNTY NEEDS TO CONTACT MR. DAVE SINGLETON
OF THE NAHC OF THE GOVERNORS OFFICE, ASAP.

TATTN ALSO IS INVOLVED AND WORKING DIRECTLY WITH THE STATE TO
RESTORE THE NOW CALLED BALLONA WETLANDS AND YOUR PROJECT
INTERFERES WITH POSSIBLE CHANNEL AND TIDAL WATERS WE HAVE AS
A CULTURAL RESOURCE FOR OUR SITES LOCATED ALL AROUND THE
WETLANDS.

NO DISCUSSION OF THAT APPEARS OR ANY MAPS SHOWING PLANS TO
OPEN CHANNEL RIGHT WHERE THIS PROPOSAL IS NOW POSITIONED.THE
STATE BOUGHT THIS LAND TO RESTORE IT, FOR IT IS SOME OF THE LAST
OF THE STATES WETLANDS REMAINING. DID YOU KNOW THAT, NO I
THOUGHT SO. OBJECTION AGAIN.

YOUR NOP FAILS TO ADDRESS OUR EXISTENCE, SITES LOCATED ON OR
NEXT TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT, THAT DELETION OF NO CULTURAL



RESOURCES OR IMPACTS IS OFFENSIVE TO US. I CANT BELIEVE YOU
MARKED X'S ON ALL CULTURAL RESOURCES OR IMPACTS. AMAZING.

THE CHANNEL COUNTY INTENDS ON BLOCKING OR RESTRICTING ISNT
EVEN ADDRESSED IN THE NOP.ONLY THAT IT WILL BE COVERED.

THE BOAT WASHDOWN WILL FURTHER POLLUTE ALREADY -IMPAIRED
WATERS AND THIS HAS HAPPENED UNDER AND WHILE THE LA COUNTY
HAS CONTROLLED IT AND CLAIMED OWNERSHIP WHICH WE DO NOT
ACCEPT AS WE HAVE TITLE TO THOSE LANDS BY ABORIGINAL
TITLE.REHNQUIST WAS WRONG ON SUMMA.

I AM IN DISCUSSIONS WITH EPA,FEMA ON THE ILLEGAL WATER QUALITY-
IN THE AREA, THE MARINA IS A TOXIC WASTE DUMP,
ITS ALA COUNTY MARINA, ISNT IT? NICE STEWARDSHIP.

I AM ALSO A USCG CERTIFIED BUILDER OF DOCUMENTED VESSELS AND A
FULLY DOCUMENTED USCG MERCHANT MARINER, THAT MARINA IS
COMPLETELY OUT OF CONTROL, NEVER INMY 30 PLUS YEARS AND OVER
50K SEA MILES ON THE WATER, FROM ALASKA TO HAWAII, MID-PACIFIC,
HAVE I SEEN SUCH CONDITIONS, I GUESS MAYBE THE EXXON-VALDEZ
WAS WORST, I WASNT THERE THEN.

THAT IS A GOOD PROJECT LA COUNTY CAN BEGIN WITH RESTORING THE
IMPAIRED WATERS FROM ALL THE LEASES, FUNDS WASTED ON OTHER
WORTHLESS PROJECTS . HOW ABOUT SPENDING THOSE FUNDS ON WATER
QUALITY? ON ENFORCEMENT COMPLIANCE? ANYTHING FOR
RESTORATION.

DID YOU KNOW THE THERE ARE HUNDREDS OF OUR SITES ALL
AROUND/ON THE AREA AND IS A REGISTERED SACRED SITE, NO? THATS

WHAT I THOUGHT.

AS FAR AS THE 80FT TALL BLDG.NO EXCAVATION OR DEPTH OF PILINGS
OR FOOTINGS ARE SHOWN OR DISCUSSED. ANY EXCAVATION WILL BE A
POSSIBLE SITE DISTURBING ACTIVITY AND AGAIN WE OBJECT TO THAT.

THE TRAFFIC IS ALREADY OVER BURDENED ON ALL ROADS AROUND THE
PROPOSED PROJECT, DUE TO THE PLAYA VISTA FIASCO, ANOTHER CITY OF
LA ILLEGAL PROJECT AND DESTROYED OVER 3000 TONGVA BURIALS AND
UNCOVERED OVER 150,000 BURIAL ITEMS WITH GOVT BONDS SUPPLYING

THE FUNDING.

SO ANY TRAFFIC INCREASES ARE UNACCEPTABLE. AGAIN I SEE NOTHING
IN YOUR NOP ON THAT.ACCEPT SOME TOKEN COMMENT.



TATTN OBJECTS AND OPPOSES THIS PROJECT AND THE ILLEGAL CURRENT
STATUS OF THIS CEQA PROCESS.

WE EXPECT THAT THE COUNTY WILL SUSPEND ALL HEARINGS AND ANY
PROCESSING UNTIL WE ARE CONSULTED WITH AND THE PROPER CEQA
ACTIONS ARE ENACTED. WE ARE NOT ASKING , WE ARE DEMANDING

THAT.

IF WE ARE NOT SATISFIED WITH YOUR IMMEDIATE RESPONSE, WE WILL
SEEK LITIGATION AGAINST ALL PARTIES RESPONSIBLE IN FEDERAL

COURT.

/S/ JOHNTOMMY ROSAS

JOHN TOMMY ROSAS

TRIBAL ADMINISTRATOR

TRIBAL LITIGATOR

TONGVA ANCESTRAL TERRITORIAL TRIBAL NATION
OFFICIAL TATTN E-MAIL CONFIDENTIAL

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

TATTN / TRIBAL NOTICE OF CONFIDENTIALITY:

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole
use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged
information. Any review, use, disclosure, or distribution by unintended recipients is
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-

mail and destroy all copies of the original message.
TRUTH IS OUR VICTORY AND HONOR IS OUR PRIZE >TATTN ©



From: slstw@aol.com [mailto:slstw@aol.com]

Sent: Fri 2/27/2009 8:41 PM

To: Tripp, Michael

Cc: Natoli, Gina; levzach@earthlink.net; slstw@aol.com
Subject: Boat Storage '

Hello Michael.

| am sorry for this late e-mail regarding the boat storage development due today.

My first suggestion is to insure that after community meetings are held, to insure
that residents and other interested parties have more than 1 day to respond to
you with comments. Being unable to attend the 2/19/1009 meeting, coupled with
understanding that the article reviewing the meeting did not come out until the
2/26/2009 edition of the Argonaut due to the Argonaut's deadlines, only left today
to respond to you with your deadline.

Also, it appears that either the parcels on the Redevelopment Status map
provided by Beaches and Harbors are not labeled correctly, or they are stated
incorrectly in the article.

| do not know if a to scale drawing of the proposed project was supplied at the

meeting, but this would be helpful as well. | would think that the developer must
have this or would certainly provide for this to be available to the community.

Thanks.

Best regards,
Susan



From: Martimarina@aol.com [mailto:Martimarina@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2009 9:56 PM

To: mtripp@planning.lacounty.govl

Cc: Martimarina@aol.com

Subject: Public comment - MDR Boat Storage

Michael Tripp,

| would like to express my concern regarding the boat storage facility that is currently going into
review of public comments for the draft EIR.

As a resident of Marina Del Rey the biggest issue for us continues to be the lack of a "master
plan" for the vision of the marina, leaving us with the impression of "who's driving the bus".

Additionally, too much is happening through the "developers" on numerous parcels in the area
that are showing a lack of concern to the potential impact of traffic which is already "out of
control", our water views that are quickly disappearing in the marina, and taking more pedestrian
walkways away rather than increasing them for the better and enjoyment of many.

It is important to separately state the residents or visitors to Marina Del Rey are not wanting to
have boat storage facility that is huge like an airport hanger, what is everyone thinking? Please
remember that this is a "marina", not a "port". If there is such a need for a boat storage of this
size and taking more of the water frontage, then the storage area should move to Wilmington,

"San Pedro, Long Beach or Los Angeles "ports".
Agree that the dry storage should be centralized, but not at the recommended specifications that

have been expressed.

Lastly, there needs to be further clarification and understanding of the boat storage area that is
proposing a "sheriff's Boatwright office in a two-story building”. Is the plan to have two sheriff
locations?

Thank you in advance for including the public comments and your responses to the outcome of
the draft EIR.

Marti Meyers
Marina Del Rey resident



From: Gerald Sobel [mailto:sobelsolar@msn.com]
Sent: Fri 2/27/2009 10:46 PM

To: Tripp, Michael

Subject: Dry Stack Proposal? Phooey!

Regarding your invitation for Public Comment on the Dry Stack Building proposal
which expires today, as noted on page 4 of this week's Argonuat

The Dry stack is an insult to Marina del Rey, and shame on you for even considering
it. The Marina is already illegally developed as you well know. It was supposed to be
8500 slips around a huge lagoon with two jetties to the sea for tidal flushing, not the
Micky Mouse yacht harbor we have today, witch is being further destroyed by more
high rise over development which has ruined it for recreational boating, supposedly
THE REASON FOR WHCICH MDR EXISTS. You illegally used the Ballona Creek Outfall,
and left us with polluted water.

Check it out, the 1954 Congressional act that was used to authorize building MDR,
that looks nothing like the County/Developer swindle we now see. It expressly forbid
commercial development of this public park for private profit.

Hey, man, what is the big idea? You're just a puppet for big developers, and you are
doing this, with just a few days notice in the Argonaut just to make what you are
doing, ruining a Federal Park, look legal. You don't give a darn about public input and

you know it.
I doubt you're even going to read these comments since they are irrelevant to your

true motives.

I hope under Obama all of you get investigated for corruption and spend some
serious time in a Federal Pen...I mean Mr. Ring, Mr. Knabe, and the rest of your
gang. But I'm not holding my breath.

Gerald Sobel



LAMARINER.COM

February 27, 2009

Mr. Michael Tripp

Department of Regional Planning
320 Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Boat Central #R2008-02340

Dear Mr. Tripp,

Thank you for extending the deadline to comment on the Notice of Preparation for the
Boat Central Project. The boaters in Marina del Rey are very concerned about the
impacts of this project on their recreational opportunities. Over the last several years,
we have seen a complete change of focus in Marina del Rey from recreational uses (the
top priority as written in the certified MDR Local Coastal Program) to the drastic
expansion of commercial development. This project is a prime example of how
developers/LA County are continuing their efforts to turn our public harbor into a

playground for the wealthy.

The slip mix in Marina del Rey has changed drastically over the last decade. During that
time, we have lost nearly 2000 wet slips, most of which were in the “affordable’category.
Boat Central LLC had projected 345 slips in the 20’-35’ range in plans submitted in
December 2008. The plans have changed over the last few months to include slips
above the 35’ range. While the Coastal Commission has identified boats 35’ or less as
“affordable”, the rates that the facility would need to charge would far exceed the
“affordable” range and would certainly not cater to the general public that this harbor was

intended to serve.

This project does not take into consideration the 60-65% of sailboats currently in the
harbor. This storage facility severely impacts much needed land space to assist in
alternative boat-storage needs. Boat Central only provides 30 mast-up storage spaces
for the sailboats. That is over a 10:1 ratio of power boats to sailboats. The impetus that
this project would create would be analogous to widening parking spaces to
accommodate wider SUV’s like Hummers. The governing agencies should not
encourage this behavior. All of the boats that would be housed inside of this facility
could be trailored and transported, while sailboats over 25’ do not have that ability.



Building 97’ over the water is not only against the Coastal Act, it serves to completely
discourage recreational boating in the harbor. This facility would certainly disrupt our
State’s publicly-funded launch-ramp and hinder access for our citizens. As our
population and boating needs continue to grow, our currently sufficient launch ramp may
need to be expanded. Boat Central would hinder that growth and provide another
problem of access in our Marina. The County has stated that it is continually working
with engineers to increase the amount of wet slips and boating opportunities in our
harbor. This project undermines that ability.

While | am certain that the revenues are the ultimate goal of the developers and Los
Angeles County, this project does not meet the needs of the current 61,000 boating
citizens that the harbor was intended for. Further studies with a publicly agreed-upon
analysis would be a better direction for Los Angeles County over further inappropriate
proposed projects.

Sincerely yours,

Jon Nahhas

PO Box 11131 pione  (310) 306-4682
Marina del Rey, FAX (306) 306-4682
CA emaL  lamariner@gmail.com

00293 WEB SITE

W 1a Marines [

http://www.lamariner.co
m



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service”

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331

GAIL FARBER, Director Telephone: (626) 458-5100
http://dpw.lacounty.gov ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.0. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460
IN REPLY PLEASE
March 3, 2009 rererTOFILE:  SM-1
TO: Jon Sanabria

Department of Regional Planning

Attention Michael Tqi

FROM: Manuel del Real
Sewer Maintenance Division

REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS
NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
BOAT CENTRAL - UNINCORPORATED MARINA DEL REY

As requested, we have reviewed the Notice of Preparation for the aforementioned
project and offer the following comments.

The Environmental Impact Report should discuss the collection and disposal of the
additional wastewater that would be generated by the proposed project, especially its
impact on the available capacity of the existing local sewer lines for both peak dry- and
wet-weather flows pursuant with the Statewide general waste discharge requirements.

The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Marina Sewer Maintenance
District is responsible for the operation and maintenance of the local sewers within the
unincorporated Marina del Rey. Attached is the Sewer Maintenance Division Map
No. 1438 regarding current sewer pipeline locations. Based on the recent
Marina Sewer Improvement Study conducted by our Design Division, the existing sewer
should be able to accommodate the proposed project.

If you have any questions, please contact May Hong at (626) 300-3388 or at
mahong@dpw.lacounty.gov.

MH:kk

1643

Attach.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3294

(323) 890-4330

P. MICHAEL FREEMAN
FIRE CHIEF
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

April 24, 2009

Mr. Michael Tripp , f ,
Department of Regional Planning . A " }
320 Temple Street '

Los Angeles, CA 90012—

Dear Mr. Tripp: _ _
NOTICE OF PREPARATION, PROJECT TITLE: BOAT CENTRAL, THE PROJECT SITE IS
' LOCATED AT 13483 FIJI WAY, MARINA DEL REY, (FFER #200900023)

_ Thé Notfce of Preparation has been reviewed by the Planning Division, Land Development Unit,
~Forestry -Division, and Health Hazardous Materials Division . of the County of Los Angeles Fire : -
Department. The following are their comments: R T

PLANNING DIVISION:

1. The Initial Study overestimated the distance from the nearest Fire Station to the project site.
Fire Station 110 is approximately 1 mile from the project site. We have no additional
comments. '

LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT:

1. The development of this prdje_ct must comply with all. applicable code and ordinance
requirements for construction, access, water main, fire flows and fire hydrants. Fire
Department requirements will be addressed at the building permit stage. Conditions will be set

at that time once plans have been submitted for review.

