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STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR (DUAL PERMITS)
AND APPEALS - DE NOVO REVIEW

APPLICATION NUMBERS: 5-08-313 (OPD 523) & 5-08-314 (OPD 522)

APPEAL NUMBERS: 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)

APPLICANT: City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (Allan Willis)
PROJECT LOCATION: Public streets throughout the Venice area, City of Los Angeles.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Establish Overnight Parking District (OPD) Nos. 522 and 523 with
the restriction: “No Parking 2 a.m. to 6 a.m. Nightly - Vehicles with
District Permits Exempted”; and the erection of signs for such.

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.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

On February 4, 2009, the Commission determined that the appeals raised a substantial issue
with respect to conformity with the public access policies of the Coastal Act because the 2 a.m.
to 6 a.m. parking restrictions could adversely affect the public’s ability to utilize 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.). On May 5, 2009,
the City modified the proposal to include specific measures to mitigate the permit parking
program’s impact on the public parking supply (See Exhibit #5). Specifically, the City will allow
four-hour parking in three public parking lots near the beach that will be open 24 hours a days,
seven days a week, so that beachgoers who arrive before 6 a.m. will have a place to leave
their vehicles for several hours while they recreate along the shoreline.

Staff is recommending that the Commission APPROVE the coastal development permits for
the proposed permit parking program with special conditions to protect public access to
shoreline recreation areas. The recommended special conditions begin on Page Three.
See Page Two for the motions to carry out the staff recommendation.
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SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS:

City of Los Angeles certified Land Use Plan for Venice, 6/14/2001.

City of Los Angeles Local Coastal Development Permit No. 08-09 (OPD 522).

City of Los Angeles Local Coastal Development Permit No. 08-10 (OPD 523).

Coastal Commission Staff Report for 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 (Substantial Issue), 1/15/2009.

5. Coastal Development Permits A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341 and A-5-VEN-08-344.

PwnE

STAFE NOTE - DUAL PERMIT JURISDICTION:

Pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30600(b), any development which receives a local coastal
development permit from the City must also obtain a second (or “dual”) coastal development
permit from the Coastal Commission if the development is within the areas specified in Section
30601 (e.g., within three hundred feet of the beach or sea). The areas specified in Section
30601 are known in the City of Los Angeles permit program as the Dual Permit Jurisdiction
area. 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. The local coastal development permits in both the single
and dual jurisdiction areas are appealable to the Commission.

Because OPD 522 (Exhibit #2) and OPD 523 (Exhibit #3) are partially located in the City’s and
Commission’s “Dual Permit Jurisdiction” area, the City has submitted separate “dual’ coastal
development permit applications to the Commission (Coastal Development Permit Applications
5-08-313 and 5-08-314). The public hearings for the “dual” applications (5-08-313 and 5-08-
314) and the de novo reviews of the appeals of the local coastal development permits (Appeal
Nos. A-5-VEN-08-342 and A-5-VEN-08-343) will be combined.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution to APPROVE each
coastal development permit application with special conditions:

MOTION I: "I move that the Commission approve with special conditions Coastal
Development Permit 5-08-313 per the staff recommendation.”

MOTION II: "I move that the Commission approve with special conditions Coastal
Development Permit 5-08-314 per the staff recommendation.”

MOTION III: "I move that the Commission approve with special conditions Coastal
Development Permit A5-VEN-08-342 per the staff recommendation.”

MOTION IV:"l move that the Commission approve with special conditions Coastal
Development Permit A5-VEN-08-343 per the staff recommendation.”

The staff recommends a YES vote on each motion. Passage of the motions will result in
APPROVAL of each of the coastal development permit applications with special conditions,
and adoption of the following resolution and findings for each permit, as set forth in this staff
report or as modified by staff prior to the Commission’s vote. The motions pass only by an
affirmative vote of a majority of Commissioners present.
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Resolution: Approve Permits 5-08-313, 5-08-314, A-5-VEN-08-342 & A-5-VEN-08-343

The Commission hereby APPROVES a coastal development permit for the proposed
development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development as
conditioned will be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and will
not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction over the area to
prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal
Act. Approval of the permit complies with the California Environmental Quality Act
because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been
incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on
the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the
environment.

Standard Conditions

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 Commission office.

Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the
date this permit is reported to the Commission. Development shall be pursued in a
diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension
of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved
by the Executive Director or the Commission.

Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.

Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual,
and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future owners and
possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.

Special Conditions of Permits 5-08-313, 5-08-314, A-5-VEN-08-342 & A-5-VEN-08-343

Open On-Street Parking to the Public at 5 a.m.

Within Overnight Parking District Nos. 522 and 523, the City shall not require a permit for
a member of the general public to park a vehicle within a legal parking zone on the public
right-of-way between the hours of 5 a.m. and 2 a.m. the following day. To this end, the
City shall change the parking restriction within Overnight Parking District Nos. 522 and
523 to: “No Parking 2 a.m. to 5 a.m. - Vehicles with District Permits Exempted.”
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2. Approved Development

Coastal Development Permits 5-08-313, 5-08-314, A-5-VEN-08-342 and A-5-VEN-08-342
approve the establishment of Overnight Parking District Nos. 522 and 523 with the
following restriction: “No Parking 2 a.m. to 5 a.m. - Vehicles with District Permits
Exempted”. All development must occur in strict compliance with the special conditions
and the final plans approved by the Executive Director. Any deviation from the approved
Overnight Permit Parking Program (e.g., change in hours or district boundaries, or
deviation from the operation of Public Parking Lot Nos. 740, 761 or 731 as described in
Exhibit #5 of the Staff Report dated May 21, 2009) shall be submitted for review by the
Executive Director to determine whether another amendment to this coastal development
permit is necessary pursuant to the requirements of the Coastal Act and the California
Code of Regulations. If the Executive Director determines that an amendment is
necessary, no changes shall be made until a permit amendment is approved by the
Commission and issued by the Executive Director.

3. Operation of Public Parking Lot Nos. 740, 761 and 731

Public Parking Lot Nos. 740, 761 and 731 shall remain open and available 24 hours a
day for public parking as described in Exhibit #5 of the Staff Report dated May 21,
2009. The permittee shall post signs in each parking lot (at the entrance and exit of the
parking lot and within the parking lot) which clearly announce:

a) The availability of four hours of pre-paid parking for all visitors (at least until 9 a.m.
when the daily flat rate must be paid in Lot Nos. 740 and 731);

b) No nighttime parking for more than four hours;

c) The parking fee rates.

The signs shall be posted in the parking lots prior to, or concurrent with, the
implementation of the approved Overnight Permit Parking Program. The parking lot

signs shall be maintained consistent with this condition.

4. Time Limit on Overnight Permit Parking Program

The Commission's approval for the Overnight Permit Parking Program shall expire five
years after the date of the Commission's approval, unless the Commission approves a
permit amendment to extend the time limit. If the permittee submits a permit amendment
request (one application for each Overnight Parking District) before expiration of the time
limit, the Executive Director may authorize the program to continue as authorized by this
coastal development permit until the Commission can act on the future amendment
request. If the Commission does not approve a permit amendment granting an extension
of this time limit, the Overnight Permit Parking Program shall be discontinued, and all
signs that prohibit parking without a permit shall be removed from the public streets.
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IV. Findings and Declarations

The Commission hereby finds and declares:

A. Project Description

The City of Los Angeles proposes to establish five Overnight Parking Districts in the Venice
area in order to prohibit nighttime and early morning parking on the public streets by non-
residents (Exhibit #1). This staff report addresses the applications for Parking District Nos.
522 and 523, the districts that cover all of the beachfront neighborhoods north of Venice Pier
(Exhibits #2&3).

