STATE OF CALIFORNIA — NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION _
South Coast Area Office Appeal Filed:  12/17/2008 ¢

200 Oceanr?ate, Suite 1000 49 Day: 2/4/2009
(o5 ook oA W2 2 180th Day: N/A <
- Staff; Charles Posner-LB
a e Staff Report: 1/15/2009
Hearing Date: February 4, 2009
Commission Action:

STAFF REPORT: APPEAL/SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: City of Los Angeles
LOCAL DECISIONS: Approvals with conditions

APPEAL NUMBERS: A-5-VEN-08-340 (CDP 08-07, OPD 520 - Oxford Triangle Area)
A-5-VEN-08-341 (CDP 08-08, OPD 521 - Presidents Row Area)
A-5-VEN-08-342 (CDP 08-09, OPD 522 - West Venice Area)
A-5-VEN-08-343 (CDP 08-10, OPD 523 - East Venice Area)
A-5-VEN-08-344 (CDP 08-11, OPD 526 — Villa Marina Area)

APPLICANT: City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (Allan Willis)

APPELLANTS (39): Coastal Commission Executive Director Peter Douglas, Peggy
Lee Kennedy, Debra Gavlak, Ayana D. Guy, Calvin E. Moss, Janice Yudell, Hope
Hanafin, Mark Lipman, Delilah Gill, Neal D. Hasty, Karl Abrams, Rev. Thomas C. Ziegert,
Eva Jane Williams, Donald Geagan, Antoinette Reynolds, Celia Williams, Terry L.
Hendrickson, Janine K. Pierce, Carol E. Green, Ethel M. Gullette, Erica Snowlake,
Jessica Aden, Fortunato Procopio, Melinda Ahrens, Emily Winters, Venice Housing
Corporation Executive Director Steve Clare, Linda Lucks, Susan Millman, Eden Andes,
Jim Bickhart, Sabrina Venskus, James R Smith, Ross Wilson, Pamela London, Ronald
Charbonneau, Brett Barth, David Gueriera, Cindy Chambers, and John Davis.

PROJECT LOCATION: Public streets throughout the Venice area, City of Los Angeles.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Appeals of City of Los Angeles Local Coastal Development
Permit Nos. 08-07, 08-08, 08-09, 08-10 and 08-11 approved to
establish Overnight Parking District Nos. 520, 521, 522, 523 and
526 (in the Venice area) with the following restriction: “No Parking
2 a.m. to 6 a.m. Nightly - Vehicles with Permits Exempted.”

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends that the Commission determine the appeals raise a substantial issue
with respect to the grounds on which the appeals have been filed because the permit parking
districts authorized by the local coastal development permits could adversely affect the public’s
ability to utilize the public street parking in the early morning hours that supports access to the
beach and other coastal recreation areas (for surfing, swimming, walking, exercising, fishing,
etc.) in violation of the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act [Sections
30210, 30211, 30212.5, 30213, 30214, 30220, 30221, 30223 and 30224]. The motions to
carry out the staff recommendation are on Page Five.
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APPELLANTS’ CONTENTIONS

City of Los Angeles Local Coastal Development Permit Nos. 08-07, 08-08, 08-09, 08-10 and
08-11, approved by the Board of Public Works on November 17, 2008, have been appealed by
Executive Director Peter Douglas and 38 other persons. The City’s proposal to restrict the use
of the public rights-of way in Venice between the hours of 2 a.m. to 6 a.m. has generated a
significant amount of local opposition, which is reflected in the appeals. See Exhibit Nos. 8
through 45 for the grounds of the citizen appeals. The grounds for the appeals include the
following contentions:

The proposed parking restrictions would adversely affect the public’s ability to visit
the beach in the early morning hours to surf, swim, stroll, bicycle, exercise and go
fishing.

There has been no parking study conducted to show why such parking restrictions
are necessary, how the proposed parking restrictions would mitigate any perceived
problems, or how the proposed parking restrictions would adversely affect
residents and visitors.

The proposed parking restrictions discriminate unfairly against homeless people
who live in their vehicles, some of whom are long time Venice residents.

The proposed parking restrictions violate basic rights of the people (e.g. the Equal
Protection Clause of the 14™ Amendment — See U.S. Supreme Court case Shapiro
v. Thompson), to use the public rights-of-way.

Residents and their guests should not be required to buy/obtain a permit to park on
their neighborhood streets.

The proposed parking restrictions will adversely affect people who live outside the
boundaries of a district because their neighborhood streets will be inundated by a
flood of vehicles once permit-only parking restrictions are implemented nearby.

The City’s approval of the proposed parking restrictions violate the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The Executive Director of the Coastal Commission appealed the local coastal development
permits on the following grounds:

The permit parking program approved by the local coastal development permits (Local
Coastal Development Permit Nos. 08-07, 08-08, 08-09, 08-10 and 08-11) may adversely
affect the public’s ability to utilize the public street parking that supports access to the
beach and other coastal recreation areas (for surfing, fishing, swimming, exercising, etc.)
in the early morning hours, in violation of the public access and recreation policies of the
Coastal Act [Coastal Act Sections 30210, 30211, 30212.5, 30213, 30214, 30220, 30221,
30223 and 30224] Therefore, these local coastal development permit actions merits
closer scrutiny by the Commission.
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Il. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION

On August 26, 2008, the City of Los Angeles City Engineer issued a Notice of Decision which
states:

The following coastal development permits were approved without conditions:

CDP No. 08-07: OPD 520 - Oxford Triangle Area
CDP No. 08-08: OPD 521 - Presidents Row Area
CDP No. 08-11: OPD 526 — Villa Marina Area

The following coastal development permits were approved with a condition:

CDP No. 08-09, OPD 522 - West Venice Area
CDP No. 08-10, OPD 523 - East Venice Area

The following is the condition placed on CDP No. 08-09:

“Extend the operating hours of Parking Lot 800, located along Pacific Avenue
between Windward Avenue and Venice Way in OPD 522, to overlap with the
OPD restriction period (2 a.m. to 6 a.m.), with a maximum of 4 hours of parking
during 2:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m.”

The following is the condition placed on CDP No. 08-10:

“Extend the operating hours of Parking Lot 740, located near the intersection of
Main Street and Rose Avenue in OPD 523, to overlap with the OPD restriction
period (2 a.m. to 6 a.m.).”

On November 17, 2008, the City of Los Angeles Board of Public Works held a public hearing
on the appeals of the City Engineer’s approval of Local Coastal Development Permit Nos. 08-
07, 08-08, 08-09, 08-10 and 08-11. Several proponents and opponents of the proposed
parking restrictions addressed the Board. The proponents identified many of the problems that
they hope the parking restrictions would help to solve, especially the trash and nuisances
caused by some of the people who live in vehicles parked in the street. The Board rejected
the appeals and approved Local Coastal Development Permit Nos. 08-07, 08-08, 08-09, 08-10
and 08-11 with the same conditions imposed by the City Engineer (Exhibits #3-7). The Board
sought to clarify the special conditions, however, by adding the following footnotes to CDP
Nos. 08-09 and 08-10:

The footnote placed on the condition of CDP No. 08-09 states:

“During the normal operating hours of 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. for Parking Lot 800, a
maximum of 1-hour parking will remain in effect. The Los Angeles Department of
Transportation will collect parking fees during the extended operating hours of
Parking Lot 740.”

The footnote placed on the condition of CDP No. 08-10 states:

“All overnight vehicles parked at Parking Lot 740, which has both 1-hour and 10-
hour parking limits, must be removed from the lot by 7:00 a.m. during the tourist
season to maximize daytime beach access. The Los Angeles Department of
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Transportation will collect parking fees during the extended operating hours of
Parking Lot 740.”

On November 20, 2008, the Commission's South Coast District office in Long Beach received
the City’s Notice of Final Local Action for the City of Los Angeles Board of Public Works
approval of Local Coastal Development Permit Nos. 08-07, 08-08, 08-09, 08-10 and 08-11.
On November 21, 2008, the Commission's required twenty working-day appeal period
commenced. The first appeal was filed on December 17, 2008 by Peggy Lee Kennedy.
Thirty-eight other appeals were filed before the appeal period ended at 5 p.m. on December
22, 2008.

.  DUAL PERMIT JURISDICTION

Within the areas specified in Section 30601, which is known in the City of Los Angeles permit
program as the Dual Permit Jurisdiction area, the Coastal Act requires that any development
which receives a local coastal development permit also obtain a second (or “dual”) coastal
development permit from the Coastal Commission. For projects located inland of the areas
identified in Section 30601 (i.e., projects in the Single Permit Jurisdiction), the City of Los
Angeles local coastal development permit is the only coastal development permit required.

Because the OPD 523 and OPD 522 are located in the City and Commission’s “Dual Permit
Jurisdiction” area, the City has submitted two separate coastal development permit
applications to the Commission for the proposed development (Coastal Development Permit
Applications 5-08-313 and 5-08-314). If possible, the public hearings and actions for both the
de novo portion of these appeals (if the Commission finds that a substantial issue exists) and
Coastal Development Permit Applications 5-08-313 and 5-08-314 will be combined and
scheduled for concurrent action at the same future Commission meeting in Southern
California.

IV. APPEAL PROCEDURES

Section 30600(b) of the Coastal Act provides that prior to certification of its Local Coastal
Program (LCP), a local jurisdiction may, with respect to development within its area of
jurisdiction in the coastal zone and consistent with the provisions of Sections 30604, 30620
and 30620.5, establish procedures for the filing, processing, review, modification, approval or
denial of a coastal development permit. Pursuant to this provision, the City of Los Angeles
developed a permit program in 1978 to exercise its option to issue local coastal development
permits.

Sections 13301-13325 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations provide procedures for
issuance and appeals of locally issued coastal development permits. Section 30602 of the
Coastal Act allows any action by a local government on a coastal development permit
application evaluated under Section 30600(b) to be appealed to the Commission. The
standard of review for such an appeal is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. [Cal. Pub.
Res. Code §8§ 30200 and 30604.]

After a final local action on a local coastal development permit application, the Coastal
Commission must be noticed within five days of the decision. After receipt of such a notice
which contains all the required information, a twenty working-day appeal period begins during
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which any person, including the applicant, the Executive Director, or any two members of the
Commission, may appeal the local decision to the Coastal Commission. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code
§ 30602.]

Any appeal of the local action is then analyzed to determine if a substantial issue exists as to
the approved project’'s conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act (Sections 30200-30265.5).
[Cal. Pub. Res. Code 8§ 30625(b)(1).] Unless the Commission finds that the appeal raises no
substantial issue, the Commission then holds a public hearing in which it reviews the coastal
development permit as a de novo matter. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code 8§88 30621 and 30625.]

At this point, the Commission may decide that the appellant’s contentions raise no substantial
issue as to conformity of the approved project with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, in which case
the action of the local government stands. Or, the Commission may find that a substantial
issue exists with respect to the conformity of the action of the local government with Chapter 3
of the Coastal Act if it finds that the appeal raises a significant question regarding consistency
with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. If the Commission finds that a substantial issue
exists, then the hearing will be continued as a de novo permit request. Section 13321 of the
Coastal Commission regulations specifies that de novo actions will be heard according to the
procedures outlined in Sections 13114 and 13057-13096 of the Commission’s regulations.

V. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with
respect to whether the local government’s approval of the project is consistent with the
provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act (commencing with Section 30200), pursuant to PRC
Section 30625(b)(1).

Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motions:

MOTION 1: “I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-08-340
raises no substantial issue with respect to conformity of the local approval
with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.”

MOTION 2: “I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-08-341
raises no substantial issue with respect to conformity of the local approval
with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.”

MOTION 3: “I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-08-342
raises no substantial issue with respect to conformity of the local approval
with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.”

MOTION 4: “I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-08-343
raises no substantial issue with respect to conformity of the local approval
with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.”

MOTION 5: “I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-08-344
raises no substantial issue with respect to conformity of the local approval
with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.”
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Failure of each motion will result in a de novo hearing on the application and adoption of the
following resolution and findings. A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass
each motion.

Resolutions to Find Substantial Issue for the Appeals

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-08-340 presents a substantial
issue with respect to conformity of the local government approval with the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act.

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-08-341 presents a substantial
issue with respect to conformity of the local government approval with the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act.

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-08-342 presents a substantial
issue with respect to conformity of the local government approval with the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act.

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-08-343 presents a substantial
issue with respect to conformity of the local government approval with the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act.

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-08-344 presents a substantial

issue with respect to conformity of the local government approval with the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act.

VI.  EINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS FOR SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

The Commission hereby finds and declares:

A. Project Description

Local Coastal Development Permit Nos. 08-07, 08-08, 08-09, 08-10 and 08-11 approve the
establishment of Overnight Parking District Nos. 520, 521, 522, 523 and 526 (in the Venice
area) with the following restriction: “No Parking 2 a.m. to 6 a.m. Nightly - Vehicles with Permits
Exempted.” The permits are attached to this report as Exhibit Nos. 3 through 7.

B. Substantial Issue Analysis

As stated in Section Il of this report, the grounds for an appeal of a coastal development
permit issued by the local government prior to certification of its Local Coastal Program (LCP)
are the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Any such local government coastal development
permit may be appealed to the Commission. The Commission shall hear an appeal unless it
determines that the local government action raises no substantial issue as to conformity with
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. In this case, staff has recommended that a substantial
issue does exist in the local government’s approval of the overnight parking districts.

The primary Coastal Act issue raised by the City’s actions is the effect that the 2 a.m. to 6 a.m.
parking restrictions would have on public’s ability to utilize the public street parking in the early
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morning hours. The public parking provided on the public streets supports access to the
beach and other coastal recreation areas (for surfing, swimming, walking, exercising, fishing,
etc.). Coastal Act Sections 30210, 30211, 30212.5, 30213, 30214, 30220, 30221, 30223 and
30224 protect public recreation and public access.

Section 30210 In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the
California_Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public
safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners,
and natural resource areas from overuse. (Amended by Ch. 1075, Stats. 1978.)

Section 30211 Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the
sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited
to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial
vegetation.

Section 30212.5 Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking
areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the
impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single
area.

Section 30213 Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected,
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public
recreational opportunities are preferred. The commission shall not: (1) require that
overnight room rentals be fixed at an amount certain for any privately owned and
operated hotel, motel, or other similar visitor-serving facility located on either public or
private lands; or (2) establish or approve any method for the identification of low or
moderate income persons for the purpose of determining eligibility for overnight room
rentals in any such facilities.

Section 30214 (a) The public access policies of this article shall be implemented in a
manner that takes into account the need to regulate the time, place, and manner of
public access depending on the facts and circumstances in each case including, but
not limited to, the following:

(1) Topographic and geologic site characteristics.

(2) The capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level of intensity.

(3) The appropriateness of limiting public access to the right to pass and repass
depending on such factors as the fragility of the natural resources in the area and the
proximity of the access area to adjacent residential uses.

(4) The need to provide for the management of access areas so as to protect the
privacy of adjacent property owners and to protect the aesthetic values of the area by
providing for the collection of litter.

(b) It is the intent of the Legislature that the public access policies of this article be
carried out in a reasonable manner that considers the equities and that balances the
rights of the individual property owner with the public's constitutional right of access
pursuant to Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution. Nothing in this section
or any amendment thereto shall be construed as a limitation on the rights guaranteed
to the public under Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution.

(c) In carrying out the public access policies of this article, the commission and any
other responsible public agency shall consider and encourage the utilization of
innovative access management techniques, including, but not limited to, agreements
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with private organizations which would minimize management costs and encourage
the use of volunteer programs.

Section 30220 Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that
cannot readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses.

Section 30221 Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for
recreational use and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for
public or commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the
property is already adequately provided for in the area.

Section 30223 Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be
reserved for such uses, where feasible.

Section 30224 Increased recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be
encouraged, in accordance with this division, by developing dry storage areas,
increasing public launching facilities, providing additional berthing space in existing
harbors, limiting non-water-dependent land uses that congest access corridors and
preclude boating support facilities, providing harbors of refuge, and by providing for
new boating facilities in natural harbors, new protected water areas, and in areas
dredged from dry land.

The City intended to address the public access issue in two of the permits (08-09 and 08-10)
by opening two public parking lots during the early morning hours (2 a.m. to 6 a.m.), but the
City requirement to vacate the public parking lot at 7 a.m. (Lot No. 740) effectively makes the
lot unusable for anyone who wants to stay at the beach past 7 a.m. In addition, anyone using
the public parking lot in the early morning hours would have to pay parking fees, where most of
the on-street parking costs nothing. Therefore, the local coastal development permits do not
ensure that the public ability to access the coast is protected as required by the above-stated
sections of the Coastal Act.

The City is also making the assertion that there are no adverse impacts to public access during
the hours of the restrictions (2 a.m. to 6 a.m.) because the beach closes at 10 p.m. The City
may have passed a curfew ordinance for the public beach, but the Commission has not
reviewed or approved any nighttime and early morning beach closure.

As approved by the City, the proposed overnight parking districts would allow the use of on-
street parking to only area residents with permits and their guests with permits. The parking
restrictions would adversely impact coastal access by eliminating the primary parking supply
for early-morning beachgoers. Therefore, a substantial issue exists with regards to the
proposed overnight parking district’'s impacts to the overall public parking supply and coastal
access.