FORESTRY DIVISION — OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: | #

1. "fhe s‘tatutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division
include ero_sion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation, -

] ~
: .. SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF: .
AGOURA HILLS - -BRADBURY ' - ~CUDAHY ' % i . HAWTHORNE, . - - .- LAMIRADA.. MALIBU. . - ... . POMONA . . . .. SIGNAL HILL
ARTESIA . . CALABASAS DIAMONDBAR _ HIDDEN HILLS LAPUBNTE  MAYWOOD " . RANCHO PALOS VERDES . - SOUTH EL MONTE
AZUSA " CARSON DUARTE - .’ " HUNTINGTON PARK "LAKEWOOD  NORWALK - ROLLING HILLS . . SOUTH GATE
BALDWIN PARK  CERRITOS \ EL MONTE INDUSTRY " LANCASTER ~ PALMDALE ROLLING HILLS BSTATES ~ TEMPLE CITY
BELL CLAREMONT  GARDENA . INGLEWOOD LAWNDALE  PALOS VERDES ESTATES ROSEMEAD WALNUT
BELL GARDENS ~ COMMERCE GLENDORA IRWINDALE LOMITA PARAMOUNT . SAN DIMAS WEST HOLLYWOOD
BELLFLOWER COVINA HAWATIAN GARDENS LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE ~ LYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SANTA CLARITA WESTLAKE VILLAGE .
3 ) . LAHABRA . » WHITTIER




Mr. Michael Tripp
April 24, 2009
Page 2

fuel modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones or Fire Zone 4, archeological and
cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance. Potential impacts in these areas
should be addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

HEALTH HAZARDOLjS MATERIALS DIVISION:

1. We have no comments at this time.

If you have ény additional questions, please contact this office a‘;f(323)-890'-'4330.
Very truly yo_drs,. | ' |

Frood L

FRANK VIDALES, ACTING CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU

FV:lj




Tripp, Michael

From: Chris Corey [notatwork@pacbell.net]

Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2009 8:36 PM

To: Tripp; Michael

Subject: Comment on Pacific Marina Development -- "Boat Central"

Dear Mr. Tripp:

I am writing in regard to the Boat Central project that was recently described in the Daily Breeze. My comments regard
the beneficence of the proposed facility, an expansion of the concierge service, and objections to the facility reported in
the Daily Breeze.

The County and Pacific Marina Development should be commended for the innovative business described as the Boat
Central project. The County and marina lessees appear determined to reduce the number of smaller boat slips in Marina
Del Rey. While | regret that development, the effort to creatively supplement the number of small slips is laudable. In
going forward | ask the County to keep in mind that the stacking of boats and the reduced access to ones boat actually
represents a diminution of service to the boat owner. The service represents less access and more restrictions to the
boat owner. As such, it is 2 method of storage that should be priced at or below the fee that a boat owner would pay for a
traditional slip. If one assumes that the average boat would be 30 feet in length, then the facility will be storing 10,350
linear feet of boats. If owners are charged $13 a foot per month (or the mix of storage and concierge fees is roughly equal
to this amount) then the facility can be expected to gross $134,550, a month. If Pacific Marina Development can meet
their financial obligations and profit at a level that will allow for continued investment in the property | would favor the
development. However, if fees must be much higher to be fiscally responsible, then the increased fees and decrease in
service represents no benefit to the boating community of Marina Del Rey.

If the Boat Central proposal goes forward, | would urge the County to expand the concierge aspect of the business to the
mast-up storage facility currently provided by the County. One of the barriers to using trailerable sailboats is not the
availability of storage, but the type of vehicle required to tow the boat. Personally, | cannot find an economic automobile
that has a towing capacity much over 1,500 Ibs. Those of us considering a trailerable sailboat are also the sort of people
looking to save money on our non-recreational transportation. If a concierge service for the mast-up storage was made
available (a yard engine operated by Boat Central) the County would, | think, find greater demand for mast-up storage.
As | perceive the need to offset the loss of small slips for sailboaters in Marina Del Rey this would be a very desirable
outcome assuming that the County can allocate more space to mast-up storage.

I am not sympathetic to the objections to the project expressed in the Daily Breeze article regarding the visual
presentation of the facility. There is every reason to believe that this facility could be an enhancement to the property.
However, the County should imagine the environmental impact of the project broadly. The amount of boat traffic that
could result in H Basin and earthquake safety concern me. | trust that these are fundamentally challenges of coordination
and planning that the County and Pacific Marina Development will address.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon this innovative project.

Sincerely,

Christopher R. Corey



Tripp, Michael

From: Nancyvmarino@aol.com

Sent.: ' Friday, February 27, 2009 12:28 PM

To: Tripp, Michael

Cc: info@wearemdr; davidb@wearemdr.com
Subject: Boat Central NOP

Attachments: WAM_BoatCentral_NOP_2009feb27.doc

Re: Project Number: R2008-02340

Hi, Michael,

Can you still get the attached letter into the public record on the Boat Central NOP? Please advise.
Have a great weekend,

Nancy

A Good Credit Score is 700 or Above. See yours in just 2 easy steps!




We ARE Marina del Rey  r.0.8ox 9096, Marina del Rey, CA 90295

Page 1 of 3
February 27, 2009

Mr. Michael Tripp

Department of Regional Planning
320 Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Project Title: Boat Central
Project Number: R2008-02340

Opposed
Dear Mr. Tripp,

The proposed project for Parcels 52/GG raises a number of concerns that are beyond the purview of the
“Boat Central” Notice of Preparation for an Environmental Impact Report. We ARE Marina del Rey
holds that these broader issues must be resolved prior to consideration of any individual parcel
redevelopment in Marina del Rey. Specifically, these issues are: the lack of an EIR for the
comprehensive Marina del Rey redevelopment project (Marina Project), by rendering inoperative the
certified Marina del Rey Local Coastal Program (LCP) that governs redevelopment; the failure to inform
the public of the full scope of the Marina Project; and the consequent suppression of the public’s right to
full participation in planning decisions including (but not limited to) the decisions to alter the overall land
use configuration of the Marina Project, to change the land use designations for these two parcels and to
allow a building to extend out over the water. Furthermore, the “Boat Central” project has several critical
design flaws that may result in long term detrimental consequences to the County, to local communities,
and to boaters and other recreational users.

Lack of an operative LCP:  The unincorporated Marina del Rey is owned by, and under the
Jjurisdiction of, a single entity, the County of Los Angeles (the County). We ARE Marina del Rey
believes that the County is piecemealing the redevelopment in violation of state law, including the
California Coastal Act (Coastal Act) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The County
has admitted on the record and it is widely known that it intends to redevelop Marina del Rey. This
constitutes “a project” under CEQA. According to Public Resources Code §21065, a project is defined as
the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in a direct physical change in the environment.
thus requiring a comprehensive EIR. While the county is almost correct in its correct in its assertion that
our LCP is the functional equivalent of an EIR, it is the Coastal Commission’s certification process that
provides the environmental review necessary to meet CEQA requirements for an EIR, which gives the
LCP this status.

The Coastal Commission determined in January 2008 that the county is not effectively
implementing the LCP in compliance with the Coastal Act, and recommended that the county prepare a
comprehensive LCP Revision, with a comprehensive study covering all proposed or anticipated
developments and ESHA habitats, and addressing the cumulative environmental impacts on the Marina
and on surrounding communities, in order to bring it into compliance.

Lack of compliance with the certified LCP on at least seven (7) of the currently proposed
projects, including this one, renders the LCP moot. Therefore, recertification is needed before the county
can legitimately reclaim EIR equivalence for the Marina Project and satisfy the anti-piecemealing
provisions of CEQA.

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




We ARE Marina del Rey  r.o. sox 5096, Marina del Rey, cA 90295

Page2 of 3

Failure of county to inform the public: The County has steadfastly refused to present its
comprehensive plan for the Marina Project redevelopment to the public, and continues to pursue
individual parcel projects piecemeal, as it is doing with this “Boat Central” proposal. As a result, most of
the local community has only limited awareness of the full scope of the Marina Project, and members of
the boating community and other recreational users who live elsewhere remain even less informed. The
task of discovery is arduous, and participation becomes prohibitive due to the number of venues and
phases involved in this piecemeal approach.

Lack of information about context translates to uninformed assessments of a project’s proper
place in the overall Marina Project. In response to We ARE Marina del Rey’s efforts to educate the
community about the overall Marina Project--as much of it as we have been able to discern—public
demand is growing for the County to reveal its vision, and subject it to a community-based review to
adapt that plan to the needs of the community, both local and regional.

Suppression of the public’s right right to full participation in planning decisions:

Coastal Act §30006: Legislative findings and declarations; public participation
The Legislature further finds and declares that the public has a right to fully participate in
decisions affecting coastal planning, conservation and development; that achievement of
sound coastal conservation and development is dependent upon public understanding and
support; and that the continuing planning and implementation of programs for coastal
conservation and development should include the widest opportunity for public
participation.

We would like to emphasize that this Coastal Act section does not confer a privilege on the people of
California; rather, it affirms our constitutional right to a meaningful role in coastal planning—not merely
an opportunity to comment on, or request mitigation for, a predetermined component of that project.

Disregarding this right, the Department of Beaches & Harbors renegotiates lease extensions with
existing lessees in secret; its RFP’s for new projects on various public parking lots received scant public
notice and, again, were done in piecemeal fashion. It became apparent only in the last couple of years
that the County intends to destroy at least five of our twelve major public parking lots for private
residential and hotel developments, and assign two additional lots to private developers to satisfy their
projects’ open space and/or view corridor requirements (one reverting to County possession at about the
same time that major refurbishment will be needed). Public displacement from all areas of the Marina
except the Chace Park/public launch ramp area was revealed in the Coastal Commission’s Periodic LCP
Review-—a hard-won review that the county manipulated (also in secret) while continuing to pursue
projects without pause.

Other County departments, as well as the Board of Supervisors, actively discourage public
participation: names and addresses of projects are obscured or mis-stated in notices; notices are placed in
obscure, locally unavailable publications; serious inquiries and challenges are routinely met with evasive,
irrelevant or incomplete replies that leave substantial issues untreated and the public disappointed and
frustrated; errors are promulgated or tolerated even after they are exposed; often, public concerns are
simply dismissed without justification.

The County needs to address the injustice of excluding meaningful public participation in land use
decisions before it proceeds with any project in Marina del Rey—but especially with projects like “Boat
Central” that violate several major provisions of our LCP. It upsets the balance of land uses under the
existing LCP. We ARE Marina del Rey asserts that we are entitled to the protection of our laws, and
demand that our public officials provide that protection until and unless they have changed those laws
through a transparent, community based process.

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[¢/(3) of the Internal Revenue Code
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Project concerns: The “Boat Central” project as conceived will have a detrimental effect on boating, in
particular small boaters, due to the proposed conversion of Mothers Beach into a hotel/commercial zone
and the County’s intent to concentrate public use in the area of Basin H. Entry level boating will
bottleneck on the on Basin H, further crowded into the easternmost end near the boat ramp by the
elimination of dry storage further up the basin at Dock 77.

With this consolidation of dry storage facilities, and a maximum Boat Central load/unload
capacity of eleven boats per hour, many of the smaller boat owners are likely to encounter limited or no
access to their boats on popular weekends and holidays.

Additional dry storage for boats is desirable for Marina del Rey, but only if it is truly added
capacity, and not at the expense of small wet slips or other dry storage facilities. The former director of
Beaches & Harbors’ gave testimony before the Board of Supervisors that contradicted his written staff
report on this issue. It is clear from existing and proposed redevelopment projects, however, that small
wet slips are being decimated throughout the Marina. This concentration of a less desirable alternative
will clearly discourage small boat users from using Marina del Rey.

With most other public use in the same area, the landside traffic will be horrendous in peak
recreational periods, backing up into the adjoining Del Rey community, compounding all of the traffic
and air quality impacts of other area projects both within and adjacent to Marina del Rey. The Beaches &
Harbors Administration building, with its 4-day work week, was clearly a good fit to accommodate
additional visitor parking on weekends and holidays. This concentration of parking needs will likely
~ result in a parking structure to accommodate the concentration of visitors, which would further destroy
views to and from the water and diminish the Marina experience for all visitors. Privatizing Parcels
52/GG for a competing use is poor planning even in isolation from the rest of the Marina Project.

We ARE Marina del Rey is categorically opposed to any building built out over the water. The carbon
footprint of shipping recycled plastic 6,000 nautical miles is an affront to the very idea of “green”
building. We have plenty of recyclable trash in this county; we do not need to import any.

We ARE Marina del Rey supports the Ballona Institute, Wetland Action Network and other
environmental organizations objections to the placement of this facility as detrimental to the Ballona
Wetlands, indicating a relocation to avoid impacts to habitat and wildlife in the vicinity.

Marina del Rey is supposed to be all about boating and recreation. Why, then, is the County’s Marina
Project focused only on maximizing revenues, at the expense of boating opportunities for the majority of
County citizens? Additional dry storage, dispersed throughout the Marina near existing public parking
lots is a more desirable solution that will lead to greater recreational boating opportunities, better public
access, and a more robust economy in the local and regional community.