The City proposes to post signs on the public streets throughout each district with the following
restriction: “No Parking 2 a.m. to 6 a.m. Nightly - Vehicles with District No. XXX* Permits
Exempted.” The City, however, states that the parking prohibitions would not be implemented
throughout an entire district all at once. Instead, the City would post the signs on a block-by-
block basis, upon written request from the 11" District City Council Office (Exhibit #5, p.7).
The City has also indicated that the parking prohibitions would be implemented only on blocks
where at least two-thirds of the residents sign a petition requesting the permit parking system.
Parking permits will not be required to park a vehicle in any off-street public parking lots or in
any on-street metered stalls, as these types of public parking spaces will not be subject to the
proposed overnight parking prohibition.

The City has amended the proposal in order move the western boundary of Parking District
Nos. 522 and 523 from Speedway to Ocean Front Walk (a.k.a., the Venice Boardwalk), so that
the residents who live between Ocean Front Walk and Speedway will not be prohibited from
parking in the districts formerly limited to the area east of Speedway (Exhibit #5, p.5). Only
persons who reside in a residential building within each parking district will be able to purchase
a district parking permit which will exempt their vehicle from the proposed overnight parking
prohibition in their district. See Exhibit #5 (ps.7&8) for details regarding the City’s issuance of
the parking permits to the residents of each Overnight Parking District.

B. Public Access and Recreation

Although the appellants raised several issues with regard to the City’s proposed permit parking
program, including allegations that the proposal violates the right of the general public to use
the public rights-of-way and that it discriminates against homeless people who live in vehicles,
the Coastal Act issue is public access.? On February 4, 2009, the Commission determined
that the appeals raised a substantial issue with respect to conformity with the public access
policies of the Coastal Act because the 2 a.m. to 6 a.m. parking restrictions 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, bicycling, skating, fishing, exercising, etc.).

Coastal Act Sections 30210, 30211, 30212.5, 30213, 30214, 30220, 30221, 30223 and 30224
protect public recreation and public access.

1 XXX = The Parking District No. in which the street is located.
2 The City Council is separately exploring possible locations for overnight parking of recreational vehicles.
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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
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.
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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 certified City of Los Angeles Land Use Plan (LUP) for Venice also contains policies that
protect access to the coast and public parking facilities. Those policies are listed in Section C
(Local Coastal Program) of this staff report (See Page Nine). The standard of review for the
coastal development permits is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

The City had asserted that there would be plenty of parking available for early-morning
beachgoers (before 6 a.m. when permits would no longer be required to park on the streets) in
the off-street public parking lots and in the on-street metered stalls, as these types of public
parking spaces will not be subject to the proposed overnight parking prohibition. The City
manages three public parking lots, each situated one block inland of the beach at Rose
Avenue, Windward Avenue, and at North Venice Boulevard (Exhibit #4: Parking Lot Nos. 740,
761 & 731). There are also three paved parking lots on the beach that are managed by the
County of Los Angeles Department of Beaches and Harbors, located on the beach at Rose
Avenue, North Venice Boulevard and at Washington Boulevard/Venice Pier (Exhibit #2). The
three County beach parking lots, however, do not open until 6 a.m., so beachgoers arriving
before 6 a.m. are not able to use them.

The City also identified the commercial areas near the beach where metered parking spaces
line the streets; pointing out that a permit will not be required to park in one of the metered
spaces (or in a loading zone or taxi zone). Parking stall counts showed that most of the
metered spaces were not occupied during the early morning hours (the parking meters do not
have to be paid until 8 a.m.). Along Main Street, at Rose Avenue two blocks inland of the
beach, there are 47 metered parking spaces (near Parking Lot No. 740). Along Windward
Avenue and in the vicinity of Windward Circle, the City counts 97 metered parking spaces
within three blocks of the beach. There are seven metered spaces situated on the first block of
North Venice Boulevard, and 190 metered spaces lining Washington Boulevard for several
blocks inland of the Venice Pier.

When it approved the local coastal development permits for the Overnight Parking Districts in
November 2008, the City was counting on the hundreds of metered parking spaces and the
public parking lots to provide an adequate parking supply for early morning beachgoers, since
the number of early morning beachgoers driving to the beach is estimated to be no more than
a few dozen (before 6 a.m.). The problem, however, is that there is no way to know how many
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of the metered parking spaces will be available for early morning beachgoers when the
proposed permit parking program is in effect. Once the City starts to require parking permits
for parking on the streets at night, the metered parking spaces may become more heavily used
and occupied each night by those residents and non-residents who do not have or cannot
obtain a parking permit. The metered parking spaces may be the only place to park their
vehicle at night in Venice if they don’t have a parking permit. If the metered parking spaces
become the new overnight parking areas for many of the vehicles that used to park elsewhere
(before permits were required), then the metered parking spaces will not be available in the
early morning hours for beachgoers.

Therefore, the proposed permit parking program could result in an inadequate parking supply
for the beachgoers who drive to the shoreline area before 6 a.m. Even after 6 a.m. when the
streets open for public parking (i.e., no permit required) under the City’s proposed permit
parking program, it may take another hour or more for some of the residents to vacate some of
the parking spaces on the street that support coastal access. Therefore, the originally
proposed overnight permit parking program would adversely impact coastal access by
eliminating, or significantly reducing, the primary parking supply for early-morning beachgoers
without providing any alternate or replacement parking supply.

The City has acknowledged the Commission’s concern about the ability of the public to access
the beach in the early morning when the general public will be prohibited from parking on the
public streets. On May 5, 2009, the City modified its proposal to include specific measures to
mitigate the permit parking program’s impact on the public parking supply (See Exhibit #5).
Specifically, the City will allow four-hour parking in three public parking lots near the beach that
will be open 24 hours a days, seven days a week, so that beachgoers who arrive before 6 a.m.
will have a place to leave their vehicles for several hours while they recreate at the shoreline.

The City’s three public parking lots where limited-term parking will be available 24 hours a day
are situated one block inland of the beach at Rose Avenue (Parking Lot No. 740 - 41 stalls),
Windward Avenue (Parking Lot No. 761 - 14 stalls), and at North Venice Boulevard (Parking
Lot No. 731 - 177 stalls) (See Exhibit #4). Since the time limit for parking in these three City
parking lots at night and early morning will be four hours, this parking supply will not be able to
be used for all-night parking, so the parking stalls will remain open and available for use by
early morning beachgoers. The City is eliminating the requirement to vacate Parking Lot No.
740 at 7 a.m., which effectively made the parking lot unusable for anyone who wants to stay at
the beach past 7 a.m. Parking fees ($1 or $2/hour at automated pay station, or daily seasonal
flat rate of $4 to $12 paid to attendant) will be required for using the three City lots, and the
vehicles in Parking Lot Nos. 740 and 731 will have to vacate the lots by 9 a.m. or pay the
parking attendant the daily flat rate fee.