Because of the importance of the public access issue raised by the City’s actions, the
Commission will carefully review the proposed parking restrictions at the de novo hearings on
the applications. Only with careful review of the proposed project can the Commission ensure
that public access to the coast is protected. If it finds that a substantial issue exits, the
Commission will have the opportunity to review and act on the proposed project at the
subsequent de novo hearings. Therefore, the Commission finds that a substantial issue exists
with respect to the proposed projects’ conformance with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and with
the approval of Local Coastal Development Permit Nos. 08-07, 08-08, 08-09, 08-10 and 08-11.
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COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT CALFORN
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(under authority of Sec. 30600(b) of the California Coastal Act of 1976)

PROJECT TYPE: (X) Public () Private

520

City of Los Angeies Department of Transportation

APPLICATION NUMBER: 08-07
NAME OF APPLICANT:

PROJECT LOCATION: The project is located within the Oxford Triangle Area of
Venice. The Qvernight Parking District (OPD) 520 consist of both sides of all
street segments within the area bounded on the north by Washington Boulevard,
an the east by Lincoln Boulevard, and on the south and west by Princeton Drive,
Thatcher Avenue, Harbor Crossing Lane and Oxford Avenue and including the
properties on the south side of Washington Boulevard between Oxford Avenue
and Lincoln Boulevard, the wast side of Lincoln Boulevard between Washington
Boulevard and a point opposite the centerline of Princeton Drive, and both sides
of Princeton Drive, Thatcher Avenue, Harbor Crossing Lane and Oxford Avenue.

DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project would establish OPD (or
District) No. 520 in the Oxford Triangle area of Venice, pursuant to Los Angeles
Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 80.54. The following parking restrictions wouid be
posted throughout the OPD:

“NO PARKING, 2 AM TO 6 AM NIGHTLY; VEHICLES WITH DISTRICT NO.
520 PERMITS EXEMPTED".

The parking restriction signs would nct be installed on any block until the following
actions occur:

1. At least 2/3 of the residents on the block have signed a petition requesting
the signs, and

2. The Venice Neighborhood Council adopts a motion supporting the
installation of the signs on the block at a publicly noticed meeting, and

COASTAL COMMISSION
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3. The appropriate Council District Councilmember sends a letter to LADOT
requesting the installation of the signs on the block. The proposed overnight
parking restrictions would be in addition to existing parking restrictions, if any.

The proposed development is subject 1o the foliowing conditions imposed
pursuant to the California Coastal Act of 1976:

{a) Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment: The permit is not valid and
development shall not commence until 2 copy of the permit, signed
by the permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the
permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the
City Engineer's office.

(b) Expiration: If development has not commenced, the permit will
expire two years from the effective date, which is twenty working
days from the date the notice of permit issuance is deemed received
by the Coastal Commission, uniess the permit is extended.
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the
expiration date. Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner
and completed in a reasonable period of time.

(c) Interpretation: Any questions of intent or interpretation of any
condition will be resolved by the City Engineer.

{d} Assignment: The permit may be assigned to any qualified person,
provided assignee files with the City Engineer an affidavit accepting
all terms and conditions of the permit.

(e} Terms and conditions run with the land: These terms and conditions
shall be perpetual, and it is the intention of the City Engineer and the
permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject
property to the terms and conditicns.

() Other approvals: There are no other approvals required.

The following are site-specific conditions of approval for the OPD 520 -
Oxford Triangle Area:

(a) _No special conditions.

FINDINGS: In keeping with the findings and recommendations set
forth in the adopted staff report incorporated herein by reference, the City
of Los Angeles finds that:

(a) The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the
California Coastal Act of 1976, and will not prejudice the ability
COASTAL COMMISSION
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of the City of Los Angeles to prepare a Local Coastal Program
in conformity with said Chapter 3.

(b) The Interpretative Guidelines established by the Coastal
Commission dated February 11, 1977 (as amended December
16, 1981) have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered in the
light of the individual project in making this determination, and
the decision of the permit-granting authority has been guided by
any applicable decision of the Coastal Commission.

(c) It the development is located between the nearest public road
and the sea or shoreline of any body of water located within the
Coastal Zone, the development is in conformity with the public
access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act.

(d) There are no feasible alternatives, or feasible mitigation
measures, as provided in the California Environmental Quality
Act, available for imposition by this authority under the power
granted to it which would substantially lessen any significant
adverse impact that the development, as finally permitted, may
have on the environment.

IV.  Pursuant to the public hearing held on June 26, 2008, a Notice of Decision
on August 26, 2008, and following the expiration of the mandatory ten-
calendar-day appeal period, permit application number 08-07 is hereby
approved.

V. This permit may not be assigned to another person except as provided in
Section 13170, Coastal Commission Rules and Regulations.

VI, This permit shall not become effective until the expiration of 20 working
days after a COPY of this permit has been received by the Regional
Commission, upon which copy all permittees or agent(s) authorized in the
permit application have acknowiedged that they have received a copy of
the permit and have accepted its contents, unless a valid appeal is filed
within that time. The acknowledgement should be returned within ten (10)
working days following issuance of the permit but in any case prior to
commencement of construction. If the acknowledgement has not been
returned within the time for commencement of construction under Section
13156(g), the City Engineer will not accept any application for the
extension of the permit.

VIi.  Work authorized by this permit must commence within two years from the
effective date of this permit. Any extension of time of said commencement
date must be applied for prior to expiration of the permit.
COASTAL COMMISSION
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Vill.  Issued: August 26, 2008, pursuant to local government authority as
provided in Chapter 7 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.

VIX. |, , permittee/agent, hereby
acknowledge receipt of permit number 08-07 and have accepted its
content.

COASTAL COMMISSION
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COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT ~ __ CAilr
TOASTAL L.

(under authority of Sec. 30600(b) of the California Coastal Act of 1976)

PROJECT TYPE: (X) Public () Private
APPLICATION NUMBER:  08-08 5 2- |
NAME OF APPLICANT: City of Los Angeles Department of Transpertation

PROJECT LOCATION: The project is located within the Presidents Row area of
Venice. The Overnight Parking District (OPD) 521 consists of both sides of all
street segments within the area bounded on the south by Washington Boulevard,
on the west by Abbot Kinney Boulevard, on the north by South Venice
Boulevard, and on the east by Lincoln Boulevard and including the properties on
the north side of Washington Boulevard between Lincoln Boulevard and Abbot
Kinney Boulevard, the east side of Abbot Kinney Boulevard between Washington
Boulevard and South Venice Boulevard, the south side of South Venice
Boulevard between Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Lincoln Boulevard and the west
side of Lincoln Boulevard between South Venice Boulevard and Washington
Boulevard.

DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project would establish OPD (or
District) No. 521 in the Presidents Row area of Venice, pursuant 1o Los Angeles
Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 80.54. The following parking restrictions would be
posted throughout the OPD: -

“NO PARKING, 2 AM TO 6 AM NIGHTLY; VEHICLES WITH DISTRICT NO.
521 PERMITS EXEMPTED”,

The parking restriction signs would not be installed cn any block until the foliowing
actions occur:

1. At least 2/3 of the residents on the block have signed a petition requesting
the signs, and

COASTAL COMMISSION
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2. The Venice Neighborhood Council adopts a motion supporting the
installation of the signs on the block at a publicly noticed meeting, and

3. The appropriate Council District Councilmember sends a letter to LADOT
requesting the installation of the signs on the block. The proposed overnight
parking restrictions would be in addition to existing parking restrictions, if any.

The proposed development is subject to the following conditions imposed
pursuant to the California Goastal Act of 1976

(a) MNotice of Receipt and Acknowledgment: The permit is not valid and
development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed
by the permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the
permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the
City Engineer's office.

(b) Expiration: If development has not commenced, the permit will
expire two years from the effective date, which is twenty working
days from the date the notice of permit issuance is deemed received
by the Coastal Commission, unless the permit is extended.
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the
expiration date. Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner
and completed in a reasonable period of time.

(c) Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any
condition will be resolved by the City Engineer.

(d) Assignment: The permit may be assigned to any qualified person,
provided assignee files with the City Engineer an affidavit accepting
all terms and conditions of the permit.

(e) Terms and conditions run with the land: These terms and conditions
shall be perpetual, and it is the intention of the City Engineer and the
permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject
property to the terms and conditions.

(f) Other approvals: There are no other approvals required.

The following are site-specific conditions of approval for the OPD 521 —
Presidents Row Area:

(a} No special conditions,

FINDINGS: In keeping with the findings and recommendations set
forth in the adopted staff repert incorporated hergin by referenrten A@Tﬂ%OMM]SSION

of Los Angeles finds that:
gelest AS-VEN-08- 34|
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(a) The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the
California Coastal Act of 1976, and will not prejudice the ability
of the City of Los Angeles to prepare a Local Coastal Program
in conformity with said Chapter 3.

(b) The Interpretative Guidelines established by the Coastal
Commission dated February 11, 1977 (as amended December
16, 1981) have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered in the
light of the individual praject in making this determination, and
the decision of the permit-granting authority has been guided by
any applicabie decision of the Coastal Commission.

(c) If the development is located between the nearest public road
and the sea or shoreline of any body of water located within the
Coastal Zone, the development is in conformity with the public
access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act.

(d) There are no feasible alternatives, or feasible mitigation
measures, as provided in the California Environmental Quality
Act, available for imposition by this authority under the power
granted to it which would substantially lessen any significant
adverse impact that the development, as finally permitted, may
have on the environment.

Pursuant to the public hearing held on June 26, 2008, a Notice of Decision
on August 26, 2008, and following the expiration of the mandatory ten-
calendar-day appeal period, permit application number 08-08 is hereby
approved.

This permit may not be assigned to another person except as provided in
Section 13170, Coastal Commission Rules and Regulations.

This permit shall not become effective until the expiration of 20 working
days after a COPY of this permit has been received by the Regional
Commission, upon which copy all permittees or agent(s) authorized in the
permit application have acknowledged that they have received a copy of
the permit and have accepted its contents, uniess a valid appeati is filed
within that time. The acknowiedgement should be returned within ten (10)
working days following issuance of the permit but in any case prior to
commencement of construction. If the acknowledgement has not been
returned within the time for commencement of construction under Section
13156(g), the City Engineer will not accept any application for the

extension of the permit.
COASTAL COMMISSION
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VIl.  Work authorized by this permit must commence within two years from the
effective date of this permit. Any extension of time of said commencement
date must be applied tor prior to expiration of the permit.

VI, Issued: August 26, 2008, pursuant to local government authority as
provided in Chapter 7 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.
VIX. |, , permittee/agent, hereby
acknowledge receipt of permit number 08-08 and have accepted its
content.
COASTAL COMMISSION
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COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

(under authority of Sec. 30600(b) of the California Coastal Act of 1976)

PROJECT TYPE: (X) Public () Private
APPLICATION NUMBER: 08-09 5 1 l
NAME OF APPLICANT: City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation

PROJECT LOCATION: The project is located within the West Venice area of
Venice. The Overnight Parking District (OPD) 522 consists of both sides of all
street segments within the area bounded on the east by Abbot Kinngy
Boulevard, on the south by Washington Boulevard, on the west by Speedway,
and on the north by Brooks Avenue and inciuding the properties on the west side
of Abbot Kinney Boulevard between Main Street and Washington Boulevard, the
north side of Washington Boulevard between Oxford Avenue and Speedway, the
east side of Speedway between Washington Boulevard and Brooks Avenue, and
the south side of Brooks Avenue between Speedway and Main Street.

DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project would establish OPD (or
District) No. 522 in the West Venice area of Venice, pursuant to Los Angeles
Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 80.54. The following parking restrictions would be
posted throughout the OPD:

“NO PARKING, 2 AM TO 6 AM NIGHTLY; VEHICLES WITH DISTRICT NO.
522 PERMITS EXEMPTED".

The parking restriction signs would not be installed on any block until the foliowing
actions occur:

1. At least 2/3 of the residents on the block have signed a petition requesting
the signs, and

2. The Venice Neighborhood Council adopts a motion supporting the
installation of the signs on the block at a publicly noticed meeting, and

COASTAL COMMISSION
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3. The appropriate Council District Councilmember sends a letter to LADOT
requesting the installation of the signs on the block. The proposed overnight
parking restrictions would be in addition to existing parking restrictions, if any.

The proposed development is subject to the following conditions imposed
pursuant to the California Coastal Act of 1976:

(a) Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment: The permit is not valid and
development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed
by the permittee or authorized agent, acknowiedging receipt of the
permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the
City Engineer's office.

(b) Expiration: If development has nct commenced, the permit will
expire two years from the effective date, which is twenty working
days from the date the notice of permit issuance is deemed received
by the Coastal Commission, unless the permit is extended.
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the
expiration date. Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner
and completed in a reasonable period of time.

{c) Interpretation: Any questions of intent or interpretation of any
condition will be resolved by the City Engineer.

(d) Assignment: The permit may be assigned to any qualified person,
provided assignee files with the City Engineer an affidavit accepting
all terms and conditions of the permit.

(e) Terms and conditions run with the land: These terms and conditions
shall be perpetual, and it is the intention of the City Engineer and the
permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject
property to the terms and conditions.

(f) Other approvals: A portion of OPD 522 is within the dual jurisdiction
of the Coastal Zone. Therefore, a permit is also needed from the
California Coastal Commission.

The following are site-specific conditions of approval for the OPD 522 —
West Venice Area:

{a) Extend the operating hours of Parking Lot 800, located along Pacific
Avenue between Windward Avenue and Venice Way, to overlap with

COASTAL COMMISSION
AS-VEN-OB-D%,2.
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the OPD restriction period (2:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m.), with a maximum of
4 hours of parking during 2:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m.”

1l FINDINGS: In keeping with the findings and recommendations set
forth in the adopted staff report incorporated herein by reference, the City
of Los Angeles finds that:

(a) The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the
California Coastal Act of 1976, and will nct prejudice the ability
of the City of Los Angeles to prepare a Local Coastal Program
in conformity with said Chapter 3.

(b) The Interpretative Guidelines established by the Coastal
Commission dated February 11, 1977 (as amended December
16, 1981} have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered in the
light of the individual project in making this determination, and
the decision of the permit-granting authority has been guided by
any applicable decision of the Coastal Commission.

{c) It the development is located between the nearest public road
and the sea or shoreline of any body of water located within the
Coastal Zone, the development is in conformity with the public
access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act.

(d) There are no feasible alternatives, or feasible mitigation
measures, as provided in the California Environmental Quality
Act, available for imposition by this authority under the power
granted to it which would substantially lessen any significant
adverse impact that the development, as finally permitted, may
have on the environment.

V. Pursuant to the public hearing held en June 26, 2008, a Notice of Decision
on August 26, 2008, and following the expiration of the mandatory ten-
calendar-day appeal period, permit application number 08-09 is hereby
approved.

V, This permit may not be assigned to another person except as provided in
Section 13170, Coastal Commission Rules and Reguiations.

V. This permit shall not become effective until the expiration of 20 working
days after a COPY of this permit has been received by the Regional
Commission, upon which copy all permittees or agent(s) authorized in the

! During the normal operating hours of 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. for Parking Lot 800, a maximum of 1-hour parking
will remain in effect. The Los Angeles Department of Transportation will collect parking fees during the extended

operating hours of Parking Lot 800. AS-VEN-08-342
——
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permit application have acknowledged that they have received a copy of
the permit and have accepted its contents, unless a valid appeal is filed
within that time. The acknowledgement should be returned within ten (10)
working days following issuance of the permit but in any case prior to
commencement of construction. If the acknowledgement has not been
returned within the time for commencement of construction under Section
13156(g), the City Engineer will not accept any application for the
extension of the permit.

VIi.  Work authorized by this permit must commence within two years from the
effective date of this permit. Any extension of time of said commencement
date must be applied for prior to expiration of the permit.

VIll.  Issued: August 26, 2008, pursuant to local government authority as
provided in Chapter 7 of the California Coastal Act of 19786.

VIX. |, , permittee/agent, hereby
acknowledge receipt of permit number 08-09 and have accepted its
content.

COASTAL COMMISSION
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COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSION
(under authority of Sec. 30600(b) of the California Coastal Act of 1976)

PROJECT TYPE: ( X) Public () Private ‘
APPLICATION NUMBER: 08-10 5“
NAME OF APPLICANT: City of Los Angeles Depariment of Transportation

PROJECT LOCATION: The project is located within the East Venice area of
Venice. The Overnight Parking District (OPD) 523 consists of both sides of all
street segments within the area bounded on the west by Abbot Kinney
Boulevard, Brooks Avenue and Speedway; on the north by the City Limit with the
City of Santa Monica, on the east by Lincoln Boulevard, on the scuth by North
Venice Boulevard and including the properties on the east side of Abbot Kinney
Boulevard between North Venice Boulevard and Main Street, the north side of
Brooks Avenue between Main Street and Speedway, both sides of Speedway
between Brooks Avenue and the City Limit with the City of Santa Monica, the
west side of Lincoln Boulevard between the City Limit with the City of Santa
Monica and North Venice Boulevard, and the north side of North Venice
Boulevard between Lincoln Boulevard and Abbot Kinney Bouievard.

DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project would establish OPD (or
District) No. 523 in the East Venice area of Venice, pursuant to Los Angeles
Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 80.54. The following parking restrictions would be
posted throughout the OPD:

“NO PARKING, 2 AM TO 6 AM NIGHTLY; VEHICLES WITH DISTRICT NO.
523 PERMITS EXEMPTED".