Together,
We ARE Marina del Rey,

Nancy Vernon Marino
Director

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
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1 TN THE STATE OF CRLIFORNIA 1 form. There is also a small fact sheet on the
2 10S ANGELES COUNTY . .o .
2  project that gives information on the background
3 3 that we're going to be talking about tonight.
4 4 There is an official study document which
5 5 is a larger document at the table which was the work
6 6 done by the County to do, and I'l talk about what
7 BOAT CENTRAL 7 that is, is an initial review of the project. And
8 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 8 these are the handouts we have.
9 PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 9 The purpose of a scoping session, and what
10 10 we're going to be doing tonight, is a process that
11 11 is described in state law, in that portion of state
12 HELD AT 12 law, called the California Environmental Quality
i3 MARINA DEL REY HOTEL 13 Act. One of the terms I will use is CEQA which is a
14 13534 BALI WAY 14 law that we're dealing with.
15 MARINA DEL REY 15 The purpose of tonight's meeting and the
16 16 purpose of a scoping session is to take comments
17 FEBRUARY 19, 2009 17 from the public as to what should the contents of
18 7:00 P.M. 18 that Environmental Impact Report be, the next term I
19 19  will use is EIR. What are the analysis that need to
20 20  be undertaken so that the public and County
21 21  decision-makers have an understanding of the project
22 22 before any action is taken.
23 23 So the purpose of tonight, again, is to
24 24  define what ought to be in the Environmental Impact
25 25 Report. What is not the purpose of tonight's
Page 3 Page 5
1 (The public scoping meeting commenced at 7:00 p.m.) 1 meeting is a public hearing as to whether the
2 MR. ZOLA: We are ready, the time being 2 project should or should not be approved, whether
3 officially 7:00. First, I'd like to welcome 3 what action the Regional Planning Commission should
4  everybody here tonight. This is a scoping session 4  take, what action the Board of Supervisors should
5 for the Boat Central Environmental Impact Report. 5 take and what recommendations even County staff
6 AndI'll describe the basic process for tonight is 6 should make.
7  --T'll describe first what a scoping session is, 7 We are here to talk about the content of
8  what are the rules that we're dealing with. 8 that Environmental Impact Report. And this is
9 And then what we'll do, we'll actually walk 9 really just the first of a number of opportunities
10 through the environmental report section by section 10 o discuss the environmental evaluation of the
11 by section and we'll talk about what needs to be in 11 project and the project itself. So tonight we'll
12 the analysis of that Environmental Impact Report. 12 talk about the content of that Environmental Impact
13 I'm not very good at staying real still, 13 Report. Then about the fall of this year a draft,
14 you're going to have a little bit of a workout. 14 whatis called a draft Environmental Impact Report
15 AUDIENCE: That's okay (woman with a video 15 will be distributed for public review.
16 camera). 16 And so if you have on the back of that
17 MR. ZOLA: There's a few handouts to make 17 agenda form, given your name and address, you'll get
18 sure that you got them. One is an agenda, and on 18 notice of the availability of that Environmental
19 the back of the agenda is a little place for written 19 Impact Report. There will, starting in the fall of
20 comments. And if you have more comments that can 20  this year, be a 45-day period to accept written
21  fit in that space, as many comments as you want to 21 comments on that draft Environmental Impact Report.
22  give in writing, those comments will be accepted up 22 So the next set of review, an opportunity you will
23  to a week from Friday, February 27th. And you just 23  have to comment on the project, is at that 45-day
24 mail themin. There is a place to mail them, a 24 review to discuss the accuracy and depth of
25 place to e-mail comments also on the back of the 25 analysis.
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Page 6 Page 8
1 So tonight we'll talk about what ought to 1  when the County receives applications for what are
2  bein it during that 45-day review. You'll get to 2 called discretionary action.
3 {alk about is that really a complete document, is it 3 In other words, the County, all that series
4 accurate. At the end of the 45-day public review 4  of applications, the County has the discretion to
5 period, any written comments that are received by 5 approve or not approve. It's very different than a
6 the County will then -- a response will be prepared. 6 building report where if you meet the requirements
7  So a written response will be prepared to all of the 7  you must approve, but the County has the ability and
8  writien comments received during that 45-day review 8 the discretion to approve or not approve. What the
9 period. 9 law says, CEQA says, is when those applications are
10 That will be put together with the draft 10 received, the County must review the potential for
11 Environmental Impact Report and then there will be 11 significant environmental impact. And the County
12 what is called a final EIR. Late this year, at the 12 did that review and the review is included one of
13 end of this year, maybe into the beginning of the 13 those handouts, the initial study.
14 next year, the project and that final EIR will be in 14 The County's conclusion was that this
15 front of the Regional Planning Commission for a 15 project, those applications, could result in
16 public hearing. So thatis a period of time for 16 significant impact on the environment. And because
17 comments again on the EIR, but more importantly, 17 of that, an Environmental Impact Report is required.
18 comments on the project. Do you as the public favor 18 And so based on the County's determination, the next
19 it, not favor it and so on. Sometime after the 19 thing the County is required to do is send out what
20 planning commission is done with hearings, then 20 is called a Notice of Preparation.
21 there will be Board of Supervisor's hearing. 21 And what that Notice of Preparation is, it
22 So the review process I talked a little bit 22 is anotice to public agencies and to the public
23 about. The very first thing that has happened is 23 that an environmental impact report is being
24 Los Angeles County has received applications for 24 prepared and inviting comments on the content of
25 three parcels: 52-R, GG and 49M within Marina del 25 that EIR, and that was issued for 30-day review on
Page 7 Page 9
1 Rey. The applications that the County has received 1 January 21st of this year.
2 include a specific planned amendment fo change 2 As 1 said, even if you count 30 days from
3 designation on two parcels, 52-R and GG from public 3 the 21st, it would come out to tomorrow, written
4 facilities to boat storage with a water front 4  comments will be accepted on the Notice of
5 overlay and from parking to public facilities on 5 Preparation, NOP, through Friday of next week, the
6 parcel 49M. 6  27th of February.
7 There is also an application to amend the 7 Now I mentioned a couple of times that an
8 local coastal program to add dry stack storage to 8 Environmental Impact Report is being prepared. The
S  the permitted uses in the water land use category 9 purpose of that EIR is to serve as a public
10 and to allow buildings over the water portion of 10 information document that will assist you as the
11 parcels at the same height as buildings and 11 public and County decision-makers to understand the
12 structures on the land side. 12  consequences on the environment of all those
13 There is also a Coastal Development Permit 13 applications that I said were filed and proposed of
14 that has been requested to actually allow demolition 14 the County.
15 of the existing buildings on the site and 15 The second part of that Environmental
16 construction of the project, a conditional use 16 Impact Report, the purpose of that, is to provide
17 permit to authorize the uses, a parking permit 17 for, once we've identified these, are the
18 requesting a reduction in required parking and also 18 environmental consequences, then the next part is to
19 to permit the use of valet parking. 19 talk about what are the feasible mitigation
20 And the last application is a variance that 20 measures, what can we do to minimize or avoid the
21 would allow construction of a dry stack storage 21 impact on the environment that were identified. And
22 facility in the required setback areas and it will 22 then also to evaluate what alternatives to the
23 increase the maximum allowable height. That is the 23 project are there, lower height, different
24 set of applications that the County has received. 24  configuration, different site plans, so on, that
25 Now under the California Environmental Quality Act, 25 might reduce the impact identified in that
Page 6 - Page 9 (2) Barkley Court Reporters L-Seriptd
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1  Environmental Impact Report. 1  here for. My job is to walk you through the public
2 Only after all of that is done, the draft 2 scoping session, and that is sum total of my
3 EIR, the public review, the analysis of that 3 involvement in this project.
4 document, comments from the public, only after that 4 Project description: This is described in
5 final EIR is actually done, can the County take any 5 the initial study that you have and it also will be
6 action on the project. 6 described in that EIR that will be prepared, but
7 Now what that Environmental Impact Report 7  there will be a dry stack boat storage structure
8  will cover and there is the contents. One, an 8 storing 345 boats, the footage ranging from 20 to
9 introduction, pretty straight forward, identify what 9 35 feet up to about 40 feet long boats. And also
10 are the rules under which the Environmental Impact 10 storing 28 boat trailers, a small indoor boat repair
11 Report is being prepared. An executive summary 11 facility.
12 summarizing what is in the rest of the document. A 12 There will be architectural planning,
13 project description so that anybody reading the 13 translucent polycarbonate, you can see there is a
14 document can get an understanding of what it is that 14 model back there, is an approximation or some
15 was proposed that would have environmental impact. 15 similar material, but it will not be essentially
16 A description of the existing environmental 16 open storage. The structure will be approximately
17 setting, what is the baseline, what do we have 17 70 feet in height that actually stores the boats.
18 today. AndI think the baseline is actually, will 18 That structure will overhang Basin H by about
19 be this month, so that during the public review 19 45 feet on the eastern side. I'm not sure what
20 period of the NOP as the baseline, when the project 20 direction I'm pointed, 97 feet on the western part.
21  is built, what changes. So the existing conditions, 21  There will be an overhang over the water.
22  what are the impact measured against. 22 In the center there will be, between the
23 The impact analysis, and we'll talk about 23  structure, will be a Gantry crane, and those of you
24  what those impacts might be, project alternatives. 24 that were here early, saw what that crane was coming
25 Cumulative impacts. One of the rules under CEQA is 25 down the middle. And the idea of the crane is to
Page 11 Page 13
1 that the EIR must analyze not only the impact of the 1 iransfer boats from the storage into the water and
2 project itself, but the impact of the project when 2  the crane will actually run the length of that
3 combined with past projects, things that have 3 structure and will have a cover on it.
4  happened in the past, things that aren't yet built, 4 The Gantry down the center, approximately
5  but it may have been approved. 5 7510 82 feet. On the back of that fact sheet is
6 And reasonably foreseeable future actions 6 actually a cross section of what this looks like.
7  and future projects, so that a project is analyzed 7 There will be dock structures extending out from the
8 not only by itself in relation to existing 8 boat pad 200 feet into the basin on the west side,
9 conditions, but in relation to what do we reasonably 9 147 feet on the east side. And that will be used to
10 expect and what can we reasonably foresee occurring 10 convey people to and from their boats and also
11  in the future. 11 allows for queuing of about 64 boats to and from as
12 And then, finally growth inducing impact. 12 they're being stacked or as they're coming back out.
13 If this project is built, what kind of other project 13 There will be some mast-up sale boat
14 may follow, what is the growth that this project 14 storage for about 30 spaces, basically ten by
15 mightinduce. So with that, we'll talk about the 15 30 feet long for sailboats. There will be a fixed
16 project description. 16 hoist on the land side to convey boats to the water,
17 I know I launched into this, did I give my 17 wash-down facility at that same location. An
18 name in the beginning? 18 officer -- an office and customer lounge, about
19 THE AUDIENCE: No. 19 2,300 square feet, with restaurants, personal
20 MR. ZOLA: I realize that. My name is 20  lockers, reception facility, so on.
21 Lloyd Zola. I'm with HDR Engineering. As]I 21 Offices, a 2,800 square foot sheriff's boat
22 mentioned in the beginning, the County is holding 22  ride, lifeguard shop, sheriff's office, and a fenced
23 this public scoping session and one of the things 23  boat ride yard. There will be a public promenade
24  that the County requested is that a third-party 24 provided as part of this -- we will show a site plan
25  actually hold the meeting. And that is what I'm 25 ina second -~ but a 200-foot long public promenade,
i Barkley Court Reporters (3) Page 10 - Page 13
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1 park and picnic area and signage for the public. 1 ask is there anything else that was missed.
2 The location is shown in red. There is 2 My hope in doing it this way, rather than
3 Fiji Way and just off of Lincoln, so that is the 3 doing the typical, we go once around the room and
4 location that's also shown in the initial study that 4  you give a three-minute speech, is we make sure
5 you have. 5  we've hit every subject in the Environmental Impact
6 A couple pictures of the site. One, a view 6 Report, that we don't leave any section out. And
7  from the north, to the north from the southwest 7  then at the end if there is anything that we've
8 corner. That's the one on top. On the bottom of 8 missed through that, then you'll have the three
9  you from the west to the eastern edge looking across 9 minutes to make sure that we've gotten all of these.
10 the site as it exists today. On top of you, south 10 So the basic subject in the Environmental
11 through the parking lot, towards the entrance on 11 Impact Report, that analysis and environmental
12 Fiji Way, the Ballona Wetlands are actually to the 12 analysis, will be done as shown here. Aesthetics,
13 south across Fiji Way are the Ballona Wetlands, an 13  air quality, biological resources, including both
14 ecological reserve. On the bottom you would see the 14 marine and bird assessments, geology and soils,
15 view west along Fiji Way and the Ballona Wetlands 15 hydrology and water quality, land use and planning,
16 Ecological Reserve to the south, essentially to the 16 noise, traffic and transportation, and then
17 left of the road. 17 utilities and public service systems.
18 Here we have a view to the north edge of 18 So those are the basic subjects that the
19 the parking lot looking across the channel towards 19 environmental analysis will be done for. Now we'll
20 the public boat launch area which is on Admiralty 20  go to this, just so you understand, for each of
21 Way. The sheriff's boat ride and docks are actually 21 those sections, there will be this done. Oneis a
22  to the east on the right of the picture. The one at 22  description of the existing setting. So for each of
23  the bottom is a view from the northern edge of the 23  those issues what is the existing setting in terms
24 parking lot looking northwest across Basin H. 24 of aesthetics, air quality, so on. Threshold of
25 And then the site plan, that is also in the 25 significance, how do we go about determining whether
Page 15 Page 17
1 initial study and that copy we have for you. When 1 there is a significant impact or less than
2  you see here, when you Jook at the site plan in the 2  significant impact. ‘So the rules by which that
3 initial study, the location of the promenade, the 3 determination will be made is, is it significant, is
4  building, the storage and structures and so on. 4 it not, a line will actually be described in the
5 The next is on top, the east elevation, 5 document.
6 showing the structure from that side with boat 6 Then there will be a description analysis
7 storage in the foreground. You'll see the structure 7  of the impacts of the project before mitigation is
8 extending out over the water. At the bottom is a 8 applied, identification of what mitigation measures
9 north elevation looking from the water into the 9 are proposed to be applied, and then an evaluation
10 structure. 10 of how effective will that mitigation be. In other
11 So that is the project being proposed. Now 11 words, when the mitigation is applied will impacts
12 what we're going to do is actually walk through 12  be significant still or will those mitigation
13 section by section of the Environmental Impact 13 measures be effective to really eliminate the
14 Report. What I'll do is first give you a summary of 14 significant impact and yield either no impact or
15 all the various issues very generally that would be 15 less than significant impact.
16 in the Environmental Impact Report and then we'll 16 And finally what will happen in each
17 actually walk through section by section. 17 section, will be a general description of cumulative
i8 So for example, on aesthetics which is the 18 impact. And at the end of the EIR, a more specific
19 first issue, I will describe this is what is 19 discussion of environmental impact. So let's go to
20 intended to be, what is being done for that 20 aesthetics. For each of those where there's going
21 Environmental Impact Report. Then what I'll look 21  be a technical study, I will describe what that
22 for from the audience and raise your hand, I will 22 technical study will be.
23  ask a question on each of these, what else needs to 23 In this case of dealing with aesthetics,
24  be in these documents in that section of the 24  there will be a study identification of shade and
25 document. Then when we get to the end, I'll also 25 shadow. So as the basic, winter solstice, summer
Page 14 - Page 17 (4) Barkley Court Reporters
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1 solstice and at various times of the day, that big 1 THE AUDIENCE: LCP page nine, chapter
2 structure that you saw, where do the shadows fall. 2 page four, chapter nine, policy E-1.
3 The analysis that will occur in this 3 MR. ZOLA: Consistent with LCP view
4 section will be shade and shadow, where does the 4 policies and we have on the record the specific one.
5 shade fall from that proposed structure, height and 5 Anything else on aesthetics? Yes.
6 massing of the building, view corridors, how does 6 THE AUDIENCE: I'm not sure if it fits in
7 that structure affect views both to the water, from 7  this category either, but in the event this building
8 the water. Light and glare, what are the issues 8 is not successful as we hear so many times, that
9 related to the building in terms of site lighting, 9 small boats are out of the market, how easy is this
10 glare off the building and then landscaping and the 10 building to take down?
11 appropriateness of landscaping on the site. 11 MR. ZOLA: That's probably land use. Let's
12 So that is the aesthetic section of the 12 make sure we reserve this one. I'll summarize it as
13 EIR. The question for you as the public now is are 13 potential for demolition or reductive views.
14 there any other issues related to aesthetics. 14 Anything else on aesthetics?
15 Remember, we will go through the whole list of the 15 THE AUDIENCE: Tim Riley. A question, in
16 others that need to be addressed in terms of 16 the initial study under resources, visual qualities
17 aesthetics. Just so you understand, we're going to 17 it talks aboiit the project will shade portions of
18 try and actually type them in as we go. The 18 the marina waters. Is that addressed under
19 official public record, we have a court reporter 19 aesthetics because you talk about light and glare,
20  over there who will actually keep the official 20 butI don't really read it that way.
21 record and that will be available as part of the 21 MR, ZOLA: That's the shade and shadow
22 Notice of Preparation and its responses. 22  study. .
23 So what else needs to be in the aesthetics 23 THE AUDIENCE: Will it be covered in this
24 section? 24 area?
25 THE AUDIENCE: View disturbances to and 25 MR. ZOLA: Yes, it will be.
Page 19 Page 21
1 from the marine at location. 1 THE AUDIENCE: What about the wind study of
2 MR. ZOLA: Under view corridor, let's make 2  the impact on surrounding boat slips and the walk
3 sure we have to and from marina. We're not going to 3 ramp in the structure,
4 limit it to that. 4 MR. ZOLA: Yes. Wind study, I think that
5 THE AUDIENCE: Not view corridor. View 5 comes up later. We'll make sure we get that before
6 corridor is another concept. We're talking about 6 theend.
7  view disturbance, views that are protected under the 7 THE AUDIENCE: Also when the sun sets low,
8 Marina del Rey specific plans. 8  will that building reflect a mirror back toward the
9 MR, ZOLA: Okay. View disturbance. 9  apartments and the buildings that live across the
10 Somebody over here. 10 channels, what will be like the light and glare. Do
11 THE AUDIENCE: David De Lang, director of 11 they know how far forward and what big impact of
12  the Coalition for a Safe Marina. Sort of a subpoint 12 wall of materials will be.
13 under view disturbance of the corridor, I guess, I'd 13 MR. ZOLA: The height of the building is
14 like to show you on page nine -- page four, chapter 14 known, that would be part of light and glare, so
15 nine, it's under policies and actions E-1. 15 that would be the analysis that would occur there.
16 And the section I'd like to see evaluated 16 Yes.
17 reads as follows: Views of the harbor a priority. 17 THE AUDIENCE: I would like to see
18 And it goes on maintaining and enhancing views of 18 something there about the approach to the marina and
19 the marina shall be a priority role of this plan. 19 how that affects the visitors' perception and
20 Enhancing the ability for public experience, the 20 introduction to the marina when they see a big barn
21 view of the marina and water shall be prime 21 of a building instead of open space and boats and
22 consideration in the design of all new, modified, or 22 mass and water and marina things.
23 expanded development. 23 MR. ZOLA: Now, the test is how well do I
24 MR. ZOLA: Let's make sure we get 24 summarize that so they can type that in.
25  consistency -- that's from the LCP? 25 THE AUDIENCE: Identity of the marina?
Min-1-8eriped Barkley Court Reporters (5) Page 18 - Page 21
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1 MR. ZOLA: How about affect of visual 1  what will be its short-term impact, impact during
2 effects on entry to the marina. That's why we have 2 construction. And then what would be the long-term
3 the court reporter. 3 air quality impacts as the operation of the project.
4 THE AUDIENCE: Impressions of the marina. 4 Now as we look at, or as the team looks at
5 MR. ZOLA: There is a couple of things that 5 doing this study, the raffic study that will be
6 youhave. One was loss of open space, the view of a 6 done will be used as the basis to the operational
7 building or structure rather than that. So change 7  impact in terms of how many vehicle miles traveled
8 in visual character of the site. 8 and the vehicles that are associated with it.
9 THE AUDIENCE: Yes. Also, will the color 9 And also looking at that traffic study, so
10 scheme fit in with the marina. And there is yellow 10 that impact at intersections, if there would be
11 colors and red, will they fit in with the colors of 11 congestion at intersections as a result of this
12 the marina, or is this like a giant McDonald's 12 project or traffic would be put at what is called a
13 structure that stands out. 13 carbon monoxide CO Hotspot Analysis. In other words
14 MR. ZOLA: Compatibility of color. 14 at intersections, what kinds of concentrations of
15 THE AUDIENCE: Well, the color scheme of 15 carbon monoxide might result.
16 the area which has to do with the design, will it be i6 The third thing that will be analyzed will
17 acolor that is compatible? 17 be a quantitative analysis, in other words, looking
18 MR. ZOLA: Compatibility of color with, 18 at greenhouse gas emissions, and what kind of
19  we'll use the term for now, "branding of the 19 greenhouse gases would be emitted, during and as
20 marina." 20 part of this project. So that would be the air
21 Yeah. 21 quality analysis.
22 THE AUDIENCE: I wanted to add a subpoint 22 So same as we went through aesthetics,
23 consistency with LCP view policies. I cited E-1, 23 anything else that you think needs to be included in
24 there is an E-3 which is in a different way 24 the air quality setting? Yes.
25 important. It's entitled scenic drive and the 25 THE AUDIENCE: Since traffic trips generate
Page 23 Page 25
1 wording is through appropriate signing of scenic 1 more traffic, will it be considering taking traffic
2  drive shall be designated from the Via Marina Avenue 2 trips from apartment buildings, other projects, or
3 north to Admiralty Way, (inaudible) Fiji east to 3 will that, there will be X amount for this project
4 Lincoln. 4  and they'll have to reduce that amount to be able to
5 In other words, encompassing exactly in 5 utilize this project without adding more traffic
6 part in this project, proposed project area. The 6 trips.
7  question is whether or not this structure proposal 7 MR. ZOLA: That is actually more to the
8 is consistent with the concept of a scenic drive 8 traffic section. As we look at -- I keep saying
9 along that way. 9  "we," as they, because I'm not writing this EIR. As
10 MR. ZOLA: Okay. We have consistency with 10 the Environmental Impact Report is done for air
11 LCP view and scenic drive policies E-1 and 3. 11  quality, the air quality analysis, one, will look at
i2 Anything else on aesthetics? 12  what are the trips that this project will generate
13 Are we ready to go on to the next one? 13 and what are the air emissions, the pollutant
14 Okay. Next, air quality. In terms of air quality, 14 emissions from this project's traffic.
15 there will be a technical study done that will be an 15 In the traffic study, that is where the
16 assessment based on CEQA air quality handbook which 16 traffic people will look at this project's traffic
17 is the rules that the South Coast Air Quality 17 inrelation to growth of traffic on other projects.
18 - Management District has. And there will be a number 18 Soin terms of air quality, this is looking at the
19 of modeling programs utilized to analyze air quality 19 air analysis, what will this project generate. As I
20 impact, one called the URBEMIS model, EMFAC and 20 said, with the others, there would be cumulative
21 CALINE4 dispersion model. 21 impact.
22 What will be addressed in this section are 22 We'll go this way.
23 one, a comparison of what are the existing air 23 THE AUDIENCE: I'm not sure if it's here,
24 pollutant emissions that are related to the site 24  but you haven't mentioned, did you mean to include
25 compared to if this project is built, what are 25  emissions from the concentration of boats, motorized
Page 22 - Page 25 (6) Barkley Court Reporters M- -Sepiptd




PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

February 19, 2009
Page 26 Page 28
1 boats. 1 resources that will analyze the impact on the
2 MR. ZOLA: Let's make sure we get that one 2 biological productivity of marine sources and will
3 also. As we talk about operational impacts, let's 3 identify measures to reduce impact.
4 make sure we get and include emissions from 4 So there will be a technical study related
5 motorized boats. Good. 5  to marine resources. There will be a survey related
6 Yes. 6 to eelgrass and invasive algae aimed at whether
7 THE AUDIENCE: Mine has to do with the 7  eelgrass and invasive algae are present in the
8 creation of motorized boats in that area, that there 8 vicinity and effects that might occur because of
9 are holding docks. So I would like an assessment 9 that,
10 done for the peak use recreation periods, weekend, 10 An analysis of marine bird population to
11 holidays and the effect of that, boats waiting to go 11 identify the marine bird species that are using the
12 out. Soit's not just the number of boats. It 12 site, using the area in the immediate vicinity and
13  would be how long they're queued is the word, I 13 how might this project affect those species..
14  think is the word. 14 Then somebody mentioned wind impact ~
15 MR. ZOLA: So concentration at peak hours 15 assessment, This is where it comes up that would
16 or peak use periods. 16 describe in terms of, in terms first of birds. The
17 THE AUDIENCE: 1dling concentration 17 project's effects on wind conditions within the
18 concentrations at peak hours including idling of 18 basin, adjacent to the project, effects on loss of
19 engines. If they don't have catalytic converters, 19 surface wind on birds. So there will be a wind
20 they don't have the same standard of EPA required of 20 analysis. Ithink you've aiready said we want fo do
21 cars. So they have to be based on what a boat is 21  awind analysis as how it would affect boating also.
22 giving off, not what a car gives off. You can't 22  Winds on birds
23 count ten boats as ten cars when it comes to 23 THE AUDIENCE: A correct bird
24 emissions. 24 MR. ZOLA: Let me get to the section.
25 MR. ZOLA: Correct. The boats need to be 25 We'll get there. A memorandum related to Great Blue
Page 27 Page 29
1 analyzed because they're boat engines and not cars. 1 Herons. Those are the technical studies that will
2 THE AUDIENCE: They're sitting there to be 2 be done -- almost there, almost there - addressing
3 lifted out of the water, or to be put in the water. 3 the section marine environment plant species, fish
4 MR. ZOLA: Okay. Anything else on air 4 and wildlife, sensitive species and then the
5 quality? Yes. 5 linkage, the channel connection that come across the
6 THE AUDIENCE: I missed one thing on the 6 site to the Ballona Wetland impact, if any, that
7 shadows. The first one, if it's okay. 7  this project may have on the wetlands.
8 MR. ZOLA: We can go back. 8 With that, anything else on biology?
9 THE AUDIENCE: The rowers, I remember when 9 THE AUDIENCE: In January of 2008,
10 we went in front of the Design Control Board, the 10 (inaudible) that ESHA exists in the marina and asked
11 rowers were very concerned about the shadow on the 11 the County to do further studies that would have to
12  water because they get up very early in the morning. 12 be included in the report.
13 It seems like that aspect disturbed them, so that 13 MR. ZOLA: Let's add a bullet at the
14 should be included. 14 Dbottom, location of ESHA. Okay.
15 MR. ZOLA: Let's say shade and shadow study 15 THE AUDIENCE: The water pollution from
16 including early morning. 16 boats with burning fuel and impact on the
17 THE AUDIENCE: For rowers. 17 environment for birds and they should take water
18 MR. ZOLA: So right at dawn. 18 samplings and the cumulative
19 THE AUDIENCE: They're the ones that are 19 MR. ZOLA: I picked that up on water
20 using it at that time in the morning. 20 quality.
21 MR. ZOLA: Anything else on air quality? 21 ‘THE AUDIENCE: There is no circulation of
22 Okay. Biological resources is next. 22 water, there would be standing, still water.
23 There is going to be a number of technical 23 MR. ZOLA: Let's add water quality effects
24 studies done in connection with biological 24  onmarine wildlife. Yes.
25 resources. One is a study in relation to marine 25 THE AUDIENCE: In addition to David
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1 Barish's remarks on ESHA, a definition has been 1 MR. ZOLA: We'll get to hazardous materials
2 offered by the public commission has authority over 2  and solid waste. Let me make a note and we'll pick
3 this project initially or potentially, they stated 3 thatup.
4 that ESHA includes not only nesting, but also 4 THE AUDIENCE: That is something that has
5 roosting habitats of certain species including the 5 been lacking in every development. Take out a new
6 Great Blue Heron. So it turns out that they're 6 marina, take away the new, never make sure the depth
7 roosting in this sife, as a matter of fact. So 7  has been kept to the same depth and cleanup.
8 they're roosting there really -- there is an ESHA, 8 MR. ZOLA: We'll get to the hazardous
9  in other words, located there. 9 material. Anything else on geology and soils?
10 Second point, just to look at the fact that 10 THE AUDIENCE: One more thing also. The
11 Los Angeles -- California or National Audubon has 11 bulkheads, what's the structure of the bulkbeads
12 recently designated this area an important bird 12  with the weight of the facilities on land, will that
13 area. The designation includes, in other words, 13 push those bulkheads out?
14 this area, IBA or important bird area, to ook at 14 MR. ZOLA: Let's get structural integrity
15 that information would be valuable in the assessment 15 of bulkheads. Anything else on geology and soils?
16 of the level of sensitivity of the importance of 16 THE AUDIENCE: A question, is there already
17 these biological species, the Heron birds, egrets. 17 some study, like with the Army Corps of Engineers
is8 MR. ZOLA: Water quality effects on marina 18 that had some recommendations for the area with
19 habitat, roosting 19 geology and soils? Is there any source document
20 THE AUDIENCE: I'm saying under ESHA that 20 that we can compare when we get the EIR?
21 roosting and not merely nesting is protected under 21 MR. ZOLA: I may get this, the first one
22 ESHA policies. It includes nesting herons and 22 that comes to mind is uniform building codes.
23  egrets. 23 THE AUDIENCE: There was a study done to
24 MR. ZOLA: Anything else on biological 24  build harbors.
25 resources? Okay. Geology and soils. 25 MR. ZOLA: There are standards. So how do
Page 31 Page 33
1 As with other sections, there will be a 1 we word this? Comparison to applicable structural
2 technical study that will be a geotechnical 2 design standards.
3 investigation of the site. And what will be 3 THE AUDIENCE: Whatever has been done by
4 addressed are effects related to faulting and 4  the Army Corps, prior warning by Army Corps of
5 seismicity since there are faults, earthquakes, 5 Engineers.
6 élope stability and landslides which is interesting 6 MR. ZOLA: Good. Previous Corps
7 onarelatively flat site, but as you abrade and do 7 recommendations, Army Corps recommendations.
8 things there. 8 THE AUDIENCE: What did you cite?
9 Affects potentially of tsunamis, studying 9 MR. ZOLA: Uniform building codes. That
10 of seaways. Liquefaction in an earthquake, what 10 would be handled with the geotechnical
11 happens to wet soil. Lateral spreading and 11 investigation. That is what they would typically
12 subsidence, does the ground essentially subside, go 12 do. Yes.
13 down. 13 THE AUDIENCE: I'd like to see a study or
14 Anything else on geology and soils? Yes. 14 something addressing the potential rise in sea
15 THE AUDIENCE: I'm not sure it has to do 15 level.
16 with that or environmental impact, but has been with 16 MR. ZOLA: Okay. That one I didn't have to
17 all the different projects, what you can't see in 17 summarize. That's great. Anything else on geology
18 the water where the different part goes -- gets 18 and soils?
19 forgotten. The fact there's been old marinas 19 It's starting to feel like an auction,
20 especially in a boat yard, plus marina, there's been 20 going once, going twice.
21 adisposal of bicycles, tires, batteries and 21 THE AUDIENCE: That makes it more exciting.
22 everything else. You would think that the study was 22 MR. ZOLA: I can't talk that fast though.
23  underneath the water, so it would be a part of the 23 The next one is hazards and hazardous materials.
24 cleanup as they install a new dock or launch ramp or 24 There will be a technical study which is a Phase I
25 whatever. 25 Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment. And the
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1 comment that we had earlier is fo analyze potential 1 during construction, and then responsibility for
2  of hazardous materials or debris on the water site 2 enforcement. The other thing that will be a part of
3 that may be under water, 3 the final EIR is part of the whole process is as the
4 THE AUDIENCE: And the depth levels kept 4  Environmental Impact Report identifies mitigation
5 the same, because accumulating soil being discharged 5 measures. So what are the measures to contain
6 from the street levels. 6 those?
7 MR. ZOLA: Depth 7 There is what is called a mitigation
8 THE AUDIENCE: Depth of the channel, 8 monitoring and reporting program which identifies
9  whatever they're going to build, everything gets 9  who's responsible and actually is a reporting
10 cleaned up and restored back to what it's supposed 10 program that shows somebody looked, somebody did
11 to be according to Army Corps of Engineer standards. 11 enforce, so as a way that the public can determine
12 MR. ZOLA: Let's say depth of channel per 12  did the developer, did the County really enforce the
13 Corps standard. 13 mitigation measures that were laid out.
14 THE AUDIENCE: What is the range of 14 THE AUDIENCE: The problem in the past is
15 hazardous material they look for? Do they set out 15 they keep shifting and say "Call this office.” They
16 and test for certain substances? How do they 16 said, "Call that office.”" I went back and forth
17 determine what hazardous materials are present? 17  between the controller and the County. We want one
i8 MR. ZOLA: I don't know that one. 18 agency to have the authority to stop the project,
19 THE AUDIENCE: Survey of solid waste. 19 cormect the problem, and then if something continues
20 MR. ZOLA: Let's make sure that whatever 20  with the violation, issue fines for it.
21 study is done, that the Phase I study clearly 21 MR. ZOLA: As we get to the end, we'll get
22 identifies how the determination was made of what is 22 that. Anything else for hazard and hazardous?
23  ahazardous material, what is not, so you have a 23 THE AUDIENCE: Asbestos concerns. Would it
24  source to go back to, to make that identification. 24  be under hazardous material?
25 THE AUDIENCE: What hazardous substances 25 MR. ZOLA: Yes. Yeah one of the projects
Page 35 Page 37
1 aretested for? Is hydrogen sulfide one of the 1 that
2 hazardous materials that they test for? Obviously, 2 THE AUDIENCE: Cleanup of the road as the
3 ifthere is a leaky underground storage tank, there 3 soil gets on the sireets and gets slippery.
4  would be the whatever residuals from that. You 4 MR. ZOLA: Cleanup of roadways. That's a
5  know, other things from boating and boat residues, 5 water quality issue if it's wet. Ifit's dry, it's
6 paints, bottom paint that wear off and accumulate. 6 a dust issue under air quality.
7 MR. ZOLA:.: Let's add there, identify how 7 THE AUDIENCE: Part of the environment to
8 determination of a hazardous material is made and be 8 make sure, to know how much cubic yards of soil they
9 clear about what was tested for. 8  have to take out and how much they will put in that
10 THE AUDIENCE: The impact prevention of 10  will add to traffic trips into the marina.
11 construction debris to get into the water. Who is 11 MR. ZOLA: I will make a note as part of
12 going to enforce it? And what are the consequences 12 the project description.
13 going to be when it continues dumping. And pile 13 THE AUDIENCE: Where those big trucks will
14 driving, the noise from pile driving which will come 14 stand in quening and their impact from exhaust,
15 later. We have major problems with that in the 15 which road will end up being blocked off. If you
16 marina. 16 have 20, 30 big trucks standing and waiting to get
17 MR. ZOLA: We will get to noise. We wanted 17 loaded.
18 to identify paint. 18 MR. ZOLA: The two we picked up here, one
19 THE AUDIENCE: Handling of hazardous 19 would have been air quality, one would have been at
20 material during construction. 20 the beginning of project description as part of the
21 MR. ZOLA: Containment of materials during 21 project description. Identify the grading numbers,
22 construction. 22 how many yards of dirt is being moved, how much
23 THE AUDIENCE: Cost and who enforces the 23  import, how much export.
24 cleanup? 24 The second one is, this is part of air
25 MR. ZOLA: Handling of hazardous materials 25 quality and again on traffic, queuing of
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1 construction vehicles as they're running and 1 THE AUDIENCE: Also
2 waiting. That becomes an air quality issue in terms 2 MR. ZOLA: Let me get to the last one.
3 oftraffic, where is the construction staging. Is 3 Then you're looking at how do you
4 there room, how many vehicles on construction. 4  incorporate the basic requirements under various
5 THE AUDIENCE: Because the tires will track 5 laws with vegetated swells, small swales to drain
6 all the soil and mud will end up in the storm drain 6 parking lots. That would be used in medians and on
7 and it goes into the water. 7  perimeter of sites will filter runoff, will they
8 MR. ZOLA: Geology and soils basically to 8 work and what is being proposed. That's the
9 identify erosion. Yes. 9  hydrology and water quality.
10 THE AUDIENCE: One other thing about the 10 THE AUDIENCE: Compliance, will it be an
11 removal of the grading materials or the cut, if they 11 onsite person that will log everything or will it be
12 are found to contain hazardous material, you need to 12 someone from the County? Who will it be? Will
13 identify where it will be -- where and how it will 13 there be a log of different things? There has to be
14 be disposed of. 14 anindependent person that doesn't just close his
15 MR. ZOLA: We'll add a bullet point 15 eyes and just let things slide. How do you get that
16 handling and disposal of hazardous material if 16 incorporated?
17 found. Okay. 17 MR. ZOLA: So in the document would be
is Next hydrology and water quality. 18 discussion of how is compliance with applicable
19 THE AUDIENCE: Is that part of recycling? 19 requirements determined. How is it monitored? How
20 How much will be recycled of the asphalt and soil 20 isit determined? Anything else on hydrology and
21 and old pilings, whatever they take out, docks. 21  water quality? Yes.
22 MR. ZOLA: We'll get to solid waste. I'll 22 THE AUDIENCE: I'd like to see something
23 make a note there. Hydrology and water quality. 23 about gray water recycling.
24 We've talked about water quality a couple different 24 MR. ZOLA: Gray water recycling. Anything
25 times, but a technical report related to water 25 else on the hydrology and water quality? Okay.
Page 39 Page 41
1 quality. What are the effects of this water project 1 Land use and planning, this is the first
2  with water quality, construction and operation. 2 place there is not going to be a separate technical
3  What will be addressed in this section will be what 3 study. What will be analyzed in this section is
4 are the regulations related to water quality: What 4  consistency of the proposed project and all those
5  are the permit requirements, what are the laws that 5 various applications and all the things that are
6 must be complied with. 6 being proposed with, first of all the County, the
7 So one of the things that will be done in 7 Los Angeles County general plan, consistency with
8 an Environmental Impact Report is you start with, 8 County zoning regulations. And consistency, as one
9  the project will comply with the law. So the 9 gentlemen mentioned, with the local coastal program
10 impacts are not, well, these things would happen. 10 for the Marina del Rey area.
11 Ifthey comply with the law, they won't happen. We 11 So that would be where we would analyze is
12  start with project will comply with the law. 12 this project consistent. And the consistency would
13 So the first part of this section is define 13 be analyzed in terms of that, remember all those
14 what the relevant laws are. Then to look at surface 14 different applications, the proposed specific plan
15 water pollutants run off from the site, what are the 15 amendment, the Coastal Development Permit, the
16 potential impacts of that. What are the best 16 conditional use permit parking lot variance.
17 management practices that will be applied and 17 So the analysis is that whole package
18 required. 18 consistent with the general plan, the coastal plan,
19 What is being incorporated into the project 19 the zoning, and so on. And so that will look at
20 design to address hydrology water quality impacts, 20 and for each of those -- goals, policies,
21 looking at increases or what are the changes that 21 development standards. There will be an analysis, I
22  occur in the amount of permeable surface, how much 22 think somebody mentioned building standards before,
23 water now runs off the site and after development 23 consistency with the Los Angeles County green
24 how much water will run off the site based on 24 building standards that became effective back
25 changes in paving, building, landscaping, so on. 25 January Ist. The other one in terms of land use is
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1 compatibility of the operation and in construction 1 have, especially this scenic drive, a maintained and
2 of this with the public boat launch ramp, do they 2 enhanced view of the water. The other one that
3 fit and do both operate. So there will be that 3 might be at stake is the bowl, B-O-W-L, concept
4  analysis. 4  which states generally the buildings along Admiralty
5 Anything else in terms of land use and 5 Way can be very tall and as you start going out on
6 planning? We'll start here this time. 6 the finger roads or the mull roads, the heights are
7 THE AUDIENCE: 1 think this goes under 7  to get progressively lower.
8 Coastal Development Permit. It more has to do with 8 We have a variance up to 82 feet which is
9  the operations of the Coastal Commission. They 9 higher than anything else I know of. 75 is the max
10 appear to be about in writing to require that all 10 under any condition and 82 feet might be a violation
11 amendments, and this is an amendment situation, that 11 of that overall, as it's written, modified overall
12 come forward for changes to the LCP, shall come not 12 bowl concept.
13 one at a time, but as part of an entire look at al 13 MR. ZOLA: Okay. ‘This is why we have a
14 amendments needed for Marina del Rey. 14 court reporter, because now with that, I can just
15 Something to that effect has essentially 15 say "bowl concept."
16 been accepted or established by the commission, 16 THE AUDIENCE: No, there is two parts when
17 adopted, and the question is, whether or not this 17 we analyze consistency with the coastal program to
18 can go forward, this project, toward permitting all 18 look also at the priorities set forth in the coastal
19 by itself or must it be part of that comprehensive 19 program. The second would be to analyze the
20 planning which looks at all things together and then 20 proposed height of the structures in relation to,
21 amends all needed amendments together? 21 we'll use in quotes "bowl concept” but the basic
22 MR. ZOLA: I'm going to try to get that 22 concept of gradation and heights through the
23 into one simple sentence or little phrase, but need 23 gradation and building heights through the marina.
24 for comprehensive planning prior to submittal of 24 MR. ZOLA: Under bowl concept let's put
25 this application. 25 analysis of structure height in relation to intended
Page 43 Page 45
1 THE AUDIENCE: As per the Coastal 1 gradation of building heights. I think that get us
2 Commission. 2 to where we want to go.
3 MR. ZOLA: Per the Coastal Commission. 3 Anything else on land use and planning?
4 THE AUDIENCE: Comprehensive planning and 4 THE AUDIENCE: I wanted to add with regard
5 comprehensive amendment proposal to the commission 5 to the Coastal Commission, what they called for
6 rather than one project at a time. 6 specifically was for the County to do 2
7 MR. ZOLA: Good. Go ahead. 7  comprehensive study of all the projects that were
8 THE AUDIENCE: Kind of related to that is, 8 proposed in the pipeline in anticipation of updating
9 Idon't know, I'll need your help with this. It's 9 the LCP in a comprehensive matter. As you said, by
10 the question of when you have something that looks 10 moving forward with this project without having done
11 like more than just a typical zoning variance. 11 that, it's a potential violation of coastal activity
12 Rather, what appears in this case to be a change 12 inthe CEQA.
13 effort to change an overall priority, sort of set of 13 MR. ZOLA: Let's take two different parts.
14 priorities in the LCP scenic drives are priorities, 14 Oneis individual comprehensive amendments so the
15 views being maintained and enhanced for the public, 15 analysis of the Coastal Commission's request for
16 are priorities when it, in fact, there is going to 16 that comprehensive amendment. So that is the
17 be such an overall change in amendments that are 17 Coastal Act part. When we deal in CEQA, we'll talk
18 asked for. 18 about cumulative impacts that can be an analysis, as
19 Is that essentially a flawed thing from the 19 Imentioned earlier, this project along with past
20 outset because it's not merely something like a 20 projects, known current projects and reasonably
21 variance, seven feet higher or two feet longer, 21 anticipated future projects. So that would be the
22  which would be a typical variance, but rather an 22 CEQA determination that would fall in that same kind
23 overall policy change. And the policy that would be 23  of category.
24  at stake in the LCP is the one that says, generally 24 THE AUDIENCE: Is that the same category or
25  speaking, on the mull roads, you're supposed to 25 1 would bring up issues regarding CEQA or land use.
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1 MR. ZOLA: We can pick it up right now. 1  would be in the land use section looking at the
2 THE AUDIENCE: CEQA guidelines in the law 2 issue of the -- you phrased it as appropriateness of