Still, there is an access problem for any beachgoer who arrives before 6 a.m. and wants to
leave their vehicle for most of the day without returning to the metered space or City parking lot
at 8 a.m. or 9 a.m. to move it (or pay again). Normally, an early morning visitor could find a
parking spot on any one of the streets in the area and leave one’s vehicle there the whole day
while walking or riding down the bike path, fishing from the pier, or sunbathing on the beach.
Under the proposed permit parking program, such a beachgoer would have to wait until 6 a.m.
when the County beach lots open, or go to another beach (e.g., Long Beach, Manhattan
Beach, Huntington Beach and Newport Beach) where no permit is required to park on the
public streets.
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Therefore, in order to provide for maximum access, as called for by Section 30210 of the
Coastal Act, Special Condition One requires the City to change the hours when a permit is
required to park on the public street. Instead of 2 a.m. to 6 a.m., the hours shall be changed to
2 a.m. to 5 a.m. within Overnight Parking District Nos. 522 and 523. This one-hour change will
protect access for persons arriving at the beach before 6 a.m. who need to leave their vehicles
for longer than three or four hours. The one-hour change should not conflict with the City’s
goal to eliminate non-residents from parking overnight on Venice streets since parking permits
could still be required to park after 2 a.m. Only as conditioned do the permits conform with the
requirement of Section 30210 of the Coastal Act.

Special Condition Three requires that the City manage Public Parking Lot Nos. 740, 761 and
731 as described in Exhibit #5, and post signs to inform the public of the availability of the
public parking. Therefore, with the earlier 5 a.m. opening of the streets to public parking (with
no permit required), and with the City’s revised proposal to provide the limited-term public
parking supply in Parking Lot Nos. 740, 761 and 731 for early morning beachgoers (as
described in Exhibit #5), the public’s ability to access the coast is being protected as required
by the above-stated sections of the Coastal Act. Special Condition Four limits the term of the
Commission’s approval to five years so that the approved permit parking program can be
reviewed in order to determine if there have been any changed circumstances or unforeseen
adverse impacts to coastal resources after five years. As conditioned, the proposed project is
consistent with the Public Access and Recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

C. Local Coastal Program

Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act provides that the Commission shall issue a coastal
development permit only if the project will not prejudice the ability of the local government
having jurisdiction to prepare a Local Coastal Program (LCP) that conforms with Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act:

(a) Prior to certification of the Local Coastal Program, a coastal development permit
shall be issued if the issuing agency, or the commission on appeal, finds that the
proposed development is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing
with Section 30200) of this division and that the permitted development will not
prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a Local Coastal Program that
is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200). A
denial of a coastal development permit on grounds it would prejudice the ability of the
local government to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformity with the
provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200) shall be accompanied by a
specific finding which sets forth the basis for such conclusion.

The City of Los Angeles does not have a certified Local Coastal Program for the Venice area.
The City of Los Angeles Land Use Plan (LUP) for Venice was effectively certified on June 14,
2001. The certified Venice LUP sets forth the following policies that are relevant to the
proposed project:

Policy Il. A. 1. General. It is the policy of the City to provide increased parking
opportunities for both visitors and residents of Venice, and improve summer weekend
conditions with respect to Venice Beach parking and traffic control. A comprehensive
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package of parking measures and strategies that addresses the needs and balances
the competing demands of residents and beach visitors is proposed. Parking facilities
shall be increased, subject to the availability of funding, to meet existing unmet needs
for residents and beach visitors in order to improve public access opportunities and
reduce conflicts between residential and beach visitor parking. Parking facilities for
beach overload parking shall be located outside of the Beach Impact Zone. To
facilitate ingress and egress to the beach area, a shuttle system that serves outlying
parking areas, lots or structures should be developed and maintained. The
development of parking facilities shall be consistent with Coastal Act policies.

The City’s policy is to provide sufficient parking for beach goers outside of local
streets, and encourage the use of this parking (simply restricting use of on-street
parking without providing an alternative would diminish public access to the beach).
An integrated plan should contain the following types of measures:

* Provision of new parking supply for beach goers;

* Measures to encourage beach goers to use the new supply;

» Measures to reduce parking demand; and

* Management and coordination of the parking and traffic system.

Policy Il. A. 6. Preferential Parking. Establishment of residential preferential
parking districts shall be contingent upon replacing displaced public parking spaces
with new public parking at a minimum one-to-one ratio.

Implementation strategies

To provide adequate visitor parking, the preferential parking district(s) should
be operated as follows:

- Parking restriction shall not be less than 4-hour within designated
residential district(s); meters, if provided, shall be priced and enforced to
encourage use of off-street lots and shall accept payment for time
increments up to 4 hours.

- Require that the general public maintain the right to buy a day-permit
allowing parking on all streets within the zone.

Policy 1l. A. 9. Protection of Public Parking. The following policies shall be
implemented and enforced in order to protect and enhance public parking
opportunities provided on public rights-of-way and in off-street parking areas:

a. Beach Parking Lots. The beach parking lots located at Washington
Boulevard, Venice Boulevard and Rose Avenue shall be protected for long-
term (4-8 hours) public beach parking. No parking spaces in the beach
parking lots shall be used to satisfy the parking requirements of Policies 11.A.3
and 11.A.4 (Parking for Residential, Commercial and Industrial Uses, etc.). The
temporary short-term lease or reservation of parking spaces in the beach
parking lots may be permitted if the proposed temporary use of the parking
supply does not conflict with the need for public parking by beach goers. Any
proposal to allow overnight residential parking in the beach parking lots shall
include provisions to enforce a prohibition against the storage of vehicles in the
lots during the daylight hours by non-beach goers.
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b. Street Ends. It is the policy of the City to not permit privatization of street
ends. Public parking opportunities shall be protected and encouraged at
improved and unimproved street-ends that abut Ocean Front Walk and/or the
beach.

c. Rights-of-way. In order to maintain and increase the public parking supply,
the City shall maximize and protect the availability of public parking
opportunities on City streets that currently accommodate vehicular traffic.

d. Curb cuts. In order to protect on-street parking opportunities, curb cuts shall
not be permitted where vehicular access can be provided from an alley. When
vehicular access cannot be safely provided from an alley, curb cuts shall be
limited to the minimum amount necessary to provide safe vehicular access to a
site. Old curb cuts shall be restored to curbside public parking when feasible.

e. Private parking. EXxisting ordinances shall be enforced to ensure that parking
areas situated on street-ends and on public rights-of-way are protected for
public use and shall not be privatized or posted for private use.

The proposed project, as conditioned to protect the public’s ability to access the coast,
conforms to the policies of the certified Venice LUP. Therefore, approval of the project, as
conditioned, will not prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare an LCP that is in
conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

D. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Section 13096 Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of
a coastal development permit application to be supported by a finding showing the application,
as conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent with any applicable
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of
CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives
or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant
adverse effect which the activity may have on the environment.

In this case, the City of Los Angeles is the lead agency for the purposes of CEQA. The City
determined that the project is exempt from CEQA under a General Exemption set forth in
Article 11, Section | of the 2002 Los Angeles City CEQA Guidelines.