The parking restriction signs would not be installed on any block until the following
actions occur:

1. Atleast 2/3 of the residents on the block have signed a petition requesting
the signs, and

COASTAL COMMISSION
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2. The Venice Neighborhood Council adopts a motion supporting the
installation of the signs on the block at a publicly noticed meeting, and

3. The appropriate Council District Councilmember sends a letter to LADOT
requesting the installation of the signs on the block. The proposed overnight
parking restrictions would be in addition to existing parking restrictions, if any.

The proposed development is subject to the following conditions imposed
pursuant to the California Coastal Act of 1976:

(a) MNotice of Receipt and Acknowledgment: The permit is not valid and
development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed
by the permittee or autherized agent, acknowledging receipt of the
permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the
City Engineer’s office.

(b) Expiration: If development has not commenced, the permit will
expire two years from the effective date, which is twenty working
days from the date the notice of permit issuance is deemed received
by the Coastal Commission, unless the permit is extended.
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the
expiration date. Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner
and completed in a reasonable period of time.

(c) Interpretation: Any questions of intent or interpretation of any
condition will be resclved by the City Engineer.

(d} Assignment: The permit may be assigned to any qualified person,
provided assignee files with the City Engineer an affidavit accepting
all terms and conditions of the permit.

(e} Terms and conditions run with the iand: These terms and conditions
shall be perpetual, and it is the intention of the City Engineer and the
permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject
property to the terms and conditions.

(f)  Other approvals: A portion of OPD 523 is within the dual jurisdiction
of the Coastal Zone. Therefore, a permit is also needed from the
California Coastal Commission.

The following are site-specific conditions of approval for the OPD 523 — East
Venice Area:

COASTAL COMMISSION
AS-VEN-08-343
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(a) Extend the operating hours of Parking Lot 740, located near the
intersection of Main Street and Rose Avenue in QPD 523, to overlap
with the OPD restriction period (2:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m.).’

M. FINDINGS: In keeping with the findings and recommendations set
forth in the adopted staff report incorporated herein by reference, the City
of Los Angeles finds that:

{a) The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the
California Coastal Act of 1976, and will not prejudice the ability
of the City of Los Angeles to prepare a Local Coastal Program
in conformity with said Chapter 3.

(b) The Interpretative Guidelines established by the Coastal
Commission dated February 11, 1977 (as amended December
16, 1981) have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered in the
light of the individual project in making this determination, and
the decision of the permit-granting authority has been guided by
any applicable decision of the Coastal Commission.

(c) If the development is located between the nearest public road
and the sea or shoreline of any body of water located within the
Coastal Zone, the development is in conformity with the public
access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act.

{d) There are no feasible alternatives, or feasible mitigation
measures, as provided in the California Environmental Quality
Act, available for imposition by this authority under the power
granted to it which would substantially lessen any significant
adverse impact that the development, as finally permitted, may
have on the environment.

IV.  Pursuant to the public hearing held on June 26, 2008, a Notice of Decisicn
on August 26, 2008, and following the expiration of the mandatory ten-
calendar-day appeal period, permit application number 08-10 is hereby
approved.

V. This permit may not be assigned to another person except as provided in
Section 13170, Coastal Commission Rules and Regulations.

VI.  This permit shall not become effective until the expiration of 20 working
days after a COPY of this permit has been received by the Regional

LAl overnight vehicles parked at Parking Lot 740, which has both 1-hour and 10-hour parking limits, must he
removed from the lot by 7:00 a.m. during the tourist season to maximtize daytime beach access. The Los Angeles
Department of Transportation will collect parking fees during the extended operating hours of Parking Lot 740.

AS’VEN- OB -3‘,_3
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VIX.

Commission, upon which copy all permittees or agent(s) authorized in the
permit application have acknowledged that they have received a copy of
the permit and have accepted its contents, unless a valid appeal is filed
within that time. The acknowledgement should be returned within ten {10)
working days following issuance of the permit but in any case prior to
commencement of construction. If the acknowledgement has not been
returned within the time for commencement of construction under Section
13156(g), the City Engineer will not accept any application for the
extension of the permit.

Work authorized by this permit must commence within two years from the
effective date of this permit. Any extension of time of said commencement
date must be applied for prior to expiration of the permit.

Issued: August 26, 2008, pursuant to local government authority as
provided in Chapter 7 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.

1, ., permittee/agent, hereby
acknowledge receipt of permit number 08-10 and have accepted its
content.

COASTAL COMMISSION
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COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

(under authority of Sec. 30600(b} of the California Coastal Act of 1976)

PROJECT TYPE: (X) Public () Private _
APPLICATION NUMBER: 08-11 él@
NAME OF APPLICANT: City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation

PROJECT LOCATION: The project is located within the Villa Marina Community.
The Overnight Parking District (OPD) 526 consists of consisting of the following
street segments:

Both sides of Admiral Avenue from La Villa Marina to the dead-end south
of La Vilia Marina (one street segment),

Both sides of La Villa Marina from Mindanao Way to the dead-end east of
Fiji Way (three street segments),

Both sides of Fiji Way from La Villa Marina to the barricade east of Lincoln
Boulevard (one street segment), and

Scouth side of Mindanao Way from the ailey east of Lincoln Boulevard to
the alley west of the eastbound roadway of Highway 90 {two street
segments).

DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project would establish OPD (or
District) No. 526 in the Villa Marina Community, pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal
Code (LAMC) Section 80.54. The following parking restrictions would be posted
throughout the OPD:

“NO PARKING, 2 AM TO 6 AM NIGHTLY; VEHICLES WITH DISTRICT NO.
526 PERMITS EXEMPTED".

The parking restriction signs would not be installed on any block until the following
actions occur:

1. Atleast 2/3 of the residents on the block have signed a petition requesting
the signs, and

COASTAL COMMISSION
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2. The Del Rey Neighborhood Council adopts a metion supporting the
installation of the signs on the block at a publicly noticed meeting, and

3. The appropriate Council District Councilmember sends a letter to LADOT
requesting the installation of the signs on the block. The proposed overnight
parking restrictions would be in addition to existing parking restrictions, if any.

The proposed deveiopment is subject to the following conditions imposed
pursuant to the California Coastal Act of 1976:

(a) Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment: The permit is not valid and
development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed
by the permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the
permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the
City Engineer's office.

(b) Expiration: If development has not commenced, the permit will
expire two years from the effective date, which is twenty working
days from the date the notice of permit issuance is deemed received
by the Coastal Commission, unless the permit is extended.
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the
expiration date. Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner
and completed in a reasonable period of time.

{c) Interpretation: Any questions of intent or interpretation of any
condition will be resoclved by the City Engineer.

(d} Assignment: The permit may be assigned to any qualified person,
provided assignee files with the City Engineer an affidavit accepting
all terms and conditions of the permit.

(e) Terms and conditions run with the land: These terms and conditions
shall be perpetual, and it is the intention of the City Engineer and the
permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject
property to the terms and conditions.

(f) Other approvals: There are no other approvals required.

The following are site-specific conditions of approval for the OPD 526 — Villa
Marina Area:

(@) No special conditions.

FINDINGS: In keeping with the findings and recommendations set
forth in the adopted staff report incorporated herein by referenc60w§ﬁ"t_ycomm|ssml\|

of Los Angeles finds that: AS- VEN-08-344
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(a) The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the
Caiifornia Coastal Act of 1376, and will not prejudice the ability
of the City of Los Angeles to prepare a Local Coastal Program
in conformity with said Chapter 3.

{b) The Interpretative Guidelines established by the Coastal
Commission dated February 11, 1977 (as amended December
18, 1981) have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered in the
light of the individual project in making this determination, and
the decision of the permit-granting authority has been guided by
any applicable decision of the Coastal Commission.

(c) If the development is focated between the nearest public road
and the sea or shoreline of any body of water located within the
Coastal Zone, the deveiopment is in conformity with the public
access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act.

(d) There are no feasible alternatives, or feasible mitigation
measures, as provided in the California Environmental Quality
Act, available for imposition by this authority under the power
granted to it which would substantially lessen any significant
adverse impact that the development, as finally permitted, may
have on the environment.

Pursuant to the public hearing held on June 26, 2008, a Notice of Decision
on August 26, 2008, and following the expiration of the mandatory ten-
calendar-day appeal period, permit application number 08-11 is hereby
approved.

This permit may not be assigned to another person except as provided in
Section 13170, Coastal Commission Rules and Regulations,

This permit shall not become effective until the expiration of 20 working
days after a COPY of this permit has been received by the Regional
Commission, upon which copy all permitiees or agent(s) authorized in the
permit application have acknowledged that they have received a copy of
the permit and have accepted its contents, unless a valid appeal is filed
within that time. The acknowledgement should be returned within ten (10)
working days following issuance of the permit but in any case prior to
commencement of construction. If the acknowledgement has not been
returned within the time for commencement of construction under Section
13156(g), the City Engineer will not accept any application for the

extension of the permit.
COASTAL COMMISSION
AS-VEN-o8-344
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VII.

VIII.

VIX.

Work authorized by this permit must commence within two years from the
effective date of this permit. Any extension of time of said commencement
date must be applied for prior to expiration of the permit.

Issued: August 26, 2008, pursuant to local government authority as
provided in Chapter 7 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.

I , permittee/agent, hereby
acknowledge receipt of permit number 08-11 and have accepted its
content.

GOASTAL COMMISSION
AS-VEN-08-344
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-24? A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Peggy Lee Kennedy

Parking Study

No comprehensive studies, such as those conducted by the City of Santa Monica, have been
attached to the CDP application, found with any other reports and files on the Bureau of
Engineering web site, or received in the California Information Act requests from City Council
District 11, Los Angeles Department of Transportation, and the Bureau of Engineering.
Although, in those records and documents received in the Information Act requests, there were
multiple copies of extremely comprehensive studies and door-to-door surveys done by the City
of Santa Monica conducted prior to instituting permit parking in the coastal zone.

No information has been provided which shows that the City of Los Angeles conducted any
parking study proving the Fact that the City needs to implement Overnight Permit Parking in the
Venice Coastal Zone or that Overnight Permit Parking solves the parking requirements.

During the November 17, 2008 Bureau of Engineering hearing for 103 appeals against the City
Engineer’s decision to go forward with Overnight Permit Parking in the Venice area coastal
zone, Councilman Rosendahl District 11, stated that the consultants insure that the Overnight
Permit Parking Districts will increase coastal access. The only possible way that this could be
true is if the Overnight Permit Parking removes those Venice residents ineligible for parking
permits due to the strict definition of “resident.” To be sure, this is targeting the population of
people currently living in vehicles, because there is no abandoned vehicle or commercial vehicle
problem.

The parking study and door-to-door survey done by the City of Santa Monica was submitted to
the Coastal Commission and is an established standard of evaluation used to verify parking
problems and what the residents most want. The California Coastal Commission shouid require
this also from the City of Los Angeles prior to actions, such as LAMC 80.54 the Overnight
Parking District (OPD) permit parking law meant to restrict parking in residential areas - a law
being used to remove the poorest people from a very unique coastal zone.

Petitions

The City of Los Angles has inserted in the CDP application that there will be petitions with a
percentage of signatures required prior to putting up the signs restricting parking, but this is not
reflected in any part of the OPD law, LAMC 8(.54, and there is nc current way to verify
petitions or regulate that petitioning is objective. If the petition rule is only in a CDP application,
will the Coastal Commission be the existing agency that verifies or regulates the objectivity of
petitions? The law, LAMC 80.54, states that these districts are created through “resolution” and
not by petition. The issue of supporting petitions has been brought up many times, but only 51
signatures were ever seen after reviewing thousands of pages of documents received through
information act requests. A cover sheet that reflected a percentage of supporting signatures cn
petitions for some streets was found, but the alleged petitions, the cover sheet, and the 51
signature provided were all collected by the people agitating in favor of OPDs in Venice. One
page consisted of one signature, which was an employee of the developer (Combined Properties)
that owns the property currently operating a Whole Foods on Rose and Lincoln. Thisis a
property with very large parking lots without residential parking issues. Another page has a
signature representing the Venice Community Housing Corporation, but the person who signed
is unknown to the director, Steve Clare, and does not work there. EXHIBIT #
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Reasons for Appea! by Peggy Lee Kennedy 2
Councilman Rosendahl is in favor of OPDs and has created OPDs over and again by resolution

without any petitioning. The law simply does not require it. Rosendahl has not responded to
requests to amend LAMC 80.54 with a petitioning requirement.

Lack of Public Support

No legal Fact of public support exists for OPDs in the Venice Coastal Zone. A very vocal and
welil-organized, relatively small group are agitating in favor of OPDs. In fact, approximately 800
Venice residents signed petitions opposing OFPDs and 103 people wrote and notarized appeals
against the City Engineer decision. Please review the attached 103 appeals and over 800
signatures opposing OPDs.

Furthermore Venice Neighborhood Council was mentioned as a form of public support for
OPDs, but an initiative to resend the Venice Neighborhood Council’s vote to support OPDs was
submitted to the monthly Board meeting December 16, 2008. Per the Venice Neighborhood
Council’s bylaws only 100 signatures are required for such an initiative, but 200 were gathered
for the injtiative. Please find initiative attached.

In general, many of the people who oppose the OPDs see this as a non-solution to the Venice
parking and homeless problems and prefer that the City seek solutions that will help, such as
opening lots closed at night or finding legal places for people to park, rather than taking any
parking away or making poor people suffer (paying for permits or having to leave).

Other Reasons

The public outcry against OPDs at the June 26, 2008 public hearing held in Venice by the
Bureau of Engineering was ignored. Records of or transcripts from public hearings can be used
to evaluate if public support exists, but this was not provided by the City of Los Angeles. (DVD
of June 26, 2008 public hearing will be submitted within 5 days to the Coastal Commission),

The law used to create LAMC 80.54, the OPD law, is Section 22507 of the California Vehicle
Code, which requires a general public notice per Section 65090 of the Government Code. This was
not followed and has not been followed in creating OPD that is not in the coastal zone —nor was any
petition conducted.

The beach belongs to all people and reasonable access to it should be permitted at all times,
including between 2-6AM. Coastal Act provides the “development shall not interfere with the
public’s right of access to the sea” Government Code Section 30211. Development includes any
“change in density or intensity of use of land.”

Life fong residents of Venice, such as Eden Andes, live in vehicles, work on the Venice
Beach Boardwalk (right by the sea) and other places in Venice, and are registered to vote
using the legal definition of the nearest intersection. Eden Andes has 3" Ave between
Rose Ave and Sunset (on her voter registration) listed as her address in Venice, which is
about four blocks from the beach. She lives in a vehicle there. Her fist address, CONHNg
home from her birth at Brotman Hospital in Culver City, was in Venice. People, such as
Eden Andes, use the Venice clinic on Rose Ave and 6™ or eat at Bread and Roses Café

EXHBIT% &
PAGE —22-_ OF 55




Reasons for Appeal by Peggy Lee Kennedy 3

across the street from the clinic (about six blocks from the beach in the coastal zone) —
they cannot afford to drive back and forth to outlining areas that have no OPDs.
Overnight permit parking will harm the very poorest residents in Venice — people who
live and work here.

Venice has services like the Venice Clinic and St Joseph’s Bread and Roses because it
used to be mostly poor people. There are few places with services like this in the City of
Los Angeles and Venice is the only place in the coastal zone of Los Angeles with
services like this for poor people. Many of the poor people here are not transient — just
like Eden Andes. Your decision to go forward with OPDs in the area will hurt these
people and help drive more of them from the coastal zone and from their home. Please try
to understand the importance of this issue. I know this, because my grandmother came
here during the depression and settled in Venice - a single workingwoman with two
children could afford to live here. Poor people are still here, because there are services
here and many have lived here all their lives -- maybe generations or for many years - like
myself. This is our home and our community, but we either cannot afford the permits or
do not qualify to get one for some reason - like Eden Andes. Many of us are disabled and
are elderly living on social security checks or we work at low-income jobs in Venice.
Many are vendors on the Venice Boardwalk.

The City states that the beach is closed in the CDP applications, but the City of Los Angeles
arnended a law closing the beach in 1989 (LAMC 63.44B14(b) without a Coastal Development
Application and in direct violation of the California Coastal Act. The State of California and the
California Coastal Commission does not officially recognize the beach being closed during the
early morning hours,

The 5 OPDs proposed for the Venice area virtually cover all streets in the Coastal Zone and if
OPD’s are implemented on these streets, block by block through the proposed petition process,
the public will be almost totally denied access to the Coastal Zone during early morning hours.
The California Coastal Act provides the “development shall not interfere with the public’s right
of access to the sea” Government Code Section 30211. Development includes any “change in
density or intensity of use of land.”

Street parking in the Venice Coastal Zone is the only free parking available and the only early
mormning parking now available. The three main beach parking lots (Rose Ave, Venice Blvd, and
Washington Blvd) close from 1-6AM and the other public lots provide even less hours of
operation.

The Bureau of Engineering conditioned approval of OPD 522 and OPD 523 by allowing for two
lots consisting of less than 60 spaces is available only between the hours of 2-6AM. This gesture
should not be taken serious in any way considering the inconvenient location from most
locations within the two OPDs, the limited hours of operation, the ridiculously small number of
spaces, and the city’s rumored plan to actually charge for the use of these two lots during these
four hours in the early moming.