3 says that for a project that an overall EIR is 3 the uses on this site and in relation to the coastal
4  required and Marina del Rey is being re-developed in 4  program, general plan zoning, so on.
S many, many projects and overall projects which is 5 Because that would come up as part of the
6 marina development. So overall EIR is required to 6 consistency with all those plans and programs. I
7 CEQA, and in addition - I can stop there. In 7  think the history of the site would also -- history
8 addition to that, by putting work in this project, 8 ofthe, I guess, the regulatory history of the site.
8 setting this project in motion, it's a potential 9 THE AUDIENCE: But that misses the point.
10 violation of CEQA in piecemeal projects. 10 The point is the public did not participate in that
11 MR. ZOLA: We'll get to that. We have one 11 planning decision and that is our constitutional
12  slide that will talk specifically about 12  right, Section 3 triple 06 of the Coastal Act
13 comprehensive and talk specifically about 13 acknowledges and affirms that it's a right, it's not
14 cumulative. I did ask you for that, I realize, but 14 aprivilege conveyed by the Coastal Act. Itisa
15 let's stick to land use and planning. Go ahead. 15 right confirmed by the Coastal Act.
16 THE AUDIENCE: Yes, I would like to address 16 And we did not get to participate in the
17 or have this process address the fact that the 17 decisions about all of these planning changes in the
18 Design Control Board rejected the concept of this 18 marina. That's what I want addressed in this report
19 project outright. They said it was not an 19 as a means of going back and giving that opportunity
20 appropriate building. It was not an appropriate 20 tothe community, to the boating community, to the
21 concept for the marina. It was not appropriate to 21 residential community, to the surrounding community,
22 have a building that went over the water 97 feet. 22  all of whom will experiences significant impacts not
23 It set a bad precedent. They did not support it. 23 just from this development but from the entire
24  They felt it was completely out of sync with the 24 redevelopment and from the change in land use
25 marina. 25 relationships of each of the individual parcels, one
Page 47 Page 49
1 So I would like a discussion why this 1 to another.
2 project is being moved forward on that basis as 2 And without that being responsive to the
3 well. Ithink there are many basis that would 3 community, it's just bad planning. It's not going
4  indicate this project should go back to the drawing 4 1o -- it's not going to have a good result. Sol
5 board, should be back in the RFP process to find a 5 want it addressed in this report as perhaps a means
6 more appropriate use to include the public in land 6 to moving toward that process.
7  use determination. They're juggling all of the 7 MR. ZOLA: Let me pick up one part that is
8 pieces of the marina and they have not allowed the 8 easy. We want to make sure we have in land use, is
9 public to participate in that process. They do it 9 change in land use relationships related to
10 one at a time through the RFP process, but we didn't 10 cumulative land use changes. That's the cumulative
11 even know until a certain number of them had come 11 impact. It's not just the change, it's a
12  around how much land use was being re-jiggered(sic). 12 relationship between the series of changes that
i3 We bad no say in that. We had no 13 occur over time.
14 participation in that. It is not responsive to the 14 One limitations of the California
15 community. The Design Control Board recognized this 15 Environmental Quality Act, there is a couple we may
16 and they rejected the project and yet it is still 16 runinto. This is one of them, is that the notion
17 proceeding on the basis of this project. We want to 17  of an Environmental Impact Report and what it can do
18 know why. And I would like to see a full discussion 18 and what it does for the public is provide analysis
19  of that right up front in this report, not in some 19 of physical impacts on the environment. So those we
20 little section afterward, but in the initial part of 20 can get in here.
21 the report because that's what is key here. 21 What it does not do and one of its
22 MR. ZOLA: Let's try a couple things. One 22 limitations is the issue of was the RFP, did it have
23 would be in the introduction section to identify 23 enough public review, did it not have enough public
24  history leading up to what were the actions taken, 24  review, did it have the right public review, and all
25 leading up to the application being filed.” Second, 25  the comments you made about the public part of the
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1 actions taken up here, that is not physical impact 1 slips here, 100 slips there, 20 slips here. It
2 under CEQA. That's where 2 happens, originally this marina was designed for
3 THE AUDIENCE: But it's physical impact on 3 8,000 potential boats. It ended up being 4 to
4 us. 4 5,000, 4 to 6,000 boats. Now it's down to 3 to
5 MR. ZOLA: We can deem with the physical 5 4,000 boats. The numbers keep going down and down.
6 impacts of this project plus the cumulative one. So 6 We'd like to see the exact number, how much will it
7 the physical impact, that's what CEQA does. What we 7 add or detract from what the County’s bottom line
8 should probably also do here as a note, although 8 is.
9 it's not content of the EIR, is we want to make 9 MR. ZOLA: Let's quantify effects on number
10 sure, based on the comment you made, that there is, 10 ofboat slips.
11 when the draft EIR is available for public review, 11 THE AUDIENCE: A number that they will hot
12  that there is wide notice that this is available and 12 gounder.
13  so the public is well informed. Your comment is 13 MR. ZOLA: Minimum number of slips for the
14 part of the record. 14 marina and then quantify impacts on parking.
15 THE AUDIENCE: Okay. I know. But the i5 THE AUDIENCE: Traffic trips.
16 problem is that there is this overall project and 16 MR, ZOLA: We'll get to traffic.
17 the County has not let us know this overall project. 17 THE AUDIENCE: Because they change the
18 We are beginning to find out a little bit here, a 18 traffic trips juggling them.
19 little bit there. It's like working a jigsaw 19 MR. ZOLA: Minimum number of boat slips,
20 puzzle. The County obviously has a plan and has not 20 parking, park availability and coastal access.
21 shared that with us and now what's here with the NOP 21 I'm doing the physical change under land
22  hearing and all the other NOP hearings and lease 22 access.
23  options and every other regulatory and proprietary 23 THE AUDIENCE: It has to be numbers, the
24 process and conveniently without the ability to make 24 total people can see.
25 informed analysis and judgments of the project 25 MR. ZOLA: We want that impact to be
Page 51 Page 53
1 because we don't know the context. 1 quantified, yes.
2 And so that is what we need. We need a 2 THE AUDIENCE: We did get somewhat of an
3 public disclosure. We need transparency by the 3  overview, but it was old and so I understand that
4 County in what is their overall plan and we need it 4 it's not solidified either, but when you're
5 first. We need it to be able to know what questions 5 displacing the public facilities, the administration
6 we want to ask. 6 buildings, so far we don't really know where that's
7 MR. ZOLA: We'll pick that up when we get 7 going. We have an idea that it might go on parcel
8 to cumulative. Go ahead. 8 20. '
9 THE AUDIENCE: I want to say, most people 9 If that happens, it's one amendment chasing
10 do not understand this because it's piecemeal. It 10 another because parcel 20 was set aside for marine
11 happens for a long, long time and in an area of very 11 commercial as a condition on another building that's
12 transient people, people moving in and out. And a 12 there. And then what they'll do with that marine
13 lot of boaters don't even live here. So what is 13 commercial which right now is a yacht club, they
14 real important that the boater can see by number, 14  want to take the yacht club and put it on top of a
15 they want to see how many boat slips are going to be 15 parking structure.
16 added with this project. They want to see a total 16 And I don't know how we can do an
17 number of slips. The County said you cannot take 17 Environmental Impact Report if we don't know exactly
18 away 2,000 slips or 2,500. This project will 18 where everything is going. So you do have to have a
19 distract or add so many slips. And the same with 19 very comprehensive look at everything. I think it's
20 pumping station, parking spaces, public access or 20 very appropriate to start with this project because
21 parks, this will add X amount of square feet of 21 this project will be one amendment chasing another.
22 recreational parking, parks. If that's the 22 We don't know where the admin building is
23  question, we want to see the total number. Because 23 going. We don't exactly know where the parking is
24  the County has not told us what is the bottom line 24 going. Idon't exactly understand why we're
25  of how many slips are they going o remove? Ten 25  minimizing the number of parking spaces for the
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1 project, these kind of things. 1  questioning I have, because we really haven't
2 MR. ZOLA: So under displacement of public 2 thought of other alternatives for this, although
3 facilities, let's put a semicolon, analyze, what 3 there was another dry stack storage proposed. I
4 you're saying is if we're going to displace a 4  don't remember what street that was on, but there
5 facility, we need to analyze where it ends up. 5  was another dry stack storage proposed. Do we need
6 THE AUDIENCE: How do you address what is 6 two of them?
7  the requirement for the plans for public art? Is 7 Can this be thought of for another site
8 the building itsélf the piece of art or is this 8 that is really not on the water so much? Why not go
9 going to be something to add a piece of art. It'sa 9 ahead and trailer something in the way where we can
10 certain personal one is the master plan has to have 10 trailer these boats instead of just putting them in
11 two percent of dollars invested in public art and 11 the water. It's kind of a nice feature if it's
12 they have to be a little bit on each project. 12 taking up valuable space and not going to give that
13 MR. ZOLA: That we will pick up back in the 13 much value back.
14  aesthetics. Make sure we get that. 14 Perhapé we should think about putting it a
15 Go ahead. 15 little more inland and just trailering the boats in.
16 THE AUDIENCE: Another point along the 16 Other possibilities
17 lines of consistency or not with the Marina del Ray 17 MR. ZOLA: Go ahead.
18 LCP. Id like to refer to chapter one, page seven i8 THE AUDIENCE: Public as second, will there
19 and their policy E-1, 2 and 3. The title is 19 be ashore boat taxi service that would extend to
20  Shoreline Pedestrian Access. We're told in number 20 the dock? Wil it be loading and off loading? Will
21 one, entitled Public Access to Shoreline a priority, 21 it be public slips? If you bring your own friend,
22 maximum public access to and among the shoreline 22  who is going to pull in for the weekend because they
23  within the LCP area shall be a priority goal of this 23  have a boat for the weekend or they're going to go
24 plan. Number two, we're told existing public access 24 out fishing as a group of boaters, will they be able
25 to the shoreline or waterfront shall be protected 25 todo it and have their boat serviced?
Page 55 Page 57
1 and maintained. And in three we're told all 1 MR. ZOLA: That would be a part of the
2  development in the existing marina shall be designed 2 project description is availability.
3 to provide access to and along the shoreline. All 3 THE AUDIENCE: Availability, but how much
4 development of the bulkhead and the existing marina 4  public access will they actually provide and not
5 shall provide pedestrian access ways and resting 5  just for tandems, but temporary.
6 along the walkway(inaudible). 6 MR. ZOLA: Anything else on land use?
7 MR. ZOLA: Somebody back there. 7 THE AUDIENCE: Andrew Pasett, (inaudible)
8 THE AUDIENCE: It says in NOP parcel 49 8 president of the Marina del Rey Boat Association. I
9 being re- designated as public facilities to allow 9 have two questions. First, I'd like to express my
10 for admin offices. And are you going to look at 10 disdain for the way this evening's process has been
11 alternatives for other sites for these offices that 11 wrapped so tightly as to restrict and inhibit
12 is currently used for parking, isn't it, or the 12 public's input.
13 public boat launching? 13 Question number one is, who is responsible,
14 MR. ZOLA: Analysis of alternative sites 14 whose idea was this to take away so many of our boat
15 for the admin building. 15 slips and give us back a new business on water for
ié6 THE AUDIENCE: Are we going to have the . 16 one of you guys? That's question number one. Whose
17 discussion here about cognitive alternatives or at 17 idea was this? A
18 the end of this discussion? 18 Question number two, whose idea was it to
i9 MR. ZOLA: We can do it, if we're talking 19 say that it's okay to crowd our public boat launch
20 about land use alternatives 20 ramp so badly that a third of it is almost unusable?
21 THE AUDIENCE: EIR you have project 21 Those two questions, please.
22 alternatives identified. There would be three or 22 MR, ZOLA: First of all, nobody has taken
23  have additional projects identified. 23 action on anything yet. Nobody said anything is
24 MR. ZOLA: We can pick that up at the end. 24  okay or not okay. I think in terms of the
25 THE AUDIENCE: That's the line of 25  environmental impact, one of the things we want to
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1 make sure we get is the issue we raised which is 1 fits in, but when you're looking at a limited amount
2 potential for crowding of waterways, concentration 2  of water space and you're looking at yachts, yacht
3  of’boats and essentially the crowding. 3 brokerages especially, they have a lot of large
4 THE AUDIENCE: Impact on the launch, 4  boats. We don't know what kind of turnover those
5 crowding of boats. 5  boats have.
6 Whose idea was it? 6 Going around the marina I suspect a lot of
7 MR. ZOLA: For CEQA purposes, and this is 7  those boats have been there for a long time.
8 the law we're operating under, there is an 8 They're not turning over. They're just taking up
9 application in front of the County. The County has 9 water space. And since it's at such a premium, it
10 one and only one option under the law which is 10 does seem the County's intention is to find a way to
11 analyzeit. So that's where we are. If you have 11 take the parking spaces and take the boat slips, so
12  questions regarding the process as to how we got to 12 that they can build more on the land, residential,
13 an application, that you need to talk to the County 13 hotel, whatever. It's not very recreational
14 on. Idon't know that history. 14 focused.
15 THE AUDIENCE: So the answer is some 15 When you look at the limited amount of
16 developer. 16 water space, are we really being fair in looking at
17 MR. ZOLA: The answer is I don't know that 17  just how the larger yachts, are really -- are they
18  history. I can't help you there. Anything else on 18 really utilizing that space or are they just big
19 land used? Yes. 19 parking spaces for old boats that are not being
20 THE AUDIENCE: On the change in boat slips, 20 sold.
21  the Coastal Commission recommended that no slips be 21 Will this be used for brokerage boats, new
22 ecliminated in the marina and no slips under 35 feet. 22 boats? The County eliminated a lot of these locks.
23 This facility is made for boats under 35 feet, so 23 In that particular area where Pier 44 is, they have
24  the question is what is the need for this given the 24  two or three lots where there is more brokers
25  fact is there should be no further elimination of 25  selling more boats like this. Is the intention to
Page 59 Page 61
1 slip sizes. 1 put those small boats in this building and use of t
2 MR. ZOLA: Let's make sure that is analyzed 2 that as a place to shop for a boat basically?
3 interms of boat size, not just total numbers. 3 MR. ZOLA: One of the things we should
4 THE AUDIENCE: Afier commission 4 identify is
5 recommendation, concern of the public was that this 5 THE AUDIENCE: What is the range shown
6 is being pushed by the County as a facilitator for 6 between sailboats and tandems that need a space.
7 removal and taking slips out of the water and put 7 MR. ZOLA: Will slips be used for
8 boats around even though it will attract new 8 recreational boats or for sale boats, for sale,
9  boaters. But the impact on this project and its 8 S-A-L-E.
10 relationship with the removal or staying of slips in 10 Anything else on land use? Yes.
11  the water. 11 THE AUDIENCE: I did, but I forgot.
12 MR. ZOLA: So when we talk about net change 12 MR. ZOLA: That's what our catchall at the
13  inboat slips, let's say add size of slips. 13 endis for.
14 THE AUDIENCE: Maybe a disclosure of the 14 THE AUDIENCE: Did we miss pop-up stations
15 how -~ they are juggling the numbers. How can I say 15 and public restrooms?
16 itina better way. 16 MR. ZOLA: Let's put availability of
17 MR. ZOLA: Juggling the numbers sounds Jike 17 pump-out stations and public restrooms.
18 something that accountants are in trouble for. 18 THE AUDIENCE: Oil, hazardous material.
19 That's why we have qualify the effects on the 19 MR. ZOLA: Okay. Let's go to noise. There
20 number. You want to see those numbers, what is the 20  will be a noise study. Somebody had brought that up
21 net change. 21 earlier. And what will be addressed is both noise
22 THE AUDIENCE: What is the County's goal 22  that you hear through the area and groundborne
23  and how the developer is says his role will be used. 23 vibration, but impacts on the project in relation to
24 MR. ZOLA: Anything else on land use? Yes. 24 the County Code, the general plan noise element and
25 THE AUDIENCE: I don't know if that exactly 25 Caltrans has criteria for damage that comes from
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1 groundborme vibration, noise measurements for 1 it will work like a trumpet setting up through
2 existing will be taken at five different locations. 2 terrible sounds? Will things start vibrating and
3 Then the study you will see that environmental noise 3 drive people crazy? How will that be part of
4 study will analyze construction noise including the 4  something that they can predict with a building?
5 pile driving and vibration that comes from that, 5 MR. ZOLA: Harmonic frequency, noise
6 both noise and vibration related to the 6 effects of wind on the building.
7  construction. 7 THE AUDIENCE: Yeah. If you all know about
8 And then operational impact, what's the 8 that bridge that's been seen on video from the 50's,
9 sound that comes from the crane, from the boats, 9 the wind tunnel (inaudible) harmonica and it fell
10 from the traffic and the traffic noise related to 10 apart. In the marina you can hear when the wind
11 people coming to and from. Anything else on noise? 11 picks up and rain starts humming and I can imagine a
12 Yeah. 12  big building with frequency will start humming.
13 THE AUDIENCE: I have two things on noise. 13 MR. ZOLA: I'm not sure how that works, but
14 We had a bad experience with pile driving when they 14 we've got it. Anything else on noise? Go ahead.
15 built a prior building. They used old equipment. 15 THE AUDIENCE: Is there anything about the
16 They didn't have proper sound selection. A lot of 16 effects of the noise on the recreational user of
17 the neighbors moved out. They complained to the 17 Burton Chase Park. Most construction is allowed to
18 County. Very little was done and had to suffer 18 have six-day construction schedules, and just to
19 through this noise, you can hear it five or six 19 look at that and look at the impact to the public of
20 basins over. 1 was in my friend's boat down in the 20  the construction on the westbound end where they're
21 village and you can hear the sound traveling through 21 trying to relax.
22  the air and your whole boat shakes because it comes 22 MR. ZOLA: Okay. Effects of noise on
23 through the soil. 23  parks.
24 MR. ZOLA: Before I do that, let's catch 24 THE AUDIENCE: On park visitors.
25 need for mitigation. 25 MR. ZOLA: Right. What will happen, there
Page 63 Page 65
1 THE AUDIENCE: No. Modern OSHA approved 1 is going to be a noise study. It will analyze
2 insulation to the highest standard. They can't put 2 impact of noise from the project in relation to
3 an old crappy rig there that is smoking and doesn't 3 County noise standards and those noise standards
4 have proper exhaust and catalytic converter and 4  will be analyzed.
5 proper mats covering it. 5 THE AUDIENCE: Also, not just the impact of
6 MR. ZOLA: Modern OSHA-approved equipment. 6 noise from the pile drivers, but from generators,
7 OSHA-approved equipment and mitigation. 7  from any kind of equipment they're using, gas
8 THE AUDIENCE: They have to be onsite sound 8 motors, drilling trucks that have the proper
9 (testing on a daily basis and with the hours. They 9  mufflers complying with California standards when it
10 can't do it on Saturdays or Sundays or after a 10 comes to vehicle standard.
11 certain time or before a certain time. 11 MR. ZOLA: Analyze noise impacts of
12 MR. ZOLA: Rather than testing, let's say 12 construction equipment. Anything else on noise?
13 noise monitoring and then 13 Yes.
14 THE AUDIENCE: Not start before seven. 14 THE AUDIENCE: When you talked about pile
15 MR. ZOLA: Need limitation on hours of 15 driving is very noisy, but one concern that doesn't
16 construction. 16 fit under this, the concern about pile driving, it
17 THE AUDIENCE: Who enforces and who is 17 loosens the connections for the seawall where there
18 responsible in the County and what action do they 18 iserosion. And when those connections are broken,
19 do? 19 erosion takes place. Solreally hope that the
20 MR. ZOLA: That comes in the mitigation 20 County is monitoring that and reporting back to the
21 monitoring, 21 public. We don't want to come back and see that the
22 THE AUDIENCE: The second thing I was going 22 seawall is fallen apart.
23  tosay about the building, this is a tall building. 23 MR. ZOLA: Potential impact of vibration on
24 They're going to have a skim to cover it outside. 24  the seawall. Anything else on noise? Okay.
25 What about the harmonic frequencies, is it set up so 25 Traffic is next. Another technical study,
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1 traffic impact analysis. And that will be assessed 1 of public access? Where will those three out of