The proposed project, as conditioned, has been found consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of
the Coastal Act. All adverse impacts have been minimized by the recommended conditions of
approval and there are no feasible alternatives or additional feasible mitigation measures
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact that the activity may
have on the environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as
conditioned, can be found consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to
CEQA.
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Parking Lot 740 — 301 5 Main Street

C{HANGES

No. of Parking Spaces 4l .
Revenue Coflection Mathod None Pay Station
Fee Structure . Free Haurly rote
'PamingAJIawedz—GAM? . Yas e Yes
8 PM - 7 AM summer
Nighttime Hrs of Dperation weekends and holidays. 24/7
|_~ . & PM -2 AM all other times
None, but vehicles mu_st leave 4 hours, but vehictes must leava
Time Limit before attendant arrives at before attendant arrives at 9 AM an
2 AM on summer weekends Lol h
andl Y
ang hoiidays
Parking Lot #761 — 1608 S Pacific Avenue
No.of Parking Spaces ______ 1 [ 4
enue Collection Method None . Pay Statl
Structure free . Hourlyrote |
. Yes { R Yes
GPM—BAMeveryday | 28/7 i
Time Limit None ! 4 hours [14 spaces)

Parking Lot #731 - 200 N Venice Boulevard

No. of Parking Spaces

None 1

Contractor permit sales

4 hours until 5 AM next meming,
Nighttime vehicles leaving ofter

Time Limit

one, monthly permittess
leaving after 9AM
must pay dally rate
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES

CALIFORNIA
RITA L. ROBINSON L DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
GEMNERAL MANAGER 160 8. Main St., 10" Floor
LOS ANGELES, CA 80012
(213) 972-8470
FAX (213) §72-8410
ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA
MAYOR
RECEIVED
Seuth Coast Region
May 4, 2009
MAY = B 7008
Mr. Charles Posner
Coastal Program Analyst CALUFORNIA
California Coastal Commission COASTAL COMMIGHION

200 Oceangate, 10" Floor
Long Beach, CA 908024316

SUBJECT: Clarification and Addendum to “Dual Permits”; Coastal Development
Permit (CDP) Application Nos. 5-08-313 and 5-08-314 for Venice
Qvernight Parking Districts in Los Angeles, CA

Dear Mr. Posner:

Thank you for taking the time to meet with me and representatives from the City's 14
Council District, Bureau of Engineering (BOE), Department of Transportation (0OT) and
City Attorney’s office on March 24, 2009. We appreciate the time that you and your
colteagues from the California Coastal Commission spent with us explaining your
concerns and helping us explore solutions to some outstanding issues relative to our
pending Coastal Development Permit (CDP) applications for five Overnight Parking
Districts (OPDs) in the Venice area of the City of Los Angeles.

At the beginning of cur March 24 meeting, we clarified how the proposed Venice OPDs
would be administered {(Attachment A}, and explained in detail the results of the three
parking surveys and on- and off-street parking inventory that the City considered when
approving the local CDPs - specifically OPD Nos. 522 and 523 (refer to Attachment B,
for parking inventory maps). We also described in detail the existing and proposed
modified operation of the two City parking lots (from north to south, Lot 740 and Lot No.
800/761), which were added as conditions to the CDP approvals associated with OPD
Nos. 523 and 522, respectively. Following is a description of the existing and proposed
modified operation of these two lots:

DOT Lot No. 740

Existing Operation

DOT Lot No. 740, located at 301 South Main Street in Venice, contains 41
parking spaces. During the summer months (May-September) this lot is staffed
EXHBIT#___ 5
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Mr. Charles Posner -20f6- May 4, 2009

with an attendant between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on Saturday,
Sundays and holidays; and a flat rate is charged to park all day with the rate
ranging from $5.00 tc $12.00 depending on the weather and the time someone
arrives at the lot. Monday through Friday during the summer months and every
day during the winter months (October-April) the spaces are metered with either
two-hour ar ten-hour time limits and are operated between the hours of 9:00 a.m.
and 6:00 p.m. At night the lot is open; parking is free; and there are no time
limits. However, signs are posted on the lot stating that all vehicles must be
removed by 9:00 a.m. on Saturdays, Sundays and hclidays during the summer
months.

Proposed Operation

To ensure that spaces are available for beachgoers between 2:00 and 6:00 am.
with at least a four-hour time limit, the City proposes o modify the operation of
Lot No. 740 as follows: '

a. The hours of operation will be extended so that the lot will operate all-
day, every day. This 24/7 operation will make it easier for the public to
understand that time limits are always enforced and fees are always
charged.

b. The existing time limits on ail spaces will be changed to a four-hour
time limit all day, every day. Parking paystations on the lot will be
modified to allow customers to purchase up to four hours of parking at
any time of day. Four hour parking encourages the turnover of parking
spaces, which could increase access to nearby coastal facilities.

C. The current attendant operation will be continued on summer
weekends and holidays.

DOT Lot No. 800/761

Existing Operation

First of all, we would like to point out that the reference to DOT Lot No. 800 as a
site-specific condition of approval in the City's Coastal Development Permit for
OPD No. 522 (local CDP No. 08-09) was in error, and that the parking lot located
at 1608 Pacific Avenue is actually DOT Lot No. 761. DOT Lot No. 761 contains
14 metered parking spaces with a one-hour time limit and is operated every day
of the year between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. At night (6:00 p.m. to
8:00 a.m.}, the lot is open; parking is free; and there are no time limits. Any
vehicles parked during the night, which remain in the lot past 8:00 a.m. the next
day, are subject to the posted time limits and the hourly parking rates.

COASTAL COMMISSION
5-08-3I13d50B-34
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Mr. Charles Posner -30f6- May 4, 2009

Proposed Cperation

To ensure that spaces are available for beachgoers between 2:00 and 6:00 a.m.
with at least a four-hour time limit, the City proposes to modify the operation of
Lot No. 761 as follows:

a. The hours of operation will be extended so that the lot will operate all-day,
every day. This 24/7 operation will make it easier for the public to
understand that time limits are always enforced and fees are always
charged.

b. The existing one-hour time limit will be changed to a four-hour time limit all
day, every day. The parking paystation on the tot will be modified to aliow
customers to purchase up to four hours of parking at any time of day.
Four hour parking encourages the turnover of parking spaces, which could
increase access to nearby coastal facilities.

Also at the March 24 meeting, you and your cotleagues from the California Coastal
Commission indicated that the “substantial issue” raised by the appeals of the City's
locai CDP Nos. 08-07 through 08-11, which was described in the staff report to the
Commission on February 4, 2009, was that the City's OPDs were not consistent with
the Coastal Act’s policy of maximizing access to the beach — especially during the early
morning hours. We all agreed at the outset that beach access was primarily a concemn
for OPD No. 522 (West Venice) and CPD No. 523 (East Venice) and was not a concern
for the other three OPDs - OPD No. 520 (Oxford Triangle), OPD No. 521 (President's
Row) and OPD No. 526 (Villa Marina) areas. Consequently, the discussion on March
24 focused on addressing the “substantial issue” of beach access for OPD No. 522 and
523. Per our discussion, following are two addendum items to be appiied to Dual
Permit Application No. 5-08-314 for OPD 522 (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-08-342) and Dual
Permit Appiication No. 5-08-313 for OPD 523 (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-08-343):

1} A proposed revision to the City's pending CDP+application for OPD No. 522 (West
Venice) and OPD No. 523 (East Venice) that would make DOT Lot No. 731 at
Pacific Avenue and Venice Boulevard also available to early morning beachgoers.