The resolutions, amendments, and motions used to create LAMC 80.54 and fhe Venice OPDs

along with the letters from the Department of Transportation and mountains of documents and
correspondence obtained through Information Act Requests reveal that the true intent of OPDs is

EXHIBIT # 8
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Reasons for Appeal by Peggy Lee Kennedy 4

really to remove homeless people living in vehicles out of Venice. LAMC 80. 54, the OPD law,
is based on Section 22507 of the California Vehicle Code, which is meant to protect off street
parking in residential districts from commercial vehicles — not to remove homeless people from a
beach town. Not only is the law being used for something other than the California Vehicle Code
it was created pursuant to, it is being used to commit human rights violations by removing from
an area that provides life essential services.

Poor homeless people living in vehicles are continually referred to as “criminal and public
nuisances.” The crimes are LAMC 85.02 (living in a vehicle) or LAMC 80.73 (72-hour parking
limit, which is often illegally enforced on exempt vehicles with disabled plates or placards or it is
unequally enforced in an attempt to move unwanted vehicles).

The OPD is an extension of the on-going removal of street parking being used to remove
homeless people from Venice, which has been happening for the last several years. I submitted a
complaint and a list of the many street signs restricting parking in the coastal zone to the Coastal
Commission. (See attached list.)

In the Oxford Triangle, the city has already erected a very large iron gate removing any access to
the neighborhood from Lincoln Blvd — removing the perceived problem of commercial traffic-
and the area has ample off street parking along with garages and driveways.

It is a fact that existing OPDs have homes with garages, driveways, and plenty of off street
parking during the early moming, which directly conflicts with statements filed by the
Department of Transportation regarding a “Parking Study.” (See OPD 506, Council File 07-
0106). Certain homeowners simply do not want homeless people living in vehicles parked on the
streets near their hores, so much so that a 29-block OPD was created in Mar Vista (the town
Council Rosendah] lives in) under the pretense of the lack of off-street parking and a crime
problem that simply did not exist.

The City of Los Angeles is using permit parking to move perceived problems, such as homeless
people living in vehicles, out of affluent, high property value areas- from one neighborhood to
the next, which is acting like a domino effect of permit parking not being planned or tracked in
any way by the city. See Preferred Permit District No. 27 proposed for the afftuent neighborhood
of Del Rey Lagoon, Council File 08-1878, and See Preferential Parking District No. 153,
Council File No. 08.2088, proposed for the affluent neighborhood next to Will Rogers State Park
There is a pattern and practice of the city of Los Angeles for using Permit Parking as a tool to
privatize public streets for those with the highest quality of life. Placing permit parking in the
higher valued property areas next to recreational space disproportionately affects poor people
and people of color who wish to live, visit, or work in these areas that are areas with cleaner air
and finer weather.

The Venice OPDs are a scheme specifically meant to eliminate homeless people with vehicles
out of a community that provides life essential services - without providing them alternatives,
places to park or housing them, which a violation of human rights according to the UN Charter
and ratified by the United States.

Councilman Rosendahl responds to this issue by saying time and again that he will find a place
for these people. Rosendahl even proposed a motion amending the law that restricts living in a

EXHIBIT #___B___
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Reasons for Appeal by Peggy Lee Kennedy

vehicle in the city of Los Angeles, which he used in his speech at the November 17 Board of
Public Works Hearing on the 103 Appeals. But the proposed alternatives are simply unrealistic,
such as expecting rickety old RVs owned by pecple who have no money for gas or repairs to
move miles up and down the coast to a parking lot next to the RV Park at Docweiler —not in the
RV Park - for only six hours every night. Years have gone by with no solutions. Many
committees have met and not one space has ever been legally provided. This is not a reality in
the making. Humane solutions will require fearless action that politicians, such as the Los
Angeles Mayor and City Council members, are not willing to take. Until that time comes, [ urge
the California Coastal Commission to refrain from joining with the city of Los Angeles in this
act that will remove the poorest people from the coastal zone in and near Venice.

COASTAL COMMISSION
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Debra Gavlak
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Ayana D. Guy

[ .No need has been shown for the creation of Overnight Parking Districts(OPDs) in Venice, nor has the
desirability of so doing been convincingly argued, nor has an exhibit of public support for this action been
demaonstrated.

a No comprehensive parking study has been attached to the CDP reports, not has one been conducted
that shows a need for the creation of OPDs in the Venice Coastal Zone.

b. No evidence exists to support the claim by the backers of this decision that a parking problem exists in
the residential areas of Venice, let alone that such a problem, if it did exist. were the result of abandoned
vehicles and parked commercial vehicles. As a resident of Venice I can testify to the lack of these
problems. In my experience there is NO OVERNIGHT PARKING PROBLEM in Venice. Summer
weekend afternoon’s, sure, but Overnight? NO!

¢. This Decision has been muscled through passage by a vocal, but non-representative minority of Venice
residents, the vast majority of people living in Venice are not in favor of this decision. but have not had
their voices heard. Not only are we who live in Venice against the implementation of tlus decision
because we see no overnight parking problem in the first place, but also because we recognize the
importance of non-resident beach and Venice community overnight access, and of course because we
don't want the added expense and hassle of acquiring residential parking permits, but also because we are
outraged by what we see as the duplicitous efforts of a smalf minority of residence trying to impose their
views o1 the majority.

2. The applicant for this decision is attempting to misuse and misrepresent the OPD law. The OPD law
(LAMC 80. 54), is based on Section 22507 of the California Vehicle Code, which is meait to protect off-
street parking in residential districts from commercial vehicles. Despite mentioning commercial vehicies
as a reason behind the designation of these areas as OPDs, no proof of the existence of these comnercial
vehicles has been presented, and a quick late night drive-through of the neighborhoods in question will
show that in fact, the claim of their existence is unfounded. It is clear, that the intention behind the
creation of these OPDs is to purge the streets of vehicle-dwelling homeless people, thereby driving them
to relocate to other areas and depriving Venice Coastal Zone of the diversity of residents that it has
hecome known for and that the majority of us living here value.

3. The Bureau of Engineering conditioned approval of OPD 522 and OPD 523 by allowing for two lots

consisting of less than 60 spaces is ridiculously inadequate - it's allows for too few spaces at t00
mconvenient locations.

- COASTAL COMMISSION
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Calvin E. Moss

Grounds for Appeal
1) Violating the basic human rights of the Poor and the Disabled Vehicular Housed

People and denying them equal access to the coastal zone.

2) Slandering, libeling and defaming people who are poor and disabled
and Vehicular housed.

Statement of Facts

The Law LAMC 80.54 and the Venice OPDs sole main intent is to remove the poor and
disabled living in vehicles from the area. Many of the Poor and Vehicular housed people
have lived in the area for many years, some their entire lives. Many use the social

services that are located in the Coastal Zone. The Venice Clinic, St Joseph's Center,
Westminster Senior Center, Oakwood Senior Center and many other places where people
obtain food and vital medical services.

The City Council person has referred to people living in vehicles as "Blight” in written
communication. Law enforcement has called homeless people "ugly" and "disgusting” in
public meetings. Other elected neighborhood council members and members seated on
committees have accused people living in vehicles of sex offenses and other herrible acts.
These accusations have been proven untrue and exaggerated in official investigations.
The persons making these statements have created a campaign of hatred directed towards
people living in vehicles in the coastal zone.

The OPD ordinance, LAMC 80.54 is created so that disabled people living in vehicles,
people who do not qualify under the ordinances definition for "residence” will not be
eligible for a parking permit and will be forced to leave the coastal zone.

Disabled people with legal disabled placards and disabled plates are being illegally
harassed with laws that do not apply to them, because they are believed to live in their
vehicles.

Summary of Issues

The City is violating the Fourth Amendment, the Fifth Amendment, the Fourteenth
Amendment, and the Fifteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution. Also the
City 1s violating the Tnternational Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, Article 17, the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, Article 2.1, and the UN Charter

Article 55,
COASTAL COMMISSION
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Janice Yudell
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Hope Hanafin

1. The project will have a negative effect on public access to and along the shoreline, either directly or-
indirectly, and will remove and restrict parking used for access to the beach. The purpose of the OPD as:
set out in the application is without merit. The lack of parking is NOT because of abandoned vehicles or
parked commercial vehicles. The City has provided no parking study or other evidence supporting such
assertion. Rather, as interdepartmental communication reveal (all provided pursuant to a Public Records
Request), the current effort to institute OPD’s-is a not very thinly veiled scHeme to eliminate homeless
people with vehicles from our community - not by providing alternative places for them to park their
‘vehicles, or housing that they so desperately need, but by denying them any public space to park
overnight. The a lack of parking is because residents have converted garages to other uses; and a5 a
result park on the streets and because Venice Beach is a world reknown tourist destination. However, as
the City has failed to provide parking facilities sufficient to accommodate the public need.
2. The California Coastal Act provides that “developmient shall not interfere with the public’s right of
access 10 the sea” Governmeént Code Section 30211. Development includes any “change in the density
or intensity of use of land”. The beach parking lots in Venice (at the end of Washington Blvd., Venice
Blvd. and Rose Ave.) are all closed between the hours-of 1:00 AM — 6:00 AM. Other public lots in
Venice close earlier and open later. Street parking is about the only late night/over night parking now
‘available to the public in Venice. The 5 OPD’s proposed for Venice cover virtualty all streets in the
Coastal Zone and if OPD’s were implemented on those streets, the public would be almost totally denied
access to the beach, to early moming surfing, to-late night fishing on Venice Pier, to late night grunion
observation (they appeared most recently June 20-23), to the simple pleasure of walking along the Ocean
Front Walk and the Venice Canals and watching the boat action at the Marina del Rey Yacht Harbor.
The beach belongs to all of the people of this State-and reasonable access to it should:be permitted at all
times. , T ' S s
~ 3. BOE's token effort that conditioned approval of OPDs 522 and 523 on extending beach lot parking is
inadequate. 55 'spaces is not sufficient parking to accommodate 13 million people. in the LA
Metropolitan area, and tourists. - In addition, how they would ever locate these lots is a puzzle. Instead,
they would find empty streets with restricted parking, keeping the public from the beach. e e
4. Thereis a vocal minority in Venice who desire to institute OPDs. At the BOE public hearing, the -
community overwhelmingly voiced opposition. R S -

COASTAL COMMISSION
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

December 12, 2008

To:  California Coastal Commission

From: Mark Lipman
c/o Beachhead
P.O.Box2
Venice, CA 90294

RE:  Appeal of Overnight Parking Districts in Venice
Dear sirs,

On November 17, 2008, The Los Angeles City Bureau of Engineering held a
hearing regarding over 100 appeals - an extraordinary number for such a procedure -
filed against the establishment of Overnight Parking Districts (OPDs} in Venice. These
appeals - unread and unconsidered were summarily dismissed.

This resulted primarily due to the intervention by Councilman Bill Rosendahl.
He argued that "We need OPDs because all these other communities such as Malibu,
Santa Monica and Manhattan Beach have them and we are getting squeezed by too many
recreation vehicles."

In fact, he specifically reversed the argument [ gave against installing OPDs to
push the approval through. I draw your attention to the letter [ wrote and read to the
Bureaun of Engineering, stating that the problem of overcrowding is caused by too much
permit parking, which displaces people all up and down the coastline and therefore to
alleviate the problem we need to reduce the amount of permit parking along the coast
instead of increasing it.

My letter, which went unanswered, specifically asked if their study included the
statewide ramifications of these permit parking districts, or solely looked at Venice?

. This concern is clearly pertinent to coastal access, as laid out in the Coastal Act,
yet the Bureau of Engineering chose not to respond.

Additionally, the constitutional argument concerning the violation of civil rights,
specifically on the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment, as supported by
Supreme Court case Shapiro v, Thompson, which sets court precedent (please see
attached) and holds great relevance to the issue before us today, again went ignored.

The question that we now must answer is whether or not this body, the California
Coastal Commission, is going to go along with a measure that was not voted on by the
people of Venice, that is being railroaded through by a small and influential vested
group, again denying us justice, or will you see this charade for what it really is and

finally put an end to it by denying the permits.
COASTAL COMMISSION

Sincerely,
) j [ S— ExHBIT#___ L+
Mark Lipman PAGE__L___OF &

Concerned Resident of Venice




November 17, 2008

To: Los Angeles Department of Public Works,
Bureau of Engineering

From: Mark Lipman
¢/o Beachhead
P.O.Box 2
Venice, CA 90294

RE:  Ovemight Parking Districts — Appeal
Dear Sirs,

In reviewing the staff report denying the appeals of Overnight Parking Districts (OPDs)
in Venice, there was a grave error regarding the violation of constitutional rights, particularly in
the narrow reading of the Fourteenth Amendment, which failed 1o take into consideration
precedent set by prior Supreme Court rulings.

May I draw your attention to the case of Shapiro v. Thompson, where the court ruled
that — and I quote — *... the purpose of inhibiting migration by needy persons into the state is
constitutionally impermissible,

“The court long ago recognized that the nature of our Federal Union and our
constitutional concepts of personal liberty unite to require that all citizens be free to travel
throughout the length and breath of our land uninhibited by statues, rules or regulations which
unreasonably burden or restrict this movement ...

“If a law has ‘1o other purpose ... than to chill the assertion of constitutional rights by
penalizing those who choose to exercise them, then it is patently unconstitutional.’

“... a state may no more try to fence out those indigents who seek higher welfare
benefits than it may try to fence out indigents generally.”

What these OPDs do in effect is put up a fence around Venice that says, “Poor people —
stay out.”

The real crime here is that those in our community who have money and influence and
options in their lives are trying to strip the rights and quality of life away from the poorer classes
who do not benefit from these same options. It is immoral, unethical and just plain wrong, and
those of you who have been asked to merely rubber stamp this injustice should feel ashamed of
partaking in such an action. Just imagine how you would feel if the shoe were on the other foot
and it was your parent, or your child, or yourself who was the target of this legislation.

Now, 1 understand that the Bureau of Engineering is not in the position to weigh such
things as ethics, morality, or the constitution, so let me ask you, have you, or your consultants
considered the statewide coastal ramifications of the Overnight Parking Districts, or did your
study merely look at what would happen solely in Venice?

The importance of this is that by enacting these parking restrictions you are setting up a
domino effect that will have adverse consequences to our entire coastline.

Through this forcible eviction of targeted motor vehicles from Venice, you are pushing
out of our community a number of people who will have no other choice than to move
somewhere else along the coast. This will inevitably result in exasperating the vehicular
crowding problem in other communities, thus leading them to enact similar parking restrictions
to the point where you will have thousands and possibly tens of thousands of vehicles that will
be restricted from parking anywhere along the California coastline. That is a clear and
unmistakable violation of the Coastal Act.

By approving this permit, that is what you are setting in motion.

Sy COASTAL COMMISSION
- e ExHisiT e 1

Mark Lipman e Z oF




=24 @) Ay gpragn reuosizd jo s1dssuod [EUCHMINISUOD IO pue Wofuy
ferapay Jno jo aimeu Iy Jey psziudonss ofe Fuol umod sy,
“apessyueradwy A[reuonmnsuoD s1 21e1S 243
olur suossad dpoau dq wopesSuw Juniquyur 3o ssodmd aq ing amze
jsow o Aewr Pasu Sy uayM ‘90UapIsal jo Jead 1say Sy Jaunp 2duel
-SISSE 2UEfM 2Ims uo soeq Suey jo Aypgssed 913 INOYIIM Sa0w I3
Buppeur ¥S11 1s0W Sy 18I SMOUY Y J1 9)EISAY SSINGNOP [[IM I mau e
11e)s pue ‘gol Mmou € puy ‘apissed ‘ajeidnu 03 saamap oym Juadipur vy
‘9URISISSE JO pesu I saiiute] Lood Jo xngur a1 2BeInodsip 01 panins
fjom st 901s0p pouad Bunrem resdouo 91 B IQNOP 16U OP M
T SIUIODMIU u:\tmmmy:m MO
xnjjur enuesqas e 4q parredun 5q 10U ([ SUspIsss swp-Juof sisse
0y swrerBoxd ayers ‘read 151y 3y Bunmp spyauag areyem weyp Julusp
£q wonarpsunf s Hupsus woy paimap 3q wed aidosd yons j1 ‘suna
yueumdie 91 ‘aaoyereyy, swerdoid areyem SIElS UO suapIng JFupn
UTHOD 2U005( 0} [ 918 9JBIG B ULl 90UPISAT JO Fead 381y J1ep Jur
-np adurysisse axeyam aainbas oym ardoad yey porsasse sty swreifoxd
oumsisse ongnd oress Jo Audoiur ressy oy 2s19saxd o) 901A2p 24103
-01d ¥ se yuawaambsr pousd-Buniesm ayy 4usnl siuepedde Apremiry
‘sysa191ut [Eruswurasod Suiedwod 10u sre
10 1R w08 4y paroword aq A[EUONMINSUCD 10U B IS TOREIY
-1ssep 3y 4q paroword oxe jissse siuepjadde yowgm ssarLiul Uy, C
“OJ1] JO SINSSIVIU IPYIO PUR ‘IIN2ys ‘POOJ—ISISANS 01 SUIW 4194 311
urep(e 01 saguuey 3y jo Aprqe sip pusdsp Aesr yoiym todn pe aregjam
PAMUSP St $5B[3 PUOIAS 9Y) pur payuesd s1 SSe[d 1817 9YJ IDUIIIJIP Y08
SIY) JO SISBG 91p UQ) uonapsunl ot ur ‘read € R $$3] PIPISDL dAkY
OUM SIUBPISIL JO PUOIIS 3] PHE ‘SI0W 10 1e3{ B PIPISII asBYy OUM
siuaprsal Jo pasodurod st suo ey 1daIxs IPYIC YIes wody [qeysing
~UPSIPUL SIE[IUUR] JUSPIS3T APS3U JO $ISSE[D OM) SJBAID O] ST ISED YOBI Ul
mauimbar ponad-Funrem a1 Jo 10ege sy ey andsip ou st srsyL
L .Euh,—nﬁw.m
9, “sourysisse yons 103 suonesijdde 1y Buipeserd Lpreipourur read
JUO JEE3[ ' 10f mﬁﬁumuumﬁmmh:.ﬁ 1313 Em—ﬁf{r ﬁuu.mjmwh ou U>ﬁ.ﬂ oM 1018
-SI(] 10 31e1S JY1 JO SIUOPISII 0 SDUEISISSE DIBJAM SIIUIP YIIYM UOISTA
-oxd Lione)s vrquinjon Jo 1910s1(] 10 31BIG B Jeuopmnsuodun guiproy
1non msig s3pnlesig v Jo uospmep e woiy feadde ue st fsiyr]