2 based on Los Angeles County Public Works and City of 2  four public parking spaces go? Will it put to

3 L.A. Traffic Study Guidelines. So they're adapting 3 another project? The County has been traveling

4 guidelines that lay out the methodology that the 4 other parking around that is part of a piecemeal

5 study will follow. 5 that the public cannot see. We want to see a

6 Analysis -~ ] know you've already talked 6 disclosure up front. What prohibits them from

7  about some of the land use issues, but an analysis 7  building a garage like the proposing in many other

8 consistent with Marina del Rey land use plan, 8 sites to hold four parking spaces to four dry floor

9 ftraffic improvement program, guidelines that are in 9 spaces.
10 the 2004 Congestion Management Plan, There is six 10 MR. ZOLA: Let's get two things, one is we
11 intersections that will be evaluated for evaluation, 11 have impacts on parking. Is there adequate parking?
12 and let's go to the next slide. There they are. 12 The impacts on parking need to address potential
13 In the six intersections that will be 13 effects on coastal access by forcing parking
14 specifically analyzed are Admiralty Way and Fiji and 14 off-site. Does that occur, will that occur, and if
15 Mindanao and Bali and then Lincoln Boulevard at 15 that would occur, what are the impacts of that?
16 those same three intersections: Fiji, Mindanao and i6 THE AUDIENCE: And the impact on the
17 Bali. So those are the six intersections shown 17 adjacent communities because the County is taking
18 there. 18 out all the public sport facilities in this marina
19 Go back to our previous slide. The way the 19 even though this is a community and push it and say,
20 analysis is done -- I'll get to the end and we'll 20  well, other communities have to deal with it. They
21  get there -- is done there will be an analysis of 21 have to deal with floor parking, gas stations and so
22 ftraffic under the existing conditions, what is there 22 on. SoIwant to see where the parking is going to
23 today. Future conditions with the project in place, 23  affect our neighbors.
24 future conditions without the project in place. So 24 MR. ZOLA: Effects on coastal access and
25 it will actually analyze increases in traffic that 25 surrounding community. Yes.