2} A proposed revision to the City’s pending CDP applications for OPD No. 522 (West
Venice) and OPD No. 523 (East Venice) to include residents living west of
Speedway in either OPD.

Following is a detailed description of the two addendum items:

DOT Parking Lot No. 731

Existing Operation

DOT Lot No. 731, located at 200 North Venice Boulevard, contains 177 parking

spaces. During the summer months (May-September) this lot is staffed with an

attendant every day between the hours of 7:00 2 m. and 8:00 p.m., and a flat rate

is charged to park all day with the rate ranging from $5.00 to $12.00 depending
EXHIBIT #___ O
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Mr. Charles Posner -4 of 6 - May 4, 2009

on the weather and the time someone arrives at the lot. During the winter
months {October-April) this lot is staffed with an attendant every day between the
hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., and a flat rate is charged to park all day with
ihe rate ranging from $4.00 to $7.00 depending on the weather and the time
someone arrives at the lot. At night the lot is open until 11:00 p.m., and patrons
use an “honor box” to pay $2.00 or $3.00, depending on the day of the week, to
park from the time the attendant leaves until 11:00 p.m. Overnight parking is
prohibited between 11:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m., but monthly permits are scld which
atlow permit holders to park each night between 6:00 p.m. and 9:00 am. Any
vehicles with monthly permits parked during the night, which remain in the lot
past the start of revenue aperation the next day, are subject to the daily parking
rates in effect at the time the vehicle exits the lot.

Proposed Operation

To ensure that spaces are available for beachgoers between 2:00 and 6:00 a.m.
with at least a four-hour time limit, the City proposes to modify the operation of
Lot No. 731 as follows;

a. The hours of operation will be extended so that the lot will operate all-day,
every day. This 24/7 operation will make it easier for the public to
understand that time limits are always enforced and fees are always
charged.

b. All 177 spaces in Lot No. 731 will be made available for nighttime parking
with a four-hour time fimit during nighttime hours (i.e., from the time the
attendant leaves each evening until the attendant returns the next
morning). Four hour parking encourages the turnover of parking spaces,
which could increase access tc nearby coastal facilities.

c. The monthly nighttime permit parking program will continue to be

available.

The attendant operation will continue to operate as it does today.

e. Two parking paystations will be installed at the west end (near Pacific
Avenue) of Lot No. 731, replacing the existing “honor box® at the
southeast cormner of Pacific Avenue and North Venice Boulevard. The new
paystations will allow customers to purchase up to four hours of parking
any time during the period from when the attendant leaves each evening
(either 8:00 on summer nights or 5:00 p.m. on winter nights) until 5:00
a.m. the next moming. Four hour parking encourages the turnover of
parking spaces, which could increase access to nearby coastal facilities.

f. Anyone arriving in Lot No. 731 between 5:00 am. and 7:00 a.m. when the
attendant comes on duty will still be able to buy time but only for the time
remaining until 9:00 a.m. Anyone arriving at Lot No. 731 once the
attendant is on duty will have to pay the applicable flat daily rate to park in

the iot.
COASTAL COMMISSION
S5-0B-31345-08-314
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Mr. Charles Posner -50f6 - May 4, 2009

Residents Living West of Speedway

City staff acknowledged in the March 24 meeting that it was an oversight on the part of
the City to establish Speedway in Venice as the western boundary of both OPD Nos.
522 and 523, because it excluded residents who live along Ocean Front Walk as well as
those who live between Ocean Front Watk and Speedway from being able to park their
vehicles in OPD Nos. 522 and 523, as applicable. The City has determined that
extending the western boundaries of both OPD Nos. 522 and 523 from Speedway to
Ocean Front Walk would solve this problem. Then Venice residents who live west of
Speedway would be able to buy permits that would exempt them from any OPD parking
restrictions posted anywhere within the OPD in which they reside, and OPD parking
restrictions could also be posted for on-street parking spaces located near their
residences along east-west streets between Speedway and Ocean Front Walk.

Requested Addendum to the City's CDP Applications

The City is requesting the following amendments (as shown on Attachment C};

1. The City hereby requests that its CDP application for OPD No. 522 (West
Venice) and OPD No. 523 (East Venice) be amended as follows to add DOT Lot
No. 731 as an additional off-street parking lot available to beachgoers between
2:00 and 6:00 a.m. The City will modify the operation of DOT Lot No. 731 as
described above to make its 177 spaces available to members of the public
wishing to access the beach between 2:00 and 8:00 a.m.

2. The City hereby requests that the PROJECT LOCATION description in its CDP
application for OPD No. 522 {(West Venice) be amended to read as follows to
make the centerline of QOcean Front Walk the western boundary of the OPD:

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 Kinney Boulevard, on the south by Washington
Boulevard, on the west by QOcean Front Walk, and on the north by
Brooks Avenue and including 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 Qcean Front Walk, the east side of Ocean Front Walk
between Washington Boulevard and Brooks Avenue, and the south
side of Brooks Avenue between Ocean Front Walk and Main Street.

3. The City hereby requests that the PROJECT LOCATION description in its CDP
application for OPD No. 523 (East Venice) be amended to read as follows to
make the centerline of Ocean Front Walk the western boundary of the OPD:

COASTAL COMMISSION
5-08-3/(3 4 5-08-3 14
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Mr. Charles Posner -60of6- May 4, 2009

PROJECT LOCATION: The project is located within the East Venice
area of Venice. The Overnight Parking District (OPD) 523 consists of
both sides all street segments within the area bounded on the west
by Abbot Kinney Boulevard, Brooks Avenue and Ocean Front Walk,
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 Ocean Front
Walk, the east side of Ocean Front Walk between Brooks Avenue
and the City Limit with the City of Santa Monica, the west side of
Lincoin 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
Boulevard.

We appreciate the opportunity to clarify how DOT proposes to modify the operation of
DOT Lot Nos. 740 and 761, which are the existing conditions associated with OPD Nos.
523 and 522, respectively. Additionally, DOT is requesting an addendum to the Dual
Permit Application Nos, 5-08-313 and 5-08-314 for OPD Nos. 522 and 523 to modify the
operation of Lot No. 731. With the addition of Lot No. 731, a total of 230 off-street
parking spaces would be made available as part of the operation of OPD Nos. 522 and
523 for early morning beachgoers in the Venice area. Additionally, the DOT addendum
is requesting that the boundary of OPD Nos. 522 and 523 be amended to include
residents living west of Speedway.

Thank you for your assistance and consideration regarding these matters. If you have
any questions, please either e-mail me at Alan.Wiilis@lacity.org or call me at 213-972-
8430.

Sincerely,

Alan E. Willis, P.E.
Principal Transportation Engineer

AEW:
H:\Overnight parking\Venice OPDs\CCC Addendum Letter 050409.doc

cc:  Julie Van Wagner, Bureau of Engineering
Laura McLennan, CD 11

Attachments:
Attachment A — Overnight Parking District Signs & Permits COASTAL COMMISSION
Attachment B — Parking Inventory Maps =AVe+ attached S5-08-3/3 ¢ 5-08-214

Attachment C — Addendum to CDP Applications for Venice OPDs
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OVERNIGHT PARKING DISTRICT SIGNS & PERMITS

(Revised May 4, 2009)

Overnight Parking District Signs:

The “No Parking 2 AM to 8 AM: Vehicles with District No. 52# Permits Exempted” Overnight District
parking restriction will not automatically be installed on any of the street segments in Overnight
Parking Districts, 520, 521, 522, 523, or 526. These signs will only be installed, on a block by block
basis, by the Department of Transportation (DOT) upon written request from the 11" District Council
Office.