Janon 2y 3o uoturdo sy3 susAleP NYNNI sonso[

~orrg 2ansn dg psuol sem oym ‘usarepy sousn[
Joryy pue vepeyy aonsal Aq pazsaysp s1am suoruido Fupuassi
PALInIVOD JeMlg So0sn[ uruualg 2onsn[ Aq pacunouuE sem ot
-urdo s Aymofewr o) pue ‘oo1yy 01 XIS sem UOISIIP §,14N070) YT,
RIGUINOT) JO 12TNSK] 21 PUE elUBA[ASUUD
Jo sjuswaambay Aouspisad Jo Aenonninsuod ag SuBuaieyd ‘s
A0 MM 2SI 1Y) PITEPIIOSUOD PUE MITA2T PITURId YOYM 1Anop)
swsidng ay1 o1 Buina jeyy pseadde usyy ondeys TuowpUIUNY
yluaarineg oy 4q postumtend se me] 2yt jo woposieid renbs
ayy uosdwioyy patusp pue  [sAen o 1yJu 213 vo 1d372 Jumy,,
e pey Juaurarmbar Aouapisos a1y eI PEY 100D JBYL, “13UOIS

"SIUIWOD srefps sanondsuuon) ‘oxdeys preuisg wnos JOLISIP

[B19pa) UL pans ayg -adueystsse FuiAlensy 1oy juswesmbael fouap q!
1821 Iead-aU0 8,1M0N29UU0Y jo3W 0] Pa[Ie] 9Ys 25NLIG 0uE)SESE ™

Patusp sem uosdwotyy, ‘plIya suo jo 1oyjom oy pue Juenaad
‘Pio s1eaf uoateuiu sem syg mrerford URIPII) Juspuada s
“mu:ﬂbmm O1 PTV 241 1apun soueysisse 10y poydde vosduwoy, Qm_>_.>
opssuman o1 spesnyRessely woyy Jupow Jage syyuow oM,

(6961) 281 1D'S 68 ‘819 'S 65
uosquoy | o oudoyg

EXHIBIT #

PAGE =9 ___OF




il

B UR SE PIUMBISNS

pisa1 PO pue MIT UIIMISY ﬂﬂ:wnum% a1 yduan
eddy

ferr uoneoylsse paBuapEyd A1) JEW LAHMY andre sjue|

‘30I[DrY [EUONEINDS 19113 81 jO aBejueape Iye) O
340U OYM ITIOW B UBy] Fuiaesep 883]
¢ oqnd 5,921 © JO [2431 A1) I
q Juparasap ss3[ 52 papredar aq
U ® oews 01 Bup{ass s1 oYM
358 01UT UOTHEISPISUOT SIY
MOYBVIOS SIB STPIUIY
Jua oym siuRBIp
zound sjuald

M_“MH%%__._ 13ogm 0y Juipionde sjuesydde a1gyam Jo HOTJEDYISSE]D €
_x:ue:_.“ﬁ_u”ww_%mﬁwﬂ__ﬂzro TEHONIPED S3pun wasa 'Sty [, ‘pa1saBEns sasodind
. s Jof uswennbar read-suo sy asn 03 pasu ou
pue asujou o sased asa ur stue(sdde 1B 210521913 vMEu:cu w_\u,wm: Em ui MeIg E_zudumm ® OJUL §
MO UG BONOL)SH @ ‘Ajuo s\uaprsay i IDYJOUT B (OIS A[2.0ng "3DUBISIES
o mu_u:hc,..»__.:MWMWM_ mc:mm.s v:m.u%‘wﬂo v Busoduy xoy siseq feuon 8] u._.t:o wconmw ‘SIOPISTIOD BYS IFNEDD
o iz 98BAN0IUI O assodmd 3188 H.m i:mcumu_ —«_.D:m. .mumuﬂ—,mﬂu 131] PUE Jresxay I0§ 3JY M2
ZEL JRI[ Zparue ‘o Tt UpIE 1% {um 2s1eorad j01 OP aM dng UNO
b ,Hc.__ww;..u:m:. Mwﬂﬁmﬁwwww _“Mu:uvhw PUE ‘JqR[[EAR 318 SURIUI JMSEIP u ow oym nudpul cﬁmﬁ Buiaiasap §53]
Fumes seodaco a o c.g Bmﬂmw,mw wurele prenduges v se pouad o 1ayBTy Sapnoes jo odoy 3 ik NG = 15
- quspses M U.M.Nwwuom w_ 21 “Apreurg 181 LONOT 31} §1 UONOUNSID yons Awe uy 1ogdury A[e
~013p 0 torm uodn sjoey a1 Emﬂ Eimm,muuwﬂa.muw Mﬁ 1a1)ayM 2uiW tf o 50U3] 0) AD Aewr 3} UELR Sigauaq S42j[a8 1ou 81y 298 OUM
AP W pue wonens Amey pue S - . mbur sys Jo asinoy 5] adiput asot) IO UL O A1 alow ou ABWI NEIG © {“1on5M01]]
sy oednseant sappoyyne ow " :mvzo: uawfodma s ueoydde L osgRURg
Rt _,::_u.zm o‘_m:vvs.u“:_ 4q 19”.”””%4.%“”.“”?%3&& ue Juprerd azojay | ureago o1 fjp108 ;|BIS B 1MUY PIIOM oym §1EAZIpUL 350U} a8e
Y O JULAOL $198) DY) pue :.mBEﬁm w.u_,ﬂc, 1E B3 JO UONPIIL3ep : nodsip o1 1duiaie NS apgsstairad e se pagnsn{ aq dew UoQEIYISEER[D
sapsiuborard juapusdspa pue pdunsp obm: 95313 J2PUN 2DUEISISSE JOJ padualrey> A susfipur e o 4nus ) 18P A 1dusne o @18
1804006 21 PR JusWBIMbeL 35USDSa \u:un“w::wuu poted-Bujlem u‘u_pmmm_ﬁuvaﬁﬂ g1 a1 1 usaa jeys andie syuepadde ‘AaspetIny
1118 Apveprouns suapisar Supugunms mo SUJT, AUNRIDS PUBISIM JoU . TEUONTIRSUOOUN Aprasred
BXSUNUDR R S8 $IATOS ._x.vzom M::_NME:E JO R[N JUBIYIR A3an : w ssoyy Surzeuad dq siydu
-+ read 1eSpng w% " u.urm_m_wwmu ._msm wewngse ayy, o nv:&sm:ou 3O UORIOSSE BUY IO 03 We T asodind 1amio ou,, sey
J0 xaqumu v 3rpard o) suesm . <o :S.Eu.ﬁw__w_ a1 s oym ajdoad .ﬁ .uE;EEHumEM A[jeuonmMunsuo? st ssodmd yryy #7us ‘porad Bur
1R UL EKIWNOT) §O IS 2 10 Sm.u . 21 1634210 2} 55T 34010 atp Aq PITERID GOWEDYISSE[D A 10 uonesynsnf se 24198
-ap Apsvn are [a19y) ,n._v:wu.& S .Etm:&”ﬁum.@%u 2JUIPWMI JO PloA g0 §jusdiput o wonerdruw ot SuIep Jo asodmd s ‘snL,
wapny savenpoey wewasmbsr Uom.ﬁ.mm.m::_ai a wﬁﬁ_wﬁhwhmwﬁu%ﬂi .
b saffemosua (3) pue _MM“M wo;mm Y OIUl SJUIPISIT M3U JO AN
9413031 01 dpuampniey s . ] pspnf auo uey) axow woy siuvtbed
Uouapmal yo 150 u_. 1uardivar a0y Araniioddo aq soznompunm (g)
ey u,ﬂ:,mu_m.:,__u w%uw.n_c ue sapaosd (g) 998pnq siepom a u.o Suro ,
porsad m:::ﬁ.;u.,ﬂ&M: inawssnbar sy jep snfre loyy, .ucuﬁmv::mh.;.
_.:w e ....?:E._u q Ei,um Lpaiajqe m.uzﬁw_go [E1swnisand perejaz
! Hpe areiras aolesynsn{ se oouespe jxau syuepoddy
M%_::i: ssmiao ue fmsnl jouues ssoo 2JEJoM O :M%MMW_M.N_U g
u..q,:“ﬂ MSS m:,EEmu._ M3IU 0) SIPIuaq Tej[omM Fuldusp jem B.c:w nmﬁ.
P rsnu syuejppdde ‘sn suojaq sases sy up Aprejuung 500 1
:,-“.___‘ UAPL [ yuaSipus Sugireq 4q uonesnpa 305 muwi..ummuahu umwm w“
mﬂ.ﬁ.:“_hwﬂw ,M: a.ﬁ_ PINOD 1§ SUIZRD 11 JO S3sse[D cw.wa.uw@ mco:uc:_“;
o n,_ : HW q M_JOL,:E e yoms ysdaiodde jou Lew areig e ng .Eﬁmoh.w
w._uﬁp__h_.“ _m__-m ._h_a_i.::w:ww:_w,o anqud ‘aouessisse aqgqud 10} ISYI3ym .mvbﬁ__uﬁ
v o o ._‘ : 1dwane AprewmniBay few 37 sweaford sy jo T
If 9141 .:PETP& 1 )8219)U1 Pifes & SBY 31E1G € leiy) vﬁ:mnuuug. 3 ’
10 ssmregry momBi0n w.um_‘.:% B‘E:o Justuoniodde ue yons siquy
a0} m:_m;oug.m sa d ieabg ayy, suazpp st o suonnqinuos xe) 1ed
PNoM )1 _.E%ﬂ.:.,:.c”_wam _:m_w syauaq fre uoyrodde 03 sterg sy yumsad -
pue "m#._mm .f, .,:: naaj0xd ary pue 2y0d yo wey sandsp 10 saprelqy -
o pnos mwr:c“wmw Co m.E.:,.EmuW ML Teq 03 3yeg a1 Jqurrad %:mu.ﬁ .
AOD on 1 syuefjadd e ‘Ing) -sexe; jo Jusuided sy zm:ohm
! M O) IPEUL BABY A3} WOTHGLIIUGD 1) JO S5Bq 941 10

.:,cuﬁ W 351019%a 01 AFOOYI Ol

. UONmMpSue)) Y Ipun 18 oseq
d.um_:moﬁt usaq U0y sey s31EIg PAITUL] ¥m NoySnon AL
(6P upAd fue uj "PetEaNd UOHDINSUOD IW) BONITY 138uons
ORI II0IU0) ATessa09U B 9 O Suramidag ay) WO PIAlIUGD
Juraja 0§ JYIL B IRl 8 pa1sa98ns G330 sey 11 "U0SERT YT,
suon o Uy uopuay 1ndxe ou spuY 8 (pull

. ‘paziudcinl
pue paustqeIss fpuny waaq sei] 1Byl 18 8 s1 [ Uolus}
no jo desuod a1 o1 EIULWEPIDY uonisod ® §31dnooo
c.ﬁm,.ﬂ 2e)g 2UO WIOI) [2AED 01 1ydu pegonnusuod YT,

(9961) GFL

uf wy 3INO7) U1 10§ pres LIYMELS 2onsn|’
wos renonted B 0] 91€1SIIUL
WOISEDD0 O JABY I

TEGE Yysang . samIg pary
HEip $sogyms J] ‘uorsiaoad yemonmins
i 1yB s Jo 90IN0S AU IQUIDEE )
i§ UMG Mo iy se £[a91] se ‘cuondnurorur 10T 3 JO
3 ydnoiy ssedar pue ssed o) i o1 aaey Jsnul Mo
¥ 3y J0-sIAQIUAUI S8 ‘U SANEIS PR VUi IO SUOZTID
18 u%,,..,bE:OU Towmod uo i ‘a(doad Iuo 3re oM "PIUL0Y
WA0H [e1apay o1 HOTHM J0F sasodind yes18 o1 1§ 304,

:.. sda1d ey TusUIBAOW §

@fzm:ﬁ ay moydnoay) [ssen 01 334

—_— e —

sy oy fo wonro, .
I o3 fo worpsiosy ponbip ayr pun suonvafissoy) pviEoN (7

{(6pRL) €83 (SN 8P)

J567) aFuassbg Ul Ul AANY.L sousn[ jarypy 4q parels Apea
1y} JOINSAF 10 UMY fpqeaoseaiun

T4 stipnemEsl 10 sapna ‘SHIMENs £Qq PRAGUILID, PUE] 100 Jo YIPEAIY
34 suIZND [[B JEY) annb

sl ZHL JO NOLLDLLOY vaGT THL

!

4 oS

EXHIBIT #
PAGE

908T




PAGE_S oF. .S

COASTAL COMMISSION

EXHIBIT #

T rasne) uonoajosy renbyy
3if sareroia Ap1es> Juswermbar pouad-Fuprem oY) ‘prEpURIs S1) Jap

if] 1s0a21u1 20018 Siegypadhuns v smowoad M IIIBUGM JO [HEPURIS 12J0THE
i1 Aq padpnf oq 1snur Hrevorminsuos s Guswasom NBRISIITUL JO
3ijfiu [ertarepuny sy o seyono) 13T UOHRIYISSE[D F[] FOUIG '$958D
BEsin w Ajdde 1ou op eumm [BUONIPEI) 311 ‘982100 Jo ‘Mg peuon
itilistiosun pue euopwLy woos PINOM Jesd 3uo 10§ 21815 A1 Ul pal

SMVYT {HL 20 NOLLOALOWA IYO0R E,  go¢[




APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT:  Delilah Gill

1 .No need has been shown for the creation of Overnight Parking Districts(OPDs) in Venice, nor has the
desirability of so doing been convincingly argued, nor has an exhibit of public support for this action been
demonstrated.

No comprehensive parking study has been attached to the CDP reports, nor has one been conducted that
shows a need for the creation of OPDs in the Venice Coastal Zone. No evidence exists to support the
claim by the backers of this decision that a parking problem exists in the residential areas of Venice, let
alone that such a problem, if it did exist, were the result of abandoned vehicles and parked commercial
vehicles. As a resident of Venice I can testify to the lack of these problems. In my experience there is
NO OVERNIGHT PARKING PROBLEM in Venice. Summer weekend afternoon's, sure, but
Overnight? NO!

This Decision has been muscled through passage by a vocal, but non-representative minority of Venice
residents, the vast majority of people living in Venice are not in favor of this decision, but have not had
their voices heard. Not only are we who live in Venice against the implementation of this decision
because we see no overnight parking problem in the first place, but also because we recognize the
importance of non-resident beach and Venice community overnight access, and of course because we
don't want the added expense and hassle of acquiring residential parking permits, but also because we are
outraged by what we see as the duplicitous efforts of a small minority of residence trying to impose their
views on the majority.

2. The applicant for this decision is attempting to misuse and misrepresent the OPD law. The OPD law
(LAMC 80. 54), is based on Section 22507 of the California Vehicle Code, which 1s meant to protect off-
street parking in residential districts from commercial vehicles. Despite mentioning commercial vehicles
as a reason behind the designation of these areas as OPDs, no proof of the existence of these commercial
vehicles has been presented, and a quick late night drive-through of the neighborhoods in question will
show that in fact, the claim of their existence is unfounded. It is clear, that the intention behind the
creation of these OPDs is to purge the streets of vebicle-dwelling homeless people, thereby driving them
to relocate to other areas and depriving Venice of the diversity of residents that it has become known for
and that the majority of us living here value.

The Bureau of Engineering conditioned approval of OPD 522 and OPD 523 by allowing for two lots

consisting of less than 60 spaces is ridiculously inadequate - it's allows for too few spaces at too
inconvenient locations.
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Neal D. Hasty
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Karl Abrams
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Rev. Thomas C. Ziegert
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Eva Jane Williams
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342 A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: = Donald Geagan
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342 A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Antoinette Reynolds

I No need has been shown for the creation of Overnight Parking Districts(OPDs) in Venice, nor has the
desirability of so doing been convincingly argued, nor has an exhibit of public support for this action been
demonstrated.

a No comprehensive parking study has been attached to the CDP reports, nor has one been conducted
that shows a need for the creation of OPDs in the Venice Coastal Zone.

b. No evidence exists to support the claim by the backers of this decision that a parking problem exists in
the residential areas of Venice, let alone that such a problem, if it did exist, were the result of abandoned
vehicles and parked commercial vehicles. As a resident of Venice 1 can testify to the lack of these
problems. 1ln my experience there is NO OVERNIGHT PARKING PROBLEM in Venice. Summer
weekend afternoon's, sure, but Overnight? NO!