Page 67 Page 69

1 will occur whether or not this is ever built. And 1 THE AUDIENCE: I would like to see an

2 then look at if it's built what are the impacts of 2 analysis, or not an analysis, but I would like to

3 this project adding to those future conditions. 3 see a study and identification and acquisition of

4 There will be an analysis of levels of 4  this alternate parking site. So far we have

5 service which is a way of measuring at impacts at an 5 Fisherman's Village which is contemplating shared

6 intersection and something called ICU, Intersection 6 parking arrangements with the public parking lot

7  Capacity Utilization, how much of the capacity of an 7 even though our LCP says that the parking on

8 intersection actually will be taken up. 8 privately developed parcels is intended to

9 And then there will be, and we talked about 9 accommodate overflow parking for the public during
10 cumulative impact, we'll get to that section, but 30 10 nonbusiness hours.
11 projects being proposed or that can be reasonably be 11 In fact, what happens in most places in the
12 foreseen will also be thrown in the mix along with 12 marina is exactly the opposite. The private uses on
13 increases in traffic that are already a part of the 13 these parcels takes over the public parking capacity
14 relevant traffic models. 14 whenever there is an overflow. What we're seeing in
15 And then the impact we mentioned earlier, 15 all of these new projects, not enough parking and
16 impacts on parking. And so in this session there 16 reduced combinations of parking, more tandem spaces
17 will be that analysis of impacts on parking because 17 and more compact spaces as a proportion of the
18 there will be a request for a waiver of the parking 18 project that is required by County code.
19 ratio of one parking space to four dry storage 18 In April of 2006 the Design Control Board
20 spaces. So an analysis, will there be adequate 20 identified over 300 public parking spots had
21  parking if that waiver is granted. 21 disappeared from the Mother's Beach area and there
22 With that, anything else on traffic? Yes. 22 was no plan. It's musical chairs with parking
23 THE AUDIENCE: Will the waiver of 23 spots. It's musical chairs with open space. What
24 75 percent of floor space, how can that be 24  ends up losing in the general public and the low
25 compatible with the requirement of the coastal plan 25  cost visitors serving and the identity of the
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1 marina. In other words, all of the social costs is 1 MR. ZOLA: You're one page ahead.
2 what always gives. And the developers go in and 2 THE AUDIENCE: The second thing, it gives
3 they say, Well, they got a variance for that so we 3 short comments because as we start adding, I can
4  should get one too. But everybody can't get that 4 feel the developer must be cringing as all the
5 variance. It's not possible to give that and still 5 things that would cost more money. But I hope he
6 satisfy the Coastal Act requirement that the marina 6 understands this community had such a bad experience
7  serve the public and coastal and access by the 7  with the County and spending so much money on the
8 public to the coastal resources. 8 consultants and playing all the tricks.
9 And I think there needs to be some kind of 9 So we have to be very careful with all the
10 an analysis here of how much of the parking. Maybe 10 details. If you're not careful with the details,
11 it's a study of existing buildings that have been 11 our past experience tell us we will get screwed
12 put in, how much of that predicted parking need is 12 again. That's why we're spending our free time here
13 actual? How much additional parking demand is there 13 because we could be home with our family or friends,
14 from what has already been built? Everybody is 14  or working or spending time with our families
15 getting squeezed, but there is nothing being built. 15 because we know what happens here will happen for
16 We also need to identify if something is 16 the next 30 or 40 years.
17 going to be built, where is it going to be built and 17 MR, ZOLA: Another comment?
18 it needs to be acquired and an analysis needs to be 18 THE AUDIENCE: (Inaudible) Via Marina,
19 done on the diminishment of public access to the 19 Admiralty and Washington Boulevard, people coming
20 marina during whatever period of time it might take 20 from the west side will use that access way to get
21  to actually build the structure. When will it be 21 down to this facility. )
22 built and how will it be phased in so the public 22 MR, ZOLA: Analyze -- what was the
23  will have continuous access to the marina. 23 intersection?
24 MR. ZOLA: Let's get this idea in, do this 24 THE AUDIENCE: Admiralty, Via Marina and
25 impact on coastal access, let's put in parentheses 25 Washington Boulevard.
Page 71 Page 73
1 cumulative parking demand. There's demand to all 1 MR, ZOLA: Yes.
2  the uses on parking. Where will cumulative parking 2 THE AUDIENCE: Do traffic mitigation
3 demand be met. 3 issues, the last EIR issued by the County, they
4 Go add. 4 talked about mitigation for the project. That said
5 THE AUDIENCE: Are we getting less traffic 5 mitigation has not been approved or even funded. So
6 inL.A., do we need less parking spaces? 6 it's important to when pulling mitigation evidence
7 MR. ZOLA: So parking demand, cumulative 7  that are approved and will happen in terms of
8 and long-term needs. Go ahead. 8 ftraffic speaking about the Admiralty.
9 THE AUDIENCE: I was curious about the 9 MR. ZOLA: Let's get need to ensure
10 trailers, people that travel across country. Where 10 feasible
11 are they going to be putting their trailers, camping 11 THE AUDIENCE: Feasibility of.
12 type situations, which we are really lack of. So i2 MR. ZOLA: Feasibility and implementation
13 that's something that we have to consider for that 13 of mitigation. Yes. )
14 site. 14 THE AUDIENCE: Is there a separate section
15 MR. ZOLA: RV parking, question mark. 15 onnonvehicle traffic?
16 THE AUDIENCE: And the phasing. 16 MR. ZOLA: This would be it.
17 MR. ZOLA: Under parking demand, let's put 17 THE AUDIENCE: We need to analyze the need
18 long-term and phasing. 18 for alternate transportation systems, bicycle lanes
19 THE AUDIENCE: Not just for parking demand, 19 for people to do something other than recreational
20  but phasing for the roads too. 20  biking for their leisure time. We need to have
21 MR. ZOLA: Let's say phasing of traffic 21 bicycle paths that go from the residential area to
22 improvements. Go ahead. 22  the commercial area and outside the marina that are
23 THE AUDIENCE: What is the impact on our 23 safe to travel.
24 sewer system since the County is opposing a second 24 Via Marina is actually a death trap for
25 sewer line being run on the County property? 25 bicycles. There is no -- there is a lane on
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1  Admiralty now, the eastbound lane that will be 1 demand, natural gas, telephone. There will be
2 marked for a bicycle path and used much more safely 2 thresholds that are significant as we talked about.
3 than it is now. These things need to be identified 3 Each utility provider will be requested to
4  and they need to be incorporated into the community 4 provide an analysis, what can you and can you not
5 plan. 5 serve. And then a discussion of the tiled conduit
6 If the bus stops are required by LCP, 6 and the utility cotridor or utilities going through
7  they're supposed to have a turnout for the shuttle 7  there and impacts on that utility core.
8 system which is basically a tourist thing for 8 Anything else on utilities and service
9 weekends and holidays now, but is anticipated to be 9 systems? Yes.
10 an alternate transportation system that people can 10 THE AUDIENCE: The impact measure that
11 actually use to get around. 11 tsunamis can have to pollute sewer lines, the
12 There are no pullouts on existing projects 12 cumulative effects of the sewer lines. The County
13  that have been built for the shuttle buses, so 13 doesn't want to have a second one on this property
14 they're going to stop in the middle of traffic and 14 and what is the backup plan if the existing sewer
15 there is going to be a nightmare. These things need 15 line breaks or has to be shut down for the area.
16 tobe put in and dealt with seriously and they need 16 Tsunamis can affect the sewer, the water line, the
17 to be dealt with up front. And if you don't have 17 electricity. What is the backup plans for telephone
18 the actual shuttle bus service, at least need to 18 and gas?
19 have the areas that will accommodate them once they 19 And for example, solid waste, will it be
20 are up and fully operational. ‘ 20 solid waste plan that will have logs that will be
21 MR. ZOLA: Need to provide for nonvehicular 21 required to keep logs so they can present it to the
22 transportation. In parentheses bicycles, bus 22  air board or whatever it is?
23 turnouts, walks, pedestrian sidewalks. 23 MR. ZOLA: Let's add two things. Let's add
24 THE AUDIENCE: Promenade is not for 24  safety of utility systems. The other one is in
25 pedestrian. We have to have transportation for 25 relation to solid waste. I'm not sure what you're
Page 75 Page 77
1  walking along the water. Most people who walk 1 looking for.
2  around the marina to get somewhere spend most of 2 THE AUDIENCE: They're required to have
3 their time in the street in the mull roads and in 3 logs, the kind of waste they're disposing of,
4  the parking lots and across the parking lots and 4  hazardous waste, who takes it, who picks it up. It
5 across the streets. It's not safe and we have 5 should be on the record so anybody can go in and
6 families with young children. They're trying to 6 check the record from the County or part of the
7 negotiate parking lots with cars and crossing 7 public record. They have to submit and also that
8 streets. 8 they don't -- oil and stuff goes into the sewer.
9 It's not well marked. There is not direct 9 Pump-out stations to empty the holding tanks of all
10 paths. Sometimes you cross on one mull and you have 10 these vessels.
11 to walk diagonally across the street to get to the 11 MR. ZOLA: Add pump-out stations.
12 next connection. These need to be 12 THE AUDIENCE: If they're required to have
13 MR. ZOLA: Let's say pedestrian 13  asecond sewer line in place prior to building this
14 THE AUDIENCE: Okay. Nonmotorized 14 project.
15 transportation needs to be designed into the marina. 15 MR. ZOLA: Sewer lines, put a colon,
16 MR. ZOLA: Anything else on transportation? 16 requirement for second sewer line prior to
17 Pedestrian crosswalks. 17 construction with a question mark. Anything else on
18 Anything else on transportation? We have 18 utilities? Go ahead.
19 two more to go, a couple more. 19 THE AUDIENCE: Did you say this is where we
20 The next one is utilities and service 20 should mention the gray water recycling?
21 system. What will be analyzed here, somebody 21 MR. ZOLA: This is it. So under water,
22 mentioned wastewater, demands on water which will 22  gray water recycling. Yes.
23 include water conservation. Waste water, solid 23 THE AUDIENCE: Justification from the water
24  waste, generation of solid waste, we've already 24  department what 29 or 27, whichever water department
25 mentioned, finding other solid waste. Electrical 25 it is that supplies the water in this area, I'd like
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1 to know, since we have such a shortage of water why 1 of the concept some of you talked about, analyziﬁg
2 we would consider such a project that's going to be 2 one without looking at the other.
3 with all the wash-downs. 3 So in terms of cumulative impacts, the air
4 MR. ZOLA: Water supply availability. 4  quality analysis will analyze construction,
5 THE AUDIENCE: I would really want to see a 5 operational impacts. The traffic impact analysis
6 report from that department, how they're actually 6 looks at the modeled increases in traffic that are
7 justifying it. Not that they have justified it. 7  already part of the analysis model, and then adds 30
8 Not only the water needs for the wash-down, 8 projects occurring within the two-mile radius within
S et cetera, but all water needs for the landscaping. 9 the County, within the City of Los Angeles and

10 Thereis 175 percent more percolation areas. So 10 Culver City.

11 there will be -- that's something, gray water 11 And projects that we know are occurring as

12 recycling can address. 12 part of that regional development that are known as

13 MR. ZOLA: Landscape use. Anything else on 13  of January of 2009. We'll show a map of that, but

14 utilities? 14 ten new projects have been completed, three are

15 THE AUDIENCE: What kind of power outlets? 15 scheduled or in process. Three more projects

16 15amps? 30 amps? 60 amps? 16 pending approval of leases and six that under

17 MR, ZOLA: Under electric. That would be 17 negotiation will be part of that cumulative

18 part of the project description, but let's catch it 18 analysis.

19 here. Power connections to boats. 19 And there will be, even though in each

20 THE AUDIENCE: Will the pump-out station 20 section there will be a summary of cumulative

21 have public access to it? 21 analysis, there will be one chapter in the EIR

22 MR. ZOLA: Can the pump-out stations, will 22  devoted solely to the cumulative analysis and will

23 there be public access. Yes. 23 actually take that cumulative analysis and run

24 THE AUDIENCE: And providing restrooms for 24  through all of those different subjects.

25  the general public that is supposed to be walking 25 THE AUDIENCE: If it's done by a Counsel
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1 around all of this promenade. I'd also like to see 1 from the County, the analysis of this cannot be
2  ifthey put a promenade in, I want to see public 2 trusted. It will be a big waste of paper. It has
3 restrooms and I want to see cutouts for wheelchairs. 3 to be done by independent source that will not favor
4  And I want to know the design of the walkway isn't 4  them to the County.
5 going to be a beveled thing so if you're in a 5 MR. ZOLA: Under cumulative impacts, need
6 wheelchair, you're not bumping up and down. 6 to ensure that cumulative list is complete.
7 MR. ZOLA: Need for public restroom, 7 THE AUDIENCE: I want to make sure he's not
8 question mark. 8 hired by the County to make it fit the County
° THE AUDIENCE: What would be the -- that 9 objective.

10 existing restrooms in the corner of the basin, will 10 MR. ZOLA: But the objective to do that is

11 that be removed or expanded on or added to? 11 todowhat

12 MR. ZOLA: I don't know. 12 THE AUDIENCE: Do it in a fair and neutral

13 THE AUDIENCE: The public access way, 1 13 matter that lists all the pro's and con's of this

14 really do want to make sure that there are cutouts 14 impact.