Anyone who lives on any of the blocks within an Overnight Parking District can purchase permits for
their vehicles or for their visitors to be exempt from the overnight parking restrictions for that same
district, regardiess if there are Overnight Parking District signs posted on the biock where they live.
If there are not any overnight parking restrictions posted where you usually park, then you probably
don’t need to buy a permit at this time. When Overnight Parking District signs have been approved
for posting on other blocks within a district, DOT will send the residents of the approved blocks a
notice advising them that the signs will be going up in about 2-3 weeks.

Vehicles displaying valid permits for the Overnight Parking District where they are parked will be
exempt from the "No Parking 2 AM to 6 AM; Vehicles with District No. 52# Permits Exempted”
restrictions and can park on any of those street segments overnight where those signs are posted.
Vehicles without permits will get tickets if they are parked on blocks where those signs are posted.
Vehicles with disabled persons placards/license plates or commercial license plates are not

exempted.

Parking Permit Sales Information:

Overnight Parking permits may be purchased weekdays (except holidays) from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00
p.m. at the following sales locations: : '

West Los Angeles Service Center Mid-Wilshire Service Center
8911 West Pico Blvd., Suite B-201 3333 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 3337
Los Angeles, CA 90035 Los Angeles, CA 90010

Van Nuys Service Center Downtown Service Center
8309 Van Nuys Bivd. #103 312 W. 2™ Street

Van Nuys, CA 91401 Los Angeles, CA 90012

Customer Service:  (310) 843-5936

When purchasing permits for the first time, you will be required to provide two proofs of residency
(such as your driver's license, a current utility bill, 2 rent/lease agreement, etc.). If you are not sure
what other types of proofs of residency are acceptable, call the Customer Service number in
advance. Only cash, check or money order will be accepted for payment. Once accounts are
established, permit renewals can be done through the mail, and only check or money order are

accepted as payment.
COASTAL COMMISSION
5-08-31345-08-314
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Permit Types/Fees:

RESIDENT PERMIT (Maximum of 3 per dwelling unit):

The current cost of these permits is $15.00 each, and they are good for a maximum period of 12
months. Permits issued for periods other than one year may be issued at prorated costs in $5.00
increments. This permit is a sticker; which is permanently affixed to the rear driver's side bumper or
window of your vehicle. It can be used to park anywhere within the District. To qualify for a
Resident permit, the vehicle must be registered to your address. If it is a company vehicle, a letter
from your employer confirming the license number of the vehicle and that it is assigned to you must
be presented.

You are required to present the vehicle registration for each vehicle for which you are
purchasing a Resident permit. [f lost or stolen, the permit may be replaced at a cost of $5.00;
however, you will be required to provide a written statement of loss. If you purchase a replacement
vehicle, your new vehicle will require a replacement permit, and to qualify for the replacement rate,
you must provide us with the remains of the old permit to invalidate it.

VISITOR PERMIT (Maximum of 2 per dwelling unit):

Visitor Permits currently cost $10.00 each, and are valid for 4 months from the date of purchase.
This permit can be used on any vehicle, and is valid on any block(s) within the District. The permit
must be hung from the rearview mirror of the vehicle. Lost or stolen Visitor permits cannot be

replaced unti} they expire.

OPD No. 520-523 GUEST PERMIT (Maximum of 10 permits per day per dwelling unit, no
exceptions):

Guest permits currently cost $1.00 each, and they can also be purchased by mail (we usually require
at least a 4 week lead time), or in person at cne of the Permit Sales Offices. This permit is a
dashboard placard that can be used on any vehicle, anywhere in the District, but is only valid on the
“date of use” specified on the permit. The "date of use" is stamped on each permit by our sales staff
at the time of purchase.

OPD No. 526 GUEST PERMIT (Maximum of 25 permits-per day per dwelling unit):

Guest permits cost $1.00 each, and they can also be purchased by mail (we usually require at least
a 4 week lead time), or in person at one of the Permit Sales Offices. This permit is a dashboard
placard that can be used on any vehicle, anywhere in the District, but is only valid on the "date of
use” specified on the permit. The "date of use” is stamped on each permit by our sales staff at the
time of purchase. Sales of Guest permits in excess of 25 per dwelling unit per day is allowable, but
requires that the staff of Council District No. 11 provide DOT staff with advance written approval of
the saie of these excess permits.

Other information:

Visitor and Guest permits are exclusively for the use of the residents and their guests. Penalty for
violation of this requirement is loss of permit parking privileges for a period of one year. Generally,
vehicles with commercial license plates or disabied license plates/placards will also require a District
permit to be exempt from the posted Overnight Parking District restrictions. Vehicles with permits
are NOT exempted from Street Cleaning, fire hydrant, driveway blockage, red curb restrictions, or
any other posted parking restrictions that do not include “Vehicles with District No. 52# permits

exempted” language.
COASTAL COMMISSION
For questions about the Overnight Parking District Program, contact LADOT at {213) 978-3140
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Mark E. Rydvec
453 Rialto Avenue, Venice, CA 902971
delphiassociates@ca.rr.com/ 310-3924843

June 23, 2008

Gary Lee Moore, City Engineer

Julie Van Wagner, Heating Officer
Environmental Management Division
Bureau of Engineering

Board of Public Works

1149 South Broadway, Room 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015

Re: Local Coastal Development Permits for Venice Overnight Parking Districts (OPDs)
Dear Mr. Moore, dear Ms. Van Wagner:

You have invited resident comment concerning the coastal issues raised by the City’s
application for coastal development permits for Overnight Parking Districts that would
restrict parking from 2 AM to 6 AM on those blocks where 66% of residential units have
petitioned for such a restriction on theit block. I am pleased to provide these comments and
facts.

Due to the adequate existing supply of free public parking adjacent to the beach, there will
be no impact on coastal access from the adoption of the four Venice OPDs and the
subsequent implementation of the overnight parking restrictions on blocks requested by
tesidents. Further, the City of Los Angeles has already established a significant precedent
for such overnight parking restrictions under the Coastal Act

I have discussed the issue of the Coastal Act and coastal access with Mr. Charles Posner, a
20-year veteran of the Coastal Commission with oversight responsibilities for Venice. Mr.
Posner indicated to me that the Commission staff's concerns are limited to assuring
continued coastal access at eatly moming hours to surfers, fishermen, joggers and
pedestrians. For those individuals coming from outside of Venice, parking must temain
available. The time question is 4:30 AM to 6:00 AM, as the public lots on Venice Beach
open at 6:00 AM.

To determine the current availability of free public parking adjacent to the beach, I
conducted a parking study at approximately 4:30 AM on Saturday, June 21, the first day of
summer. The petimeters of the study were Main Street/Pacific on the east, the beach on the
west, the Santa Monica City limit on the north and Washington Boulevatd on the south. I
counted the total public merered spaces, and then the number that were unused at that hour.