¢. This Decision has been muscled through passage by a vocal, but non-representative minority of Venice
residents, the vast majority of people living in Venice are not in favor of this decision, but have not had
their voices heard. Not only are we who live in Venice against the implementation of this decision
because we see no overmight parking problem in the first place, but also because we recognize the
importance of non-resident beach and Venice community overnight access, and of course because we
don't want the added expense and hassle of acquiring residential parking permits, but also because we are
outraged by what we see as the duplicitous efforts of a small minority of residence trying to impose their
views on the majority.

-2 The applicant for this decision is attempting to misuse and misrepresent the OPD law. The OPD law
(LAMC 80. 54), is based on Section 22507 of the California Vehicle Code, which is meant to protect off-
street parking in residentiat districts from commercial vehicles. Despite mentioning commercial vehicles
as a reason behind the designation of these areas as OPDs, no proof of the existence of these commercial
vehicles has been presented, and a quick late night drive-through of the neighborhoods in question will
show that in fact, the claim of their existence is unfounded. Tt is clear, that the intention behind the
creation of these OPDs is to purge the streets of vehicle-dwelling homeless people, thereby driving them
to relocate to other areas and depriving Venice Coastal Zone of the diversity of residents that it has
become known for and that the majority of us living here value.

3. The Bureau of Engineering conditioned approval of OPD 522 and OPD 523 by allowing for two lots

consisting of less than 60 spaces is ridiculously inadequate - it's allows for too few spaces at too
Inconvenient locations.
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Celia Williams
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Terry L. Hendrickson
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Janine K. Pierce
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Carol E. Green

1.No need has been shown for the creation of Overnight Parking Districts(OPDs) in Venice, nor has the
desirability of so doing been convincingly argued, nor has an exhibit of public support for this action been
demonstrated.

No comprehensive parking study has been attached to the CDP reports, nor has one been conducted that
shows a need for the creation of OPDs in the Venice Coastal Zone. No evidence exists to support the
claim by the backers of this decision that a parking problem exists in the residential areas of Venice, let
alone that such a problem, if it did exist, were the result of abandoned vehicles and parked commercial
vehicles. As a resident of Venice 1 can testify to the lack of these problems. In my experience there is
NO OVERNIGHT PARKING PROBLEM in Venice. Summer weekend afternoon's, sure, but
Overnight? NO!

This Decision has been muscled through passage by a vocal, but non-representative minority of Venice
residents, the vast majority of people living in Venice are not in favor of this decision, but have not had
their voices heard. Not only are we who live in Venice against the implementation of this decision
because we see no overnight parking problem in the first place, but also because we recognize the
importance of non-resident beach and Venice community overnight access, and of course because we
don't want the added expense and hassle of acquiring residential parking permits, but also because we are
outraged by what we see as the duplicitous efforts of a small minority of residence trying to impose their
views on the majority.

2. The applicant for this decision is attempting to misuse and misrepresent the OPD law. The OPD law
(LAMC 80. 54), is based on Section 22507 of the California Vehicle Code, which is meant to protect off-
street parking in residential districts from commercial vehicles. Despite mentioning commercial vehicles
as a reason behind the designation of these areas as OPDs, no proof of the existence of these commercial
vehicles has been presented, and a quick late night drive-through of the neighborhoods in question will
show that in fact, the claim of their existence is unfounded. It is clear, that the intention behind the
creation of these OPDs is to purge the streets of vehicle-dwelling homeless people, thereby driving them
to relocate to other areas and depriving Venice of the diversity of residents that it has become known for
and that the majority of us living here value.

The Bureau of Engineering conditioned approval of OPD 522 and OPD 523 by allowing for two lots

consisting of less than 60 spaces is ridiculously inadequate - it's allows for too few spaces at too
inconvenient locations.
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Ethel M. Guliette

1. No comprehensive parking study has been attached to the CDP reports and no parking study hasbeen
conducted that proves the Fact that the Clty nceds to unplement Overmght Permit Parking in the Venice
Coastal Zone. . . :

' 2.No legal Fact of publlc suppoxt ex1sts for OPDS in the Vemce Coastai Zone.

‘3. The ‘beach belongs 1o all people of thls state and rea.sonable Fcceds torit shtmld be permitted af all.
times, including between 2-6AM. Coastal Act provides the “development shall not interfere with the
pubhc s right of'access to-the: Sea” Governmcnt Code: Scctmn 30211 Dcvelopment mcludes any chan_gg
in. denSIty or intensity of use of land.’ . s

4 The 5 OPDs proposed for Venice virtually cover all streets in. the Coastal Zone and if QPD’s are
implemented on these streets, block by block through petition, the public will be almost totally denied
access to the Coastal Zone during early moming hours. The California Coastal Act: prov1des the
“development shall not interfere with the public ’s right of access to the sea” Government ‘Code Section-
3021 1. Development includes any change in denmty or.intensity of use of land.” - ‘ .

5. The resolutions, amendments, and motions used to create LAMC 80.54 and the Vemce OPDs a.long
w1th the letters from the Department of Transportatlon and mountmns of documents and. correspondencﬁ :

7 -’commerc1a1 vehlclcs not to remove homeless people: froma bcach 1
for something-other- than the- California Vehicle Code it was: created pursuant to 1t '--];g;;gg used-f0-
comm:t ‘human rights v101at10ns ‘ IR S DT
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APPEAL NUS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Erica Snowiake |
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Jessica Aden
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT:  Fortunato Procopio

1. No need has been shown for the creation of Overnight Parking Districts (OPDs) in Venice, por has their
desirability been convincingly argued. There is no evidence of public support for this action.

2. No comprehensive parking study bas been attached to the CDP reports, nor has one been conducted that shows
a need for the creation of OPDs in the Venice Coastal Zone. No evidence exists to support the claim that a
parking problem exists in the residential areas of Venice. In my experience there is NO OVERNIGHT
PARKING PROBLEM in Venice. Parking is difficult in some areas on summer weekend afiernoon's, but never

overnight?

3. This change will have a negative effect on public access to the shoreline. It will restrict public access to the
beach. This restriction will impact Venice businesses and in turn the bealth of the entire community at a time
when the overall economy is in peril.

4. The added expense and hasste of acquiring residential parking permits is an unnecessary burden to Venice'
residents. It adversely affects our ability to peacefully enjoy our homes. Our invited guests will be restricted and *
_inconvenienced. e et £ ' - Lk SRLE L

'5. Tt is clear, that the creation of these OPDs is simply intended o purge the streets of t}ehiéle-dweilers, tl-xare'b'y;-j
driving them to relocate to other areas. This action will deprive the Venice population. of its diversity — something
_valued by the majority of Venice residents. N AT Y B R RN T i

" 6. We are outraged by the duplicitous efforts of a small minority of residents to impose their views on the:
“majority. This effort to create OPD’s has been muscled through by a vocal, but non-representative minority of
' Venice residents. The vast majority of people living in Venice are not in favor of this decision, but they have not-
had their voices heard: Not only are we who live in Venice agairist the implementation of this decision because
we see no overnight parking problem in the first place, but also because we recognize the importance of non- -
resident beach and Venice community overnight access. - o o R DR o L S
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Melinda Ahrens

1. The project will have a negative éffect-on public access to and along the shoreline, either directly or-
indirectly, and will remove and resttict parking used for access to the beach. The purpose of the OPD as
set-out in the application is without merit. ‘The lack of parking is NOT because of abandoned vehicles-or
parked commercial vehicles. The City has provided no, parking study or-other evidence supporting such
assertion. Rather, as interdepartmental communication reveal (all provided pursuant o a Public Records -
Request) amply demonstrate, the cutrenteffort to institute OPD’s is-a not very thinly veiled scheme to.
eliminate homeless people with vehicles from"our community - not by providing alternative places for
‘them to-park ‘their vehicles, or housing that they 50 désperately need, but by denying them any public
space to park overnight. The a lack of parking is ‘because residents have converted garages to.other uses,
and as a result park on the streets and because Venice is a world reknown tourist destination. However,
as the City has failed to provide parking facilities sufficient fo-accommodate this extraordinary traffic.
. 2. The California Coastal Act provides that “development shall not-interfere with the public’s right of
 ageess to. the sea” Government Code Section 30211.: Development includes any “change in the density
or intensity of use of land”. The’beach parking lots in Venice (at the end of ‘Washington:Blvd,, Venice
Blvd. and Rose Ave,) are all closed between the hours of 1:00 AM — 6:00 AM. Other public Tots in
‘Venice close earlier and open later. Street parking is about the only late night/over night parking now
available to the public in Venice. The 5 OPD’s proposed for Venice cover virtually ail streets in the
- Coastal Zone and if OPD’s were implemented on those streets, the public would be almost totally deried
-aceess to-the beach, to early moming surfing, to Jate night fishing on Venice Pier, 1o late night grunion_
- observation (they appeared most recently June 20-23), to the simple pleasure of walking along the'Oc¢ean
 Front Walk and the Venice Canals and watching the boat action at-the-Marina del Rey Yacht Harbor. .
" Thie'beach belongs to all of the people of this State and réasonable access 10it should be permitted at all
. times. ' ' T PO L T TR
3. BOE's token effort that conditioned approval of OPDs 522 and 523 ‘o1t extending beach lot parkingis
~inadequate.. 55 -spaces -is ‘not sufficient parking to. accommodate 13 :million people in the LA
. Metropolitan area, and tourists.. Tn addition, how they would ever locate these lots is a puzzle. Instead,
- they would find empty streets with réstricted parking, keeping the public fromi‘the beach.

g~ There is i Vocal ARGy it Vefiics who desire to: institute OPDs; - At thie BOE. public hearing, the

o e hing Hein oIt Tama Female vy s

COASTAL COMMISSION

EXHIBIT#_B©
Pace__f__oF_1




APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Emily Winters

The majority of Venice residents do not want this permit parking. It penalizes the residents by having to
pay to park on th{ér own street when the issue is we need to find overnight parking for those who cannot
pay rent. We need to deal with the issue of homelessness, the lack of housing, lack of jobs, etc. instead

of making criminals of these people.
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT:  Steve Clare, Executive Director, Venice Housing Corporation

Venice Community Housing Corporation
720 Rose Avenue, Venice, California 902912710

Tel: (310) 399-4700 Fax: (310) 399-1130
Web: www.VC(HCorp.org

December 15, 2008

California Coastal Commission
South Coast District Office
200 Oeangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: Venice Overnight Parking Districts (OPD’s)
CPD 8-07: OPD 520
CPD 8-08: OPD 521
CPD 8-11: OPD 526
CPD 8-09: OPD 522
CPD 8-10: OPD 523

To the California Coastal Commission:

This letter communicates the opposition of the Venice Community Housing Carporation (VCHC)
to the decision of the City of Los Angeles Board of Public Works to permit the establishment of
Overnight Parking Districts (OPD’s) in Venice.

The Venice Community Housing Corporation is a community based, nonprofit housing and
community development corporation dedicated to the creation and preservation of housing
affordable to low income people in Venice and surrounding neighborhoods. Since its formation
in 1988 we have constructed, acquired, rehabilitated, own and operate 175 units of affordable
housing in Venice and Mar Vista including a transitional housing facility for homeless women
and their children. 75% of our residents have incomes less than 50% of the median. Last year we
housed 464 people, 100 of whom had previously been homeless. Since 1995 we have developed
other programs and assets that address critical needs of our community including a
comprehensive youth development program for “at risk™ and gang affiliated local youth, after
school programs for children 6-12 years old, and the first and only jnfant-toddier child care center
in Venice that is free to low income families. VCHC aiso contracts with the City to provide free
home repairs to low income senior and disabled homeowners living on the west side of Los
Angeles through the City’s Handyworker program. :
At VCHC’s regular board meeting of August 28, 2008 the Board of Directors of VCHC GOASTAL COMMISSIO
unanimously approved a resolution to appeal the decision of the Bureau of Engineering to

approve the above-referenced OPD’s in Venice. The reasons include the following. EXHIBIT # 3ol
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1. The streets of Venice are public right-of-ways that belong to the City, not to those who happen
to reside on private property immediately adjacent to them. Because Venice is a destination
point for beachgoers from all over the region and tourists from all over the world, and because the
City has failed to provide parking facilities sufficient to accommodate this extraordinary traffic
burden, the lack of parking has become a major and ongoing concern of Venice residents and the
public at large. The situation is exacerbated by the decisions of many Venice home owners to
convert required parking spaces and garages to other uses and rely instead on street parking for
their vehicles. It is bad public policy to privatize public streets where the public need is so great.
It is even worse policy to effectively reward property owners for their decisions to violate
municipal parking requirements simply to enhance their own private living environment.

2. The California Coastal Act provides that “development shall not interfere with the public’s
right of access to the sea” Government Code Section 30211, Development includes any “change
in the density or intensity of use of land”. The beach parking lots in Venice (at the end of
Washington Blvd., Venice Blvd. and Rose Ave.) are all closed between the hours of 1:00 AM —
6.00 AM. Other public lots in Venice close earlier and open later. Street parking is about the
only late night/over night parking now available to the public in Venice. Taken together, the 5
OPD’s proposed for Venice cover virtually all streets in the Coastal Zone and if OPD’s were
implemented on those streets, the public would be almost totally denied access to the beach, to
late night fishing on Venice Pier, to late night grunion observation (they appeared most recently
June 20-23), to the simple pleasure of walking along the Ocean Front Walk and the Venice
Canals and watching the boat action at the Marina del Rey Yacht Harbor. The beach belongs to
all of the people of this State and reasonable access to it should be permitted at a// times.

In a token effort to address this critical issue, the Bureau of Engineering conditioned approval of
OPD 522 on extending the open hours for public parking at Lot 800 to the hours of 2:00 AM-6:00
AM for a maximum of four hours. OPD 523 was conditioned upon extending open hours for Lot
740 to the hours of 2:00 AM-6:00 AM. (Inexplicably the other three OPD’s were approved
without any conditions whatsoever.) Currently Lots 800 and 740 close at 1:00 AM. So for
instance, the proposed conditions would allow a person driving to the beach for night fishing at
Venice Pier to park his car in either lot until 1:00 AM at which time he would be required to exit
the lot and find parking somewhere east of Lincoln Blvd {almost a mile from the beach) for an
hour before returning to the lot at 2:00 AM to continue his recreational activity. Surely this
cannot be the kind and quality of public access contemplated by the California Coastat Act. To
make an unreasonable limitation even worse, Lot 800 has 14 parking spaces and Lot 740 has 41
spaces. How can it be seriously argued that 55 spaces is sufficient parking to accommodate the
13 million people living in the Los Angeles Metropolitan area?

The reality is that over the years, the City has taken unilateral and perhaps unlawful action to
systematically limit the public’s right of access to Venice Beach in violation of the provisions of
the Coastal Act. - first by closing the Venice beach parking lots between the hours of 1:00 AM-
6:00 AM and then in 1989 by closing the beach itself to public use between the hours of midnight
and 5:00 AM. LAMC Article 3, Section 6344B14 (b). The Final Staff Reports recommending
approval of the OPD’s assert that public access would not be affected by the OPD’s because the
County (not the City) has closed the beaches between the hours of 10:00 PM and 6:0¢ AM. This
is at best misleading if not an intentional misrepresentation. The County has not closed Venice
beach to the public at any time. Rather, it provides services to the public only between the hours
of 6:00 AM and 10:00 PM. A person violates no County law by fishing or walking along Venice
beach at 3::00 AM, only LAMC Article 3, Section 6344B14(b). The OPD’s, if approved, would
be the last nail in the coffin of public access to Venice Beach during their time of operation.
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3. The Resolutions proposing OPD’s references a parking problem “exacerbated by the overnight
parking of commercial vehicles and abandonment of vehicles on the streets of [Venice]” The
City has provided no parking study or other evidence supporting such assertion. Rather, as the
volumes of information, correspondence and inter departmental communications (all provided
pursuant to a Public Records Request) amply demonstrate, the current effort to institute OPD’s is
a not very thinly veiled scheme to eliminate homeless people with vehicles from our community -
not by providing alternative places for them to park their vehicles, or housing that they so
desperately need, but by denying them any public space to park overnight. According to the City,
20% of the people in Los Angeles live in poverty. On any given night there are over 40,000
homeless people in Los Angeles and over 73,000 people annually are homeless for some period
of time (draft Housing Element 2006-2014). The City admits that it lacks sufficient resources to
respond to the housing needs of the homeless and that “housing options that do not require
rent...are necessary, especially for the homeless living with disabilities”. In the face of such
need, fully acknowledged by the City, it is unconscionable, against good public policy and
perhaps illegal (see Jones v the City of Los Angeles), to create such a restrictive parking scheme.,

For all of these reasons the Venice Community Housing Corporation urges that the California
Coastal Commission grant this appeal and reverse the decision of the Board of Public Works to
approve all S OPD’s for Venice.

Respectfully submitted

V%nizig Corporation
By,

Steve Clare, Executive Director

COASTAL COMMISSION

EXHIBIT #_<3cd-
PAGE_ 2> _OF.D




APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT:  Linda Lucks

I. Grounds for Appeai

The project impedes early morning Coastal recreational access to Venice beach (article 2, chapter 3, Public
Resources Code sections 30210-30214) and creates unintended practical hardships for all residents and their
visitors in walk street neighborhoods within the proposed district.

i, Statements of Fact and Issues

| am a resident at 30 Wave Crest Avenue, Venice 90291, in the walk street neighborhood approximately one block
south of the boundary between the proposed West Venice and East Venice ovemnight parking districts (OPDs).
This proposal will create new, unintended hardships for residents and their overnight visitors for properties without
sufficient onsite parking in the areas within three blocks of Ocean Front Walk in both district 522 and adjacent
district 523, and for any resident without sufficient onsite parking who lives near a boundary between the parking
districts.