15 for ADA use and that access is friendly to the 15 MR. ZOLA: Need to ensure that cumulative

16 people with ADA issues. 16 is complete, need to ensure that analysis is fair

17 MR. ZOLA: That would go under 17 and unbiased. Yes.

18 transportation, pedestrian. I have a couple we 18 THE AUDIENCE: Marina development status,

19 picked up afierward. Anything else on utilities? 19 as far as my calculations, that is not correct.

20 Okay. 20 There is currently 16 projects that is in some stage

21 Cumulative impact. We've hit a lot of 21 of the regulatory or proprietary stage as of 1/14

22 this. Cumulative impact and the basic definition 22 not counting the ten new ones. There is four

23  under the law is two or more individual effect, when 23  projects missing.

24 you take them together, there is sometimes far more 24 You left off the section for pending

25 significance than two pieces separate. That is some 25 regulatory approvals. There are nine projects
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1 pending regulatory approval. You just had the other 1 changes that will occur will be given in that
2 four categories. 2 document to the public and then it's your job and
3 Is that the baseline for the EIR? 3 the commission's regional planning commission's job
4 MR. ZOLA: That's what it is so far. If 4  and the board's job to make that determination
5 there is one that you know over and above that, one 5 ultimately of the will of the people.
6 of the things that would be very helpful over the 6 But the EIR provides the information. Then
7  next week is to get that on the back of the agenda, 7 it becomes the approval process and public hearing
8 to the contact person at the County and so to get 8 process to really deal with, now that you have all
9 that list over to the County would be very helpful. 9 this information, is the project a good thing, not a
10 Anything else on cumulative? Yes. 10 good thing. Is it the will of the people? Is it
11 THE AUDIENCE: I just think it's important 11 not? That's the hearing process. But what the EIR
12 to note that in reading this document it says that 12 s intended to do is provide you with the
13 it's County owned. This is publicly owned: The 13 information on what are the physical changes on the
14 County has been -- it's in the County's jurisdiction 14 environment. '
15 and the County is charged with its maintenance and 15 Go ahead.
16 operation. But Ireally do think that a major 16 THE AUDIENCE: First of all, I'd like to
17 correction hds to be made there because this is 17 commend you for operating this meeting in a fair
18 publicly owned. And the public does have a will 18 manner, and [ think you've given consideration to
19 with this project and it's stated in the mandate and 19 all the people and comments that were made. Back to
20 it's stated in-house Document 389, and a bond was 20 the project alternatives, will you be looking at a
21 paid for. 21 couple different project alternatives such as a
22 So the cumulative impact actually ends up 22 land-only project and not this is over the water and
23 changing our land use plan and manipulates the 23 land look. At one that is just on land, Jook at
24 mandate of the people and I find that a major 24 other parcels that might accommodate this type of
25 concern. 25 operation.
Page 83 Page 85
1 MR. ZOLA: The land use that we expressed 1 MR. ZOLA: Very good. There we go. We
2 earlier and maybe we will get it here also -- we 2  have a brand-new slide. One is look at a land-only
3 have it under land use where we talked about 3 alternative sites.
4  promised set of cumulative projects and changes, how 4 THE AUDIENCE: No plan or project.
5 do over all the land use relationships within the 5 MR. ZOLA: No project. Under CEQA there is
6 marina change. 6 always a no project alternative. What will happen
7 THE AUDIENCE: But what happens is it 7 is, through this whole process and the Board of
8 denies our mandate. It denies the will of the 8 Supervisors, whoever makes the decisions on each of
9 people. Without change, it's going to be such a 9 these says no, what happens, that's the no project
10 cumulative impact on what this project, this 10 alternative.
11 scheduled project, was supposed to be, because it's 11 THE AUDIENCE: Splitting up the project,
12 going to be chasing one amendment after another. 12  smaller projects that fit in scale with the rest of
13 So what that does is it undermines the 13 the community in different locations.
14 master plan. It undermines the original intent of 14 MR. ZOLA: Smaller projects and multiple
15 the marina. It undermines public ownership. It 15 smaller projects.
16 undermines the bidding process. i6 THE AUDIENCE: Back to cumulative impact,
17 The real source documents and the heart of 17 the analysis should review the definition of project
18  what this marina was supposed to be becomes 18 under CEQA and advise the requirements of when you
19 dismissed in that kind of cumulative impact. 19 have a project and under CEQA in terms of overall
20 MR. ZOLA: We just hit another limitation 20 EIR in development.
21 under CEQA. What the EIR can and needs to do, based 21 MR. ZOLA: There is two analyses. One
22 on the comments you made, identify the physical 22 you're getting a term that nobody has used yet,
23 changes that will occur, but then it becomes 23 you've talked in different places about
24 essentially your responsibility. It then goes back 24 piecemealing. The other issue that needs to be
25  to the public. The information on the physical 25 addressed is what is the term "independent utility"
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1 which is an odd term in a way. But independent 1 essentially one EIR in one project. The whole of
2 utility of this project, so one of the issues and 2 the action versus the independent utility argument.
3 what CEQA requires is you need to address the whole 3 The second one is analyzing a project that has
4 ofthe action. And the difficulty sometimes is what 4  independent utility in relation to the cumulative
5 is the whole of the action. 5 effects of other projects.
6 So the whole of the action starts with a 6 So that is kind of the task that we'd have
7  lot of what you've been talking about. Second 7  to go through or that the writers of the EIR would
8 analysis that needs to be done in that case is, is 8 have to go through in the project description in the
9 there independent utility to this, whatever this 9 determination of what you said, what is the project,
10 happens to be. So an example of a much larger scale 10 what is the whole of the action versus the
11 issue that Riverside County went through. 11 cumulative effect and cumulative projects that need
12 Riverside County was updating its own 12 1o be analyzed in a cumulative section.
13 general plan. At the same time it was adopting a 13 THE AUDIENCE: There's enough case law to
14 habitat conservation plan, and it was analyzing to 14 show what I'm saying is accurate.
15 support that general plan to actually four major 15 MR. ZOLA: Yeah.
16 highway corridors. They were going to do what they 16 THE AUDIENCE: I put it out there.
17 called, and this makes it difficult to picture, the 17 MR. ZOLA: I'm not arguing one way or the
18 Riverside County Integrated Project. So you have 18 other in the way you do that. You have to analyze
19 all those actions called the integrated project. 19 both. Is there independent utility to draw that
20 The question the County had to do is do we do one 20 line between whole of the action and the cumulative.
21 document for all of that, kind of the same way you 21  So what you're asking for alternately is somebody
22 talked about, the entirety of the marina or do we do 22 needs to do that task. Yes.
23  separate documents? And that's the independent 23 THE AUDIENCE: I have one question here.
24  utility issue. 24  The Coastal Act and also reflected in our LCP the
25 So you look at what they did in that case 25  definition of feasibility and the analysis which
Page 87 Page 89
1 islook at, would we proceed or could we proceed, is 1 needs to be done to determine feasibility. There
2 there a utility and a reason to proceed with one 2  are four factors: The financial, technical,
3 part of this, with one of these actions in the 3 environmental and social.
4  absence of the others. So you look at those kinds 4 It seems to me the County has done a real
5 of things. 5 good job of exploring financial. The EIR seems so
6 So that would be the test on the other side 6 address the technical and environmental. But where
7 of piecemealing is there independent utility. 7  is the social analysis done by the County, by the
8 Remember, at the beginning of the list we had that 8 developer and the County in some formal process ‘
9 long list of actions that were being proceeded, the 9  where members of the public can see these analysis
10 variance, the various permits. There it's easy to 10 and have those issues addressed?
11 see this project could not occur except for all of 11 You say the EIR is only for the physical
12 those permits. 12 changes. Most of the social changes are not
13 So you couldn't reasonably say, Well, let's 13 physical. Some of them are and I think those could
14 not analyze the LCP amendment. We'll set that one 14 be addressed in the EIR, maybe not so much with this
15 aside. We'll just look only at this site. As 15 project, but certainly with some of the projects
16 you've talked about, what are the implications of 16 that displace residents and displace boaters. 1
17 all of those. So one of the things that we should 17 think it could be done there.
18 add to the cumulative impact in relation to some of 18 But where are we going to get the social
19 the arguments you've made, need to define the 19 analysis that we need to determine whether these
20 independent utility of this project, because that is 20 projects are physical because some of the social
21 thetask. Can you, in fact, analyze it in the 21 costs that are being imposed will have a financial
22 absence of all the others? 22  consequence somewhere down the road and we need to
23 There is two different ways that you deal 23 look at that.
24  with that cumulative. One is the issue you raised 24 So how do we get that looked at in an
25 s that you need all of the projects together, 25 official capacity?
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1 MR. ZOLA: That's a tough one. We do butt 1 itis an equal component of this feasibility
2  up against that limitation of CEQA. So in terms of 2 standard which is required to be analyzed. But
3 when you mentioned displacement of boats, 3 these things do need to be considered and factors
4  displacement of people, that is a physical impact. 4  into whether projects are feasible.
5 So under CEQA that gets analyzed. What doesn't get 5 MR. ZOLA: Unfortunately, I don't have any
6 analyzed under CEQA is the impact on the people that 6 good advice on how to get that formal thing. The
7  get displaced. 7  bestI can offer you as part of the record, one of
8 THE AUDIENCE: Well, it's more than that. 8 the things I talked about in terms of the Notice of
9  What is the impact transforming the marina into a 9 Preparation and the review period on that Notice of
10 residential enclave for most of its land area and 10 Preparation which is the CEQA physical impact law.
11 the public being relegated to ever smaller areas of 11 Interms of what goes in the EIR, that closes on the
12 their recreational use at the same time that 12 27th, next week.
13 regional population is burgeoning and the need for 13 Up until the time that the board takes or
14 open space and recreational facilities is growing. 14 whoever takes final action on this, comments that
15 This land was purchased for recreational 15 you want to make to the commission, to the board, to
16 use. And the idea of converting it now to private 16 the staff on what are the things that they ought to
17 utility has a social cost. And those social costs, 17 be thinking about in making this decision beyond
18 what about health care services, does the County 18 what CEQA is going to give them. That's a request.
19 want health care or health care for its residents? 19  Sendaletter in. That's the best advice I can give
20 If we want health, we need to provide spaces where 20 youon that.
21  kids can run around and play and get exercise and 21 Yeah.
22  de-stress. There is a very physical impact. 22 THE AUDIENCE: Maybe another way of getting
23 MR, ZOLA: T understand. 23 the County to look at it in a physical way, that
24 THE AUDIENCE: I just want to know where we 24  site that they want to put the Boat Central on,
25  can get that addressed and maybe we need to start 25 maybe the better recreational use for that site
Page 91 Page 93
1 asking the question, because I don't see where it 1  would be an Olympic size swimming pool.
2 has been addressed up to this point. 2 MR. ZOLA: Part of what you can look at, if
3 MR. ZOLA: As I said, you found the point 3 you want to make those kinds -- we talked about
4 that CEQA ends which is here are the physical 4  alternatives earlier. If one of the things you want
5 impacts. The kind of issues you're talking about 5 to do in your comments on the NOP in the next week,
6 are the debate of the discussion that goes on in the 6 is comment on if there are uses that you think of
7 public hearing process. There is not, that I know 7  that would better meet the kind of needs you've
8 of, a formal way of saying those kind of social 8 talked about, you've talked about. Identify those.
9 things and the effects on social interaction, 9  Please identify those alternatives.
10 nonphysical things get analyzed. 10 THE AUDIENCE: Thank you.
11 So that is a limitation of our system, but 11 MR. ZOLA: Go back to alternatives. How do
12 the idea and the requirement in the public hearings 12 we want to describe that? Other recreational uses.
13 for the public hearing is to take the information 13  Yes.
14 provided in that document, in the document 14 THE AUDIENCE: Go back to the second slide.
15 identifying the physical impacts and to inform your 15 My concern is the person or corporation that's
16 own decision-makers. This is what your decision 16 analyzing, are they going to have their views and
17 means for me and my community. What you're talking 17 their opinions, which if they're hired by the County
18 about is the debate, public debate, that goes on in 18  or the developer will more than likely be in their
19 the public hearing process. 19 favor. The County has a tendency to pick these
20 THE AUDIENCE: Somehow what we want is, we 20 people that have a project in their favor. So it's
21 want our decision-makers to do that analysis. We 21 rosy. Iwould like to see some disclosure to the
22  don't have the resources to do that analysis. We 22 County of the relationship with the developer, their
23 canraise questions. We can nibble around the 23 past performance, the cost of doing this report.
24  edges, but where do we go to get that formalized 24 And secondly, failed to do a recreational
25 into this process? How can we achieve that because 25  value or include the recreational value whereas
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1 commercial value. In the marina you can't have 1 MR. ZOLA: So one, it must reflect the
2 commercial value if you don't have recreational 2 County's independent judgment even if the County is
3 value meaning if people can't enjoy themselves, 3 the only one taking the action. The second thing
4  there is no point of wanting to live here. 4  that happens -- not the second, but the other thing
5 If it's all apartments, all industrial, if 5 that happens is let's say we go through the entire
6 there is not a balance, if you take too much of one 6 Environmental Impact Report. You have a final
7 thing or another which you only can see if you have 7  Environmental Impact Report report that says there
8 an accumulated report that covers impact of all the 8 are certain impacts that are going to be
S project. There has to be a recreational dollar 9 significant. There is no mitigation measure form.
10 value whereas a commercial value. 10 It is less than significant.
11 MR. ZOLA: Let's add another bullet point, 11 In that case, what the law requires is
12 balance between recreational, residential and 12  before the County could adopt the project, they must
13 commercial uses. Under cumulative all of this 13 adopt what is called a Statement of Overriding
14 together. 14 Consideration. That is state law under CEQA. If
15 THE AUDIENCE: All amounts on the 15 you look at California Environmental Quality Act,
16 recreational value versus commercial value. Whoever 16 you can see the rules on that.
17 does the analysis, there's a disclosure of his 17 What it says is if the agency, the lead
18 relationship to the County and funding. That's what 18 agency, in this case Los Angeles County, is to
19 we are concerned about. Anybody can write a book. 19 accept essentially those significant unavoidable
20 If somebody gets paid enough they will write a 20 impacts, they must define and make findings as to
21 report you like. And if they've done it in the 21  why they find those impacts acceptable. What are,
22 past, they will write a very nice report and have 22  as the term says, the overriding considerations that
23  all the description. But it's in favor of the 23 may be, what are the benefits that the County is
24 County's position. 24  getting that lead to their determination that they
25 MR. ZOLA: Here is the legal requirement. 25 are willing to accept those impacts. And that has
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1 Itdoesn't sound like you're going to like the legal 1 to be part of the findings of prior to adopting a
2 requirement. The Environmental Impact Report, 2 project has a significant impact.
3 before the County can send it out for public review, 3 THE AUDIENCE: We realize that they've done
4  staff needs to make -- County staff needs to make a 4 that on every project. That's why the County has
5  determination that the document reflects the 5 been in such conflict with the community. They do
6 independent judgment of the County. 6 not consider what we consider a major impact.
7 And so no matter who prepares it, how they 7 MR. ZOLA: I've told you what the process
8 prepare it and who spent how much on what, that 8 is. Yes.
9  document must legally reflect the County's S THE AUDIENCE: I'd like to reiterate the
10 independent judgment. The reason that it goes out 10 independent utility. Would it be more accurate to
11 for public review is members of the public, other 11 say we need to determine if the project has
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