COASTAL COMMISSION
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The results of the study are attached, as ate photographs of many of the open parking
spaces. There were a total of 119 unused parking spaces at that hour spread along the
coastal zone. All of these spaces are free for use from 6 PM to 8 AM. Further, thete are
scores of unused metered spaces along Main Street north of Rose and unused street parking
on Pacific alongside the west side of the MTA facility.

The establishment of the proposed Overnight Parking Districts would have no affect on the
overnight availability of these spaces since they do not front on residential structures and/or
they are located in public parking lots, and thus would not be included in resident petitions
fot block-by-block restrictions.

Further, 2s mentioned the public lots on the beach open at 6 AM and offer ample parking
for the public after that hour.

The conclusion is that there is currently significant parking capacity to accommodate surfers,
fishermen, joggers and pedestrians arriving by vehicle, very close to the Venice Pier and
Venice beach, in the early morning hours, and this capacity will not be affected by the
adoption of the OPDs.

As to the acceptability of overnight parking districts in the coastal zone under the Coastal
Act, I would note the precedent of the overnight parking restriction along Vista del Mar
from 10 PM to 6 AM from Waterview to Imperial (photograph attached) which was
established some time ago by the City of Los Angeles. Vista del Mar is the closest public
thoroughfare to the beach in Playa del Rey. As another precedent, I would direct your
attention to the 9 PM to 6 AM parking ban along The Esplanade in Redondo Beach.
Certainly, the City and Coastal Commission cannot allow these bans of greater length on
overnight parking in these locations next to the beach and ocean and then deny OPDs in
Venice, most of which will not be in such proximity to the beach and ccean.

Thank you for consideration of my thoughts on this matter.

Sincerely,

Mark Ryavec

Masters Degree, Urban Studies, Occidental College/Coro Fellows Program

Former Legislative Analyst, Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst, City of Los Angeles
Former Executive Director, Venice Boardwalk Association

Attachments:

Parking Study
Photographs

cc: Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa COASTAL COMMISSION

Councilman Bill Rosendahl
exHeTs___ G

Mt, Chatles Posnet, California Coastal Commission
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PARKING STUDY

OVERNIGHT PARKING AVAILABITY IN THE VENICE BEACH ZONE
June 21, 2008/4:30 to 5:00 AM

To ascertain the availability of free public parking available between 2 AM and 6 AM, 2
parking study was undertaken on the night of June 21, 2008 (i.e., Friday night) at
approximately 4:30 AM. Photos of the unused spaces accompany this study.

The study assessed all Public Metered Parking available between Main Street/Pacific and the
beach, between the Santa Monica City limit and Washington Boulevard.

On Waslﬁngton Blvd. from Pacific Ave. to Ocean Front Walk (OFW) at the Venice Pier-

51 total spaces/available free from 6 PM to 8 AM
On 6/21 34 spaces were open.

On North Venice Boulevard from Pacific to QFW-

7 spaces/available free from 6 PM to 8 AM

On 6/21 3 spaces were open,

On Windward, Windward Traffic Circle, and adjacent streets and metered lot at Pacific and
Windward-

83 spaces/available free from 6 PM to 8 AM
On 6/21 70 spaces were open.

On Main at Rose-

39 spaces/available free from 6 PM to 9 AM
On 6/21 12 spaces wete open.
Conclusion

There were at least 119 spaces available near the beach at 4:30 AM for free for use by
surfers, fishermen, joggers and pedestrians.

In addidon, thete were scores of additional free metered spaces available along stretches of
Main Street in Venice which were also open and unused at this hour.

None of these available spaces would be removed from their status as metered spaces
available for free at night by the establishment of the proposed Overnight Parldng Districts
since these spaces do not front on residential structures and/or they are located in public

psing lots COASTAL COMMISSION

Further, the public lots on the beach open at 6 AM and offer ample parking for the public

fter that hour,
after that hour EXHIBIT # G
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Parking Survey of Select Locations in the Venice Area: July 2008

As part of the local Coastal Development Permit process for the Venice Overnight
Parking Districts (OPD), EnviCraft LLC (subconsultant to CDM) conducted a survey to
document on-street parking availability during early morning hours at selected locations
in the Venice Beach area. The parking survey focused on metered parking in the area
bounded by Venice Beach on the west, Navy Court on the north, Pacific Avenue on the
east, and Washington Boulevard on the south. Documentation of on-street parking
availability occurred on July 13, 2008 (Sunday) and July 26, 2008 (Saturday) during the
summer beach use season. The results of the parking survey are as follows:

July 13, 2008, Sunday (approximately 6:00 a.m.)

o Market Street between Pacific Avenue and Venice Beach

There are 10 metered-spaces along this street segment that allow 1-hour parking
from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Parking is free before and after the posted hours. At
6:15 a.m., all 10 spaces were unused.

e  Windward Avenue between Pacific Avenue and Venice Beach

There are 36 metered-spaces along this street segment that allow 1-hour parking
from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Parking is free before and after the posted hours. At
6:10 a.m., 25 of the 36 spaces were unused.

s+ Washington Boulevard between Pacific Avenue and Venice Beach

There are 48 metered-spaces along this sireet segment that allow 2-hour parking

from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Parking is free before and after the posted hours. At

6:20 a.m., 14 of the 48 spaces were unused. At this time, there was an open

restaurant with customers along the south side of Washington Boulevard, and the
. unoccupied spaces were [ocated farther from the establishment.

July 26, 2008. Saturday (approximately 5:20 a.m.)

s Market Sireet between Pacific Avenue and Venice Beach

At 5:24 am., 9 of the 10 metered-spaces were unused.

+  Windward Avenue between Pacific Avenue and Venice Beach

At 5:20 am., 32 of the 36 metered-spaces were unused.

s  Washington Boulevard between Pacific Avenue and Venice Beach

At 5:32 am., 44 of the 48 metered-spaces were unused. All establishments along
this segment appeared to be closed.

COASTAL COMMISSION

Venice OPD Parking Survey, page 1
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In addition to surveying the metered parking along the above three street segments,
parking availability was also observed at two City-operated off-street parking lots close
to Venice Beach during the early morning on July 26, 2006, as follows:

s Parking Lot 740 at Main Street and Rose Avenue

There are 41 spaces available at Lot 740 that allow 1-hour parking from 8:00 a.m.

to 6:00 p.m. At 5:18 a.m., 16 of the 41 spaces were unused.

s Parking Lot 800 at Windward and Pacific Avenue

There are 14 metered-spaces available at Lot 800 that allow 1-hour parking from
8.00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. At 5:23 am., 13 of the 14 spaces were unused.

On July 13 and July 26, 2008 during the summer beach season, on-street parking along
streets with direct access to Venice Beach and at several off-street parking lots

approximately 1-2 blocks from Venice Beach was available to early moring beach users.

COASTAL COMMISSION
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Mon, Feb 23, 2009 7:41 AM

‘Subject: TO : THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION AND GOVERNOR
ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER

Date: Monday, February 23, 2009 7:41 AM

From: Nikoletta Skarlatos <nikolettal @mac.com>

Conversation: TO : THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION AND GOVERNOR
ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER

TO: Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger
Peter Douglas Executive Director
Bill Burke Vice Chairman
Jack Ainsworth

--  Chuck Posner

AND ALL OF THE COMMISSIONERS

Dear Sirs and Madames of The California Coastal Commission and
Governor Schwarzenegger:

I was truly flabbergasted on February 4, 2009 when our Police
Department, Councilperson, lawyer and all of the community both for
and against the establishment of the OPD’s in Venice were not even
heard by this commission. :

After years of following procedure, calling the Coastal Commission,
calling the Police, calling the Department of Transportation, galvanizing
this community, getting unanimous petitions signed through two
administrations to effect protected parking, the final group involved in
the very quality of our lives and the protection of this beach and this
ocean, the California Coastal Commission WOULD NOT HEAR ANYONE
and all were dismissed!