} have lived in various locations within OPDs 522 since 1973 and am familiar with every aspect of the parking
issues in the Venice beach area, both from the perspective of a resident with 2 parking places and one whose
visitors are rarely able to find parking when they come to visit on weekends and on summer days. Until now, |
always believed no permit parking plans would pass the scrutiny of the California Coastal Commission, because
they would not solve the problems they have always been meant to solve. Permit parking for on-street spaces
simply does not work in a fair manner when there isn't a sufficient supply of such spaces to accommodate all
residents who would want to buy permits, whether or not there are any beach (or, in this case, overnight) visitors
competing for those spaces.

1) A survey to determine the current actual need in terms of numbers of spaces needs to be taken to fairly
determine whether requiring permits for overnight street parking will actually alleviate a problem or simply
create a situation whereby large numbers of residents have to pay for parking permits that do not
guarantee them a parking space within the specified district. Those of us who live in the affected
area know from experience that there are not enough parking spaces to accommodate either all of the
residents who need on-sireet parking or beach visitors. Every night there is a run on parking and some
people park many biocks east of their residences by default. Overnight parking restrictions will not change
that, but it will impede coastal access for surfers and fishermeniwomen who often arrive before or
near dawn and would be victimized by parking districts 522 and 522. A better solution would be to
increase the supply of parking rather than irrationally restrict the use of the current inadequate supply.

In 1888, the City Planning Department created the “Beach Impact Zone' program for this purpose, but it's unclear
whether the City has properly enforced the program or made use of either the parking spaces or funding it is
intended to generate. The CD 11 parking meter fund could also be tapped for this purpose, along with the
Venice Surplus Property Fund. No serious attempt to significantly increase either the on- or off-street parking
supply in the Venice Goastal Zone has occurred in more than 15 years. Solutions do exist. Open the beach
parking lots at night to residents; use the MTA bus lot as a parking Iot.

2. People living {in the "border areas” where two districts abut will, in fact, have their and their visitors' parking
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options reduced, not enhanced, by this proposal. This is a variation on the “spillover’ effect the Commission has
dealt with in past permit parking applications and is simply intolerable. There are times when finding a streat
space requires looking beyond the boundary of the proposed parking district one resides in.

Thus, unless this permit plan explicitly allows someone residing in one district to use their permit in the
adjacent district when that's the only place there might be an avaliable space at the time it's needed, this
program will actually decrease, rather than increase, the parking supply for residents and their visitors to
the Coastal Zone. That is an explicit violation of the Coastal Act.

If there are no available spaces in their own parking district, they cannot use their permit in an adjacent district,
and if the entirety of Venice west of Lincoln is covered by this program, there will be no place they can safely and
legally park overnight, especially if they have to do that parking prior to 8 p.m. and cannot move their vehicle by 8
a.m. At the very least, the City should permit people in these “border areas” to park in either their own district or
the one adjacent to it. Of course this would create an administrative and regulatory issue that may well be
unworkable, further underscoring the futility of proposing permit parking in the Venice beach walk-street area.

3. Requiring permits for the use of the Pacific Avenue 8 p.m.-8 a.m. parking spaces from 2-6 a.m. will undermine
the considerable value of those spaces to the community as a “pressure release valve” that would free up other
24-hour-a-day legal parking spaces for use by permit holders and Coastal visitors. The Pacific Avenue overnight
parking should be excluded from these OPDs should the City go forward with these proposals or they should
become 24-hour-per-day parking spaces. The latter could reasonably be expected to cause severe traffic
congestion with its concurrent Coastal access and air quality implications, however.

4. If this program is intended to indirectly reduce the impact of overnight parking by transients, it is the equivalent
of trying to kill a fly with a cannen. There are laws against living in one's vehicle parked on a public street, or there
should be, and those can be enforced without inconveniencing the entire Coastal community and its visitors.

5. Generally | believe the City's permit parking program does not charge participanis a fee adequate to cover the
costs of administering the program. The current low fees for primary permits and guest permits also undervalue
the premium value of the spaces they're meant to protect. However, in an area such as the Venice beach area,
where purchasing a permit simply doesn't ensure the purchaser of safe, legal and/or convenient parking, charging
anything at all for a permit that is, at best, a speculative document is, to use the “term of art,” a rip-off and beneath
the dignity and integrity of the City of Los Angeles and the California Coastal Commission. That the City of Los
Angeles approved it anyway without addressing the practical realities is, frankly, appalling. As with any project or
proposal within the Coastal Zone, the Commission has both the right and obiigation to ensure that the end result
functions effectively for residents and coastal visitors alike. It is abundantly clear that these parking districts -
specifically numbers 522 and 523 ~ are dysfunctional in the area most crucial to coastal access — the -
neighborhoods closest to the beach.

6. The procedure established for residential blocks within the permit district to vote on whether it will participate in
the parking district effectively disenfranchises the vast majority of the many walk-street residents living within the
proposed district. If the only residents permitted to vote are those with addresses on affected streets with
on-street parking, thousands of residents and their visitors could be subjected to the prerogatives a the
very few who have such addresses and are thus eligible to vote. This not only could lead to many residents
who have no choice as tc whether they want to be a part of the parking district either being prevented from using
on-street parking within the district or being forced to purchase permits of (as noted above) speculative value
depending on the availability of scarce curbside parking at any given moment.

Further, it is by no means clear whether the hundreds of residents living on or near the boundary between districts
522 and 523 will be allowed to purchase permits for the district in which they are NOT a resident but in which they
historically have found overnight parking spaces for their own or Coastal visitors’ use.

Conclusion

If these parking districts are implemented as proposed, they will violate the Public Resources Code by impading
visitor access to the Coastal Zone. Additionally, as described above, if the districts are implemented from
Hampton Drive westward, unworkable and intolerable conditions will be created for residents and visitors alike. At
the very least, these areas should be removed from both districts 522 and 523 as a matter of fairmess and justice.

More appropriately the applications for districts 522 and 523 should be rejected out of hand.
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Susan Millman

1. The project will have a negative effect on public access to and along the shoreline, either directly or
indirectly, and will remove and restrict parking used for access to the beach. The purpose of the OPD as
set out in the application is without merit. The lack of parking is NOT because of abandoned vehicles or
parked commercial vehicles. The City has provided no parking study or other evidence supporting such
assertion. Rather, as interdepartmental communication reveal (ail provided pursuant to a Public Records
Request), the current effort to institute OPD’s is a not very thinly veiled scheme to eliminate homeless
people with vehicles from our community - not by providing alternative places for them to park their
vehicles, or housing that they so desperately need, but by denying them any public space to park
overnight. The a lack of parking is because residents have converted garages to other uses, and as a
result park on the streets and because Venice Beach is a world reknown tourist destination. However, as
the City has failed to provide parking facilities sufficient to accommodate the public need.

2. The California Coastal Act provides that “development shall not interfere with the public’s right of
access to the sea” Government Code Section 30211. Development includes any “change in the density
or intensity of use of land”. The beach parking lots in Venice (at the end of Washington Blvd., Venice
Blvd. and Rose Ave.) are all closed between the hours of 1:00 AM — 6:00 AM. Other public lots in
Venice close earlier and open later. Street parking is about the only late night/over night parking now
available to the public in Venice. The 5 OPD’s proposed for Venice cover virtually all streets in the
Coastal Zone and if OPD’s were implemented on those streets, the public would be almost totally denied
access to the beach, to early moming surfing, to late night fishing on Venice Pier, to late night grunion
observation (they appeared most recently June 20-23), to the simple pleasure of walking along the Ocean
Front Walk and the Venice Canals and watching the boat action at the Marina del Rey Yacht Harbor.
The beach belongs to all of the people of this State and reasonable access to it should be permitted at all
times.

3. BOE's token effort that conditioned approval of OPDs 522 and 523 on extending beach lot parking is
inadequate. 55 spaces is not sufficient parking to accommodate 13 million people in the LA
Metropolitan area, and tourists. In addition, how they would ever locate these lots is a puzzle. Instead,
they would find empty streets with restricted parking, keeping the public from the beach.

4. There is a vocal minority in Venice who desire to institute OPDs. At the BOE public hearing, the
community overwhelmingly voiced opposition.
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Eden Andes
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT:  Jim Bickhart

I. Grounds for Appeal

The project impedes early moming Coastal recreational access to Venice beach (article 2, chapter 3, Public
Resources Code sections 30210-30214) and creates unintended practical hardships for all residents and their
visitors in walk street neighborhoods within the proposed district.

II/lll. Statements of Fact and issues

I am a resident at 31-1/2 Breeze Avenue, Venice 90291, in the walk street neighborhood approximately one block
south of the boundary between the proposed West Venice and East Venice overnight parking districts (OPDs).
This proposal will create new, unintended hardships for residents and their overn ight visitors for properties without
sufficient onsite parking in the areas within three blocks of Ocean Front Walk in both district 522 and adjacent
district 523, and for any resident without sufficient onsite parking who lives near a boundary between the parking
districts.

I have lived in various locations within OPDs 522 and 523 since 1969 and am acutely familiar with every aspect of
the parking issues in the Venice beach area, both from the perspective of a resident who has at times not enjoyed
the bensfits of onsite parking and one whose visitors struggle to find parking when they come to visit on
weekends. As various permit parking schemes have been floated aver many years, | have analyzed them and
concluded that they not only would not pass muster with the California Coastai Commission, but they would not
solve the problems they have always been meant to solve. Permit parking for on-street spaces simply does not
work in a fair manner when there isn't a sufficient supply of such spaces to accommodate all residents who would
want to buy permits, whether or not there are any beach (or, in this case, overnight) visitors competing for those
spaces. My arguments can be summarized as follows:

1. Without a systematic survey to determine the current actual need in terms of numbers of spaces, there’s no
way to determine whether requiring permits for overnight street parking will actually alleviate a problem or simply
create a situation whereby farge numbers of residents have to pay for parking permits that do not guarantee them
a parking space within the specified district. Those of us who live in the affected area know from direct experience
that there are not enough parking spaces to accommodate either alf of the residents who need on-street parking
or beach visitors. Overnight parking restrictions will not change that, but it will impede coastaf access for surfers
and fishermen/women who often arrive before or near dawn and would be victimized by parking districts 522 and
523. A better solution would be fo increase the supply of parking rather than irrationally restrict the use of the
current inadequate supply.

In 1988, the City Planning Department created the “Beach Impact Zone” program for this purpose, but it's unclear
whether the City has properly enforced the program or made use of either the parking spaces or funding it is
intended to generate. The CD 11 parking meter fund could also be tapped for this purpose, along with the Venice
Surplus Property Fund. Simple observation suggests that no serious attempt to increase either the on- or off-
street parking supply in the Venice Coastal Zone has occurred in more than 15 years.

2. People living (as | do) in the “border areas” where two districts abut will, in fact, have their and their visitors’
parking options reduced, not enhanced, by this proposal. This is a variation on the “spillover” effect the
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Commission has dealt with in past permit parking applications and is simply intolerable. There are times when
finding a street space requires looking beyond the boundary of the propased parking district one resides in. (in my
case, that means on the northerly curb of Brooks Avenue or on cther streets northerly of Brooks and easterly of
Pacific Avenue. All of these locations are proposed to be in district 523 while | reside in district 522).

Thus, unless this permit scheme explicitly atlows someone residing in one district to use their permit in the
adjacent district when that's the only place there might be an available space at the time it's needed, this program
will actually decrease, rather than increase, the parking supply for residents and their visitors to the Coastal Zone.
That is an explicit viclation of the Coastal Act.

If there are no available spaces in their own parking district, they cannot use their permit in an adjacent district,
and the entirety of Venice west of Lincoln is covered by this program, there will be no piace they can safely and
iegally park overnight, especially if they have to do that parking prior to 8 p.m. and cannot move their vehicle by 8
a.m. Atthe very least, the City should permit people in these “border areas” to park in either their own district or
the one adjacent to it. Of course this would create an administrative and regulatory issue that may well be
unworkable, further underscoring the futility of proposing permit parking in the Venice beach walk-street area.

3. Requiring permits for the use of the Pacific Avenue 8 p.m.-8 a.m. parking spaces from 2-6 a.m. will undermine
the considerable value of those spaces to the community as a “pressure release valve” that would free up other
24-hour-a-day legal parking spaces for use by permit holders and Coastal visitors. The Pacific Avenue overnight
parking should be excluded from these OPDs should the City go forward with these proposals or they should
become 24-hour-per-day parking spaces. The latter could reasonably be expected to cause severe traffic
congestion with its concurrent Coastal access and air quality implications, however.

4. If this program is intended to indirectly reduce the impact of overnight parking by transients, it is the equivalent ’
of trying to kill a fiy with a cannon. There are laws against living in one’s vehicle parked on a public street, or there
should be, and those can be enforced without inconveniencing the entire Coastal community and its visitors.

5. Generally | believe the City's permit parking program does not charge participants a fee adequate to cover the
costs of administering the program. The current low fees for primary permits and guest permits aiso undervalue
the premium vaiue of the spaces they're meant to protect. However, in an area such as the Venice beach area,
where purchasing a permit simply doesn’t ensure the purchaser of safe, legal and/or convenient parking, charging
anything at all for a permit that is, at best, a speculative document is, to use the "term of art,” a rip-off and beneath
the dignity and integrity of the City of Los Angeles and the California Coastal Commission. That the City of Los
Angeies approved it anyway without addressing the practical realities is, frankly, appalling. As with any project or
proposal within the Coastal Zone, the Commission has both the right and obligation to ensure that the end result
functions effectively for residents and coastal visitors alike. It is abundantly clear that these parking districts —
specifically numbers 522 and 523 — are dysfunctional in the area most crucial to coastal access — the
neighborhoods closest to the beach.

6. The procedure established for residential blocks within the permit district to vote on whether it will participate in
the parking district effectively disenfranchises the vast majority of the many walk-street residents living within the
proposed district. !f the only residents permitted to vote are those with addresses on affected streets with on-
street parking, thousands of residents and their visitors could be subjected to the prerogatives a the very few who
have such addresses and are thus eligible to vote. This not only could lead to many residents who have no choice
as to whether they want to be a part of the parking district either being prevented from using on-street parking
within the district or being forced to purchase permits of (as noted above) speculative value depending on the
availability of scarce curbside parking at any given moment.

Further, it is by no means clear whether the hundreds of residents living on or near the boundary between districts
522 and 523 will be allowed to purchase permits for the district in which they are NOT a resident but in which they
historically have found ovemight parking spaces for their own or Coastal visitors’ use.

Conclusion
I these parking districts are implemented as proposed, they will viclate the Public Resources Code by impeding
visitor access to the Coastal Zone. Additionally, as described above, if the districts are implemented from

Hampton Drive westward, unworkable and intolerable conditions will be created for residents and visitors alike. At
the very least, these areas should be removed from both districts 522 and 523 as a matter of fairness and justice.

More appropriately the applications for districts 522 and 523 should be rejected out of hand.
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: 1AW OFFICES OF SABRINA VENSKUS

RE: APPEAL of Local Coastal Development Permits for Venice Overnight
Parking Districts

To Whom It May Concemn:

The undersigned hereby appeals Coastal Development Permit Numbers: 08-07 (OPD
520 Oxford Triangle), 08-08 (OPD 521 Presidents Row), 08-09 (OPD 522-West Venice), 08-10
(OPD 523-East Venice), 08-11 (OPD 526 Villa Marina), as well as the City of Los Angeles’
final Notice of Decision (“NOD*). The undersigned administratively appealed to the City of Los
Angeles on September 5, 2008 and was denied relief. :

The NOD has failed to address the following issues raised in my initial comments on the
Venice OPD proposals. These issues should be addressed by the Coastal Commmission.

1} The proposed OPD application unreasonably and impermissibly impacts coastal

access, in violation of the California Coastal Act

The City’s staff report on the final NOD did not adequately explain how coastal access
- related recreational, industrial, and other activities that occur in or near the areas proposed for
permit parking that may require parking between the hours of 2 a.m. and 6 a.m. will not be
unreasonably and impermissibly impacted despite the conditions of approval placed upon CDP
Ne. 08-09; OPD and CDP No. 08-10; OPD 523.

These activities include but are not limited to: fishing, surfing, kayaking, paddle
boarding, skateboarding, rollerblading, swimming, snorkeling, scuba diving, walking running,
bicycle riding, star gazing, boating, bird watching, meditation, friendship, yoga, romance,
deliveries to businesses, etc.

For example, there is no evidence that these activities do not take place between the hours
of 2 am. and 6 a.m. with respect to the other areas of Venice and the Marina covered by OPD
520, 521, and 526, which do not have the same condition of approval.

The California Coast Act prohibits unreasonable restrictions on coastal access. The
OPDs will result in unreasonable restriction on coastal access, because there are other, less
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coastal-access restrictive means to addressing any purported (yet not substantiated) problems
with abandoned vehicles and commercial vehicle parking.

It also bears noting that the Venice area is arguably the most popular and most visited
beach community in all of Los Angeles, This is in large part due to the unique culture, diversity
and location of Venice. Establishing OPDs in the Venice area will negatively impact this unique
culture and therefore remove the specialness of Venice. The Coastal Commission should
consider the negative impacts the Venice OPDs will have on tourism and public attraction, and
therefore the economy. '

2) There is no basis for the City of Los Angeles’ conclusion that there are public
safety and public welfare issues related to abandoned vehicles and overnight
parking of commercial vehicles within each district

Although the City claimed in its June 4, 2008 Notice of Public Hearing letter that the
OPDs were established to address public safety and welfare associated with “overnight parking
of commercial vehicles and abandonment of vehicles within each district by non-residents.”
(Emphasis added.) The City failed to address how engagement in such activities by only “non-
residents™ as opposed to “residents” and “business owners™ an issue of public safety and welfare,

The City relied on no evidence for its conclusion that there is an existing problem with
abandoned vehicles and commercial parking in residential neighborhoods that is not or cannot be
addressed via currently existing laws, regulations, or procedures which would avoid negatively
impacting coastal access. On the contrary, the Los Angeles Department of Transportation and
the Police Department regularly enforce the Califorma Vehicle Code, and/or the Los Angeles
Municipal Code provisions that only allow a vehicle to be parked for up to 72 consecutive hours.
Therefore, there is no need to further limit parking and thereby coastal access.

Insofar as commercial parking is concerned, (assuming there is a problem, although the
City provided no objective evidence), a simple solution would have been to establish one or
more OPDs that restrict commercial parking (ie, non-commercial parking districts). This way
would avoid impacting coastal access while stiil reducing commercial parking.

In conclusion, I respectfully request the Commission reverse the City of Los Angeles and
not approve the CDPs for Venice Overnight Parking Districts, named above.

4

incerely, 7
NV 4 W<
( r

Sabrina D. Venskus
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT:  James R Smith

Summary: The grounds for this appeal of the entire decision of the Los Angeles
Department of Public Works are that the Overnight Parking Districts {OPDs), CDP 08-07, 08-
08, 08-09, 08-10, would restrict coastal access, violations of due process and law, misrepre-
sentation of the facts, removal of very low income residents (Recreational Vehicle dwellers)
from the coastal zone and a conflict of interest by the city of Los Angeles, which is both
applicant and financial beneficiary of the implementation of the OPDs.

Overnight permit parking districts (OPDs) restrict coastal access. OPDs in Venice would
leave those seeking to visit the coast with few, if any, parking places. Public policy should not dictate
when the public can visit the coastal zone. Many thousands of people work a “swing” shift in Los
Angeles-area hospitals, factories and retail establishments. They generally finish work from 11 p.m.
to 1 a.m. If any of them wanted to be able to enjoy the water, sand and coastal environment, particu-
larly on a hot night, they would be unable to do so if they intended to park in Venice. Those not living
in Venice are among the most adversely affected by OPDs. Yat, they have been disenfranchised
from participating in the public process which the Bureau of Engineering has conducted. Only those
living in Venice have been notified of the hearing, or even that the city of Los Angeles was consider-
ing imposing permit parking in Venice. The implementation of OPDs would create a virtual gated
community in Venice, in which visitors {o the coast could drive through, but not park.

' The Coastal Act provides for access to the coastal zone, not just the beach. Section 30001
(a) states: “That the California coastal zone is a distingt and valuable natural rescurce of vital and
endorsing interest to all the people and exists as a delicately balanced ecosystem.” Many of those
who currently reside in recreational vehicies in the Venice coastal zone were forced out of their
apartments in Venice by landlords anxious to take advance of skyrocketing rents. They are now
threatened by losing access 1o the coastal zone where many have lived for years (RV dwellers are
ineligible to buy parking permits). They include workers with jobs in Venice who will find it difficult to
travel to their jobs if they are forced to park many miles away. In addition, many of the RV dwellers
are artists and poets who gain inspiration and productivity from their round the-clock exposure to the
enriched cultural milieu of the Venice coastal zone.

Other groups will be deprived of coastal access. Surfers and anglers who now freguent the
Venice area would be deprived of coastal and ocean access if they were unable to park during the
night and early morning.

Thousands more low income residents of Scuthern California are in increasing need of coastal
access due 10 worsening economic conditions which prevent them from seeking other farms of (pay-
ing) recreation. They may also not be able to run their air conditioners on hot summer nights due to
an inability to pay utility bills. This combined with global warming, particularly hotter summer nights,
will impel a certain percentage to seek the cooler temperatures found near the ocean.

Continued on ATTACHMENT 1
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ATTACHMENT 1 — James Smith Appeal of CDP 08-07, CDP 08-08, CDP 08-09, CDP 08-10

Special conditions attached to two OPD districts are not sufficient to maintain coastal access. The
special condition attached to the West Venice district 522 (08-09) is to keep a small parking lot (Lot 800 at
Windward Ave. and Venice Way) open until 6 a.m. The special condition attached to the East Venice district
523 (08-10) is to keep a small parking lot (Lot 740 at Main Si. and Rose Ave.) open untit 6 a.m.

These lots are supposed to accommodate the parking needs of those coming to the coastal zone from
outside the area, However, there are no plans proposed to inform them of the existence of these two small
lots. Even if visitors were able to find the lots they would discover them full. They will be overwhelmed by cars
owned by residents who live in the area between Speedway and Ocean Front Walk. Residents in this area
are ineligible to buy OPD permits since the parking districts go no further west than Speedway. This strip is
more than a mile long and a block wide. it is the most densely population section of Venice, consisting of
multi-story hotels built in the first decades of the 20th century when parking was not included. In addition,
there are a number of large apartment complexes built in the 1980s that have inadequate parking. The solu-
tion of these residents has been to park on surrounding streets, sometimes many blocks east of Speedway.
Since these streets wouid require OPD permits, which these residents are ineligible to obtain, they will seek
out any possible parking spots including those two provided for in the special conditions.

The creation of OPD districts is opposed by residents of Venice. At the only hearing on OPDs, held
on June 26, observers estimated that 80 percent of those expressing an opinion on OPDs were opposed. The
hearing was one of the largest meetings to be held in Venice in recent years with about 300 residents in
attendance. Approximately 700 Venice residents have signed peiitions apposing OFDs. Several community
organizations inctuding the Venice Town Council, the Venice Community Housing Corporation, and the local
newspaper, have gone on record opposing OPDs. The only organization o support OPDs is the Venice
Neighborhood Ceouncil which did so without consulting with its membership. A petition bearing the signatures
of 200 of its ‘stakeholders’ was submitted on Dec. 16. The petition seeks to reverse the Neighhorhood
Coeuncil’s pro-OPD position by holding a stakeholder vote.

DUE PROCESS MUST BE STRICTLY ADHERED TO
DURING THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT PROCESS

Decisions by public entities must be based on the record of the hearing. The Bureau of
Engineering’s Public Hearing on June 26 lasted three-and-a-half hours during which time 80 percent of the
speakers opposed OPDs and cited a variety of coastal-related issues. Those opposing the OPDs were a
cross-section of Venice economic groups - homeowners, renters and RV dwellers. In addition to the large
numbers who turned out in opposition at the hearing, petitions were presented signed by approximately 700
Venice residents who opposed the OPDs. None of this is reflected in the August 26 Decision. Indeed, no rea-
sons at all are given for the decision. | was told in writing by Julie Van Wagner of the Bureau of Engineering,
Aug. 29, that “We do not have a transcript of the public hearing.” (see Attachment 3)

At the Dept. of Public Works hearing, Nov. 17, Ms. Van Wagner stated that there was an audio recording
of the hearing. However, there was no indication that this recording was available to the Public Works
Commissioners nor that any of them had listened to it. | was not informed of the existence of the audio
recording when | requested a copy of the hearing transcript. (see Attachment 3)

The hearing was not conducted by authorized city officials. The hearing was conducted, not by
Bureau of Engineering or Public Works staff, but by staff of a Boston-based corporation, Camp, Dresser and
McKee Inc. This violates the Brown Act and the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act which applies when city
agencies are delegated to rule on coastal development permits by the California Coastal Commission. The
lack of a transcript makes it impossible for city officials to determine what took place at the hearing, let alone,

render a decision based upon it. COASTAL COMMISSION
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ATTACHMENT 2 - James Smith Appeal of CDP 08-07, CDP 08-08, CDP 08-09, CDP 08-10

The procedure for designating which streets in the districts would require permits is flawed and
biased. If OPDs are implemented, petitions would be circulated by proponents to determine if residents on a
particular street wanted to require OPD permits. There is no way under this process that one can vote no. An
affirmative vote is registered by signing the petition. In addition, there is no way 10 check to determine if signa-
tures are valid. A petition gatherer could fill out the entire form by forging signatures without ever visiting a
resident on the sireet. This process may work well where there is no opposition to OPDs, but in the communi-
ty of Venice il is subject to fraud, coercion, and deception. Those who live in more than 30 walk streets in
Venice will no even be consulted on whether the adjoining streets should require permits. With little off-street
parking, this process amounts to a perversion of the democratic process.

The stated conditions for the application do not exist. The applicant states (for instance): “The West
Venice area is primarily a residential area with inadequate off-strest parking - a problem that is exacerbated
by overnight parking of commercial vehicies and abandonment of vehicles on the streets of this area by non-
residents, resulting in the inability of the residents to find parking on their biocks, noise, litter, and visual blight;
which are adversely impacting the residemts’ quality of life. The vehicles that would be displaced as a result of
establishment of the OPD are either illegally abandoned in the area or are privately owned and could be
either parked overnight at the owner’s residence or properly stored in off-streef parking facilities.” As a resi-
dent of the district for the past 40 years, | can atiest that abandoned vehicles are extremely rare, as are com-
mercial vehicles. The appiicant presents no evidence of this condition which, he says, requires OPDs.

A purpose of the decision is to force homeless people out of the coastal zone. OPDs would force a
class of people - those with very low incomes - out of Venice and the coastal zone - and back into the inner
city. Many of those so affected are long-time Venice residents who have been forced from their apartments by
eviction or economic reverses. The OPDs would reduce coastal access for the poor.

Another purpose of the decision is to raise more revenue for the city of L.A. by selling permits and
issuing citations. The city of Los Angeles, which initiated the application for the OPDs (through Alan Willis,
its Principal Transportation Engineer, has a vested interest in their implementation. Annual permits are now at
$35 per vehicle. According to the Dept. of Motor Vehicles, there are 21,422 vehicles in zipcode 90291 alone
(Zip 90292 is divided between Venice and Marina det Rey, which is in the County). Annual revenue for the
cash-strapped city of Los Angeles from Zip 90291 would be $749,770. if the owners cf all vehicles bought a
permit. If some vehicle owners did not buy a permit, they would be subject to an even greater financial penal-
ty for parking ovemight without a permit.

Subfect; Re: Request for transcript of June 26 BOE hearing or Venice Overnight

Venice Overnight Parking Districts held at Westminster Elementary
Could you direct me to the person who handles these requests?
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Ross Wilson

GOVT sectes? Code P2 |

( BLALNG N Mg AT AN }aéoﬂbﬁti R (G613
To  STAL erednGAhl o4 PUBLIC  S7icens 1A
veice . Himer e & pviae a4 n RY
Slovll o7 e cRimcanl MANT  Feofie  (a

Ru's (A Vena(cl KA (A0eD amele (6. Neae s
L VeadS oA mosT o Thed  L(VEP

| WA02LSTAND  Thofle. Ay, filoglesrtd) o/ Sure
SsULh RV feefll FACL, 4 thgare e Dhould
WOk on  spLuTiony & Jeovedldo-  SeRvicen ferr RV
Robleuas' | fathed.  ThaN  [(CAG gieme ouT 7%
AN e Owo Ny

Rererpae RV feofl.  mpee. pFf / ATIRACT 4 coT of
The 200fism A 542> on 0ZAN fronT it (A

Veuce  d The ofD's will FILCe Yo e LeAVC
COASTAL COMMISSION

EXHIBIT # -'52

paGE—L _or_I




APPEAL NOS.
A-5VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Pamela London
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Ronald Charbonneau
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: Brett Barth

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

The OPD proposal for Venice is shortsighted, exclusionary and unfairly prohibitive. | am a
resident of a multi-unit dwelling West of Speedway, and the proposed parking restriction
denies equal rights and fair access to me and hundreds of other Venice citizens lawfully living
along the boardwalk. Many Venice residents who rely on local street parking day and night
are without "a block" and thus under the current proposal without a vote--this is not fair.
Worse, if OPDs go into effect, we face the indefensible result of no access to permits, no
place to park in our own community.

The current proposal to fix pockets of problems by regulating all of Venice is
undemaocratic and fails to accommodate the rights of all who live here. Please consider my

appeal to the proposed develcpment.
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: David Gueriera

1. The project will have a negative effect-on public access to and along the shoreline, either directly or
indirectly, and will remove and ‘restrict parking used for access to the beach. The purpose of the OPD as
set out in the application is without merit. "The lack of parking isNOT because of abandoned vehicles or
parked commercial vehicles. The City has provided no parking study or other evidence-supporting such
assertion. Rather, as interdepartmental communication reveal (all provided pursuant fo 2 Public Records -
Regquest) amply demonstrate, the current effort to institute OPD’s is-a not very thinly veiled scheme to
eliminate homeless people with vehicles from our community - not by providing -alternative places for
‘{hem to park their vehicles, or housing that they so-désperately need, but by denying them any public
space to park overnight. The a lack of parking is because residents héve converted garages to:other uses,
and as a result park on the streets and because Venice is a world reknown tourist destination. ‘However,
as the City has failed to provide parking facilities sufficient to-accommodate this extraordinarytraffic.
2. The California Coastal Act provides-that “development shall not-interfere with the public’s ight of
" access to. the sea” Government Code Section 30211, Development iricludes any “change in the density
or intensity of nse of land”. The beach parking lots in'Venice (at the end-of Washington Blvd., Venice
‘Blvd. and Rose Ave.) are all closed between the hours of 1:00 AM — 6:00 AM.:Other public Tots in
‘Venice close earlier and open later. Street parking is zbout the only late night/over night parking now
available to the public in Venice. The 5 OPD’s proposed for Venice cover virtually all streets in the
- Coastal Zone and if OPD’s were imnplemented on those strects, the public would be almost totally denied
access to-the beach, to early morning surfing, 1o late night fishing on Venice Pier, to late night grunion
' observation (they. appeared most recently June 20-23), o the simple pleasure of walking along the Ocean
. Front Walk and the Venice Canals and watching the boat action at-the Marina del Rey Yacht Harbor.
“The beach belongs-to all of:the people of this State and réasonable access to it should be permitied at all
-'times. B S e R
3. BOE's token effort that conditioned approval of OPDs 522 and 523 -on extending beach lot parking is
~inadequate. 55 spaces - is mot- sufficient parking to- accommodate 13 million pepple in the LA
_Metropolitan area, and tourists. Tn addition, how they would ever locate these lots is apuzzle. Instead,
they would find empty streets with restricted parking, keeping the public from the beack.
4, There is a vocal minority in Venice who desire to: institute OPDs, - At the BOE public hearing, the
. community overwhelmingly voiced opposition.. - S ‘ R
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT:  Cindy Chambers
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A-5-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344

APPELLANT: John Davis
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City of Los Angeles Engineer

Re: APPEAL OF Coastal Development Permits
No. 08-07

No. 08-08

No. 08-11

No. 08-09

- No. 08-10

Dear City Engineer Gary Moore,

I'hereby appeal each of the aforementioned Coastal Development Permits individually
for the following reasons.

_ All of the Coastal Development Permits issued by the City Engineer are unlawful
because; :

The California Coastal Act guarantees DUE PROCESS OF LAW.

Coastal Act Chapter 4 Article 2.5
FAIRNESS AND DUE PROCESS §830320-30329

The City is out of conformance with Due Process provisions guaranteed by the Coastal
Act, even if the City approved a contradicting Ordinance. City Ordinance does not trump
State Law.

VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS RELTAING TO THE BROWN ACT

The Brown Act, Government Code Sections 54950-34962, governs meeting access for
local public bodies.

Only a “legislative body” may take “action” to approve or disapprove a Coastal
Development Permit. Conversely, any entity that is NOT a “legislative body” may NOT
take “action” to approve or disapprove Coastal Development Permit(s).

The City Engineer is NOT a “legislative body” of the State of California and could never
therefore take “action” to approve said Coastal Development Permits.

The terms “legislative body” and “action” are defined in the Brown Act.

The City Engineer actions to approve Coastal Development Permits are violative of the
California Coastal Act and the Brown Act.

VIOLATION OF DUE PRCCESS RELATING TO CEQA

COASTAL COMMISSION
California Public Resources Code Division 13 Environmental Protection Sections 2100-
21177 :
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Removing Parking in the Coastal Zone constitutes an impact of Statewide, Regional, and
Local importance requiring at minimum an Initial Study pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act.

The City failure to conduct a Initial Study, in light of the facts that the project is of
Statewide importance, that all Coastal Permits will have a cumulative effect on the
environment, and that public controversy exists violates due process. The failure
preempts affected State and Trustee Agencies from commenting on the potential negative
eftects of the project as the CEQA process commands.

VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS RELATING TO DISCRIMINATION

The Constitution of the United States and its Bill of Rights prohibit discrimination.

The City Engineer by its illegal issuance of Coastal Development Permits has attempted
to DISCRIMINATE against people who wish to access the Coastal Zone that are not
property owrers. The City Engineer proposes only to allow access to public property by
private property owners, excluding the majority of the population from wtilizing public
property they pay for and should rightfully have access to day and night. Many people
access the Coastal Zone in the evening, night, and early morming, The City Engineer has
DISCRIMINATED unlawfully by limiting access without complying with DUE
PROCESS. )

John Davis
PC 10152
Marina del Rey Ca. 90295
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