I am giving each one of you a full packet. I would like each and every
one of you to please read all of the communiqueés, all of the community
letters, look at all of the myriad calls to the Police, their comments, ook
at each and every picture of human defecation, urine, lack of parking for
residents at all times. I would like you to look at these photos of ail of

EXHIBIT #__.Z__
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the sewage and garbage that go directly into our storm drains which go
directly into our ocean.

I would like you to then please explain to me how our case for wanting
permit or restricted over night parking for those that live and pay taxes
here and wanting to protect our oceans from this degradation is in any
way antithetical to the responsibility of the Coastal Commission? I want
you to please explain to me how you could dismiss the public on
February the 4 2009. I want you to answer HOW CAN YOU CONTINUE to
completely disregard what is happening to this Ocean?

After spending an entire day at the hearing on February 4, 2009, I came
home to find no parking on my street as it was filled with campers. One
was dumping raw sewage and urine directly into the storm drain. I
walked to the back of my house and saw a pile of human fecal matter
against my house wall. Today, February 22, 2009, I cleaned up yet
another pile of human fecal matter just primed to go down the drain and
directly into our ocean.

And you cannot hear this? And you do no think that this is relevant and
immediate?

We truly hope that you will gain some insight from this material, and
finally LISTEN to what the residents of this community have to say.

Governor Schwarzenegger: Please encourage your appointees and this
Commission and it's staffers to listen to this community.

Sincerely., | q/_L
ﬂ? /&’J le 4{6‘4(@‘(@*‘"
Nikoletta Skarlatos
Resident. 4th Avenue in Venice, Ca between Rose and Sunset.

Nikoletta Skarlatos COASTAL COMMISSION
EXHIBIT # 2
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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: 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 Counci]
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 Ovemight 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 Rosendahi District 11, stated that the consuitants insure that the Overnight

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 dane by the City of Santa Monica was submitted to
the Coastal Commission and is an established standard of evaluation used to verify parking

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 80.54, and there is no 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

EXHIBIT #
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Reasons for Appeal 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 petitioping requirement.

Lack of Public Support

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 initiative. 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 belp, 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 Jure 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 wilf be submitted within 5 days to the Coastal Commission).

The beach belongs to ail 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 3021 1. Development includes any
“change in'density or intensity of use of land.”

Life long 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

EXHIBIT# &
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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 ne OPDs.
Overmight 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

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 al] 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

The California Coastal Act provides the “development shali not interfere with the public’s rigt;t
-of access to the sea” Government Code Section 30211. Development includes any “change in
density or intensity of use of [and.”

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

The Bureau of Engineering conditioned approval of OPD 522 and QOPD 523 by allowing for two
lots consisting of less than 60 spaces is available only between the hours of 2-6AM. This gesture

The resolutions, amendments, and motions used to create LAMC 80.54 and the 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

EXHBIT:__ O
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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 comumercial vehicles — not to remove homeless people from a

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 unwarnted vehicles).

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 morning, 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 homes, so much so that a 29-block OPD was created in Mar Vista (the town
Council Rosendahl 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

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,

Counciiman 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 ina
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Reasons for Appeal by Peggy Lee Kennedy ' 5

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 people 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, I 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-VE N-08-344

APPELLANT: _Deb_r_a’ 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

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 jn 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 ju Venice. Sumuner
weekend afternoon's, sure, but Overni ght? NOI

¢. 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 communify 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 smaii 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 Cafifornia 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 nieighborhoods in question will
show that in fact, the claim of their existence is unfounded. It jg 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 Engineeting 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.

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 vita] 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. Qther elected neighborhood council members and members seated on

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 Tssues

The City is violating the Fourth Amendment, the Fifih Amendment, the Fourteenth
Amendment, and the Fifteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution. Also the
City is violating the Internationa] 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-3-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

I. 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 OPP-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-interdgpartmental communication reveal | all-.provided pursuant to a Public Records
Request), the current effort to institute OPD’s-is-a not very thinly veiled schienie-to eliminate homeless
people with vehicles from our community - not by providing alternative places for them to patk their
‘vehicles, or housing that-they so desperately need, buf by denying them any public space. fo- park
overnight. The a lack of parking is because residents have converted garages to other uses, and 4s 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
accessto 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 Ros¢ 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 paiking 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; tolate 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 waiching the boat ‘action at the Matina: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 -
s, e e st iicienirh oot
* 3. BOE's token effort that conditioned approval of OPDs 522 and 523 on extendinig beach lot parking is
inadequate. 55 spaces is not sufficient parking to accommedate 13 million people: in:the "TA
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. .. - - . P R R B T
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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
¢/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 ag 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 I gave against installing OPDs to
push the approval through. [ draw your attention to the letter I wrote and read to the
Bureau 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,
’”7 - ExtiBiT#__ I
Mark Lipman : PAGE_L___oF . &5

Concemned Resident of Venice




November 17, 2008

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

From: Mark Lipman
c¢/0 Beachhead
-P.O. Box 2
Venice, CA 90294

RE:  Overnight 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 nights, particularly in
the narrow reading of the Fourteenth Amendment, which failed to 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 irpermissible.

“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 trave]
throughout the length and breath of our land uninhibited by statues, rules or regulations which
unreasenably burden or restrict this movement . .. _

“If a law has ‘no 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 1o 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 peopie —
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 Jjust 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, I understand that the Bureau of Engineering is not in the position to weigh such
things as ethics, morality, or the constitution, 5o let me ask you, have you, or your consultants
considered the statewide coastal ramifications of the Ovemight 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 sefting up a
domine effect that will have adverse consequences ¢ 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 mevitably 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. :

COASTAL COMMISSION

Sincerely,
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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:  Delilah Gjjl

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.

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 C oastal Zone. No evidence exists to support the
claim by the backers of this decision that a parking problem exists in the residential areas of V enice, 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 jn Venice against the implementation of this decision
because we see no avernight parking problem in the first place, but also because we recognize the
importance of non-resident beach and' Venice comnunity 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 € ode, whiclt is meant to protect off-
street parking in residential districts from commercial vehicles. Despite mentioning comimercial vehicles
as a reason behind the designation of these areas as OPDs, no proof of the existence of these conunercial
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 of the diversity of residents that it has become known for
and that the majority of us living here vaiue. '

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.

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: 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

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.

a No comprehensive parking study has been attached to the CDP reports, nor hias 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
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. Sumumer
weekend afternoon's, sure, but Overnigit? 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 oniy 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 becanse 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 ig 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

Dhopees o e trast shotdd e 24 howirs - His widd vnluds

Wl m&WW{aﬁ and warl_tp T
EZ(M Mﬂ/mue;:&'f' I/WW/@ Q—WW%M ’(zpm

= Mﬁdzg ﬁ/bu?( F QM(/LLFTL
D(QW’\/W@C Com md’wl/@{ml @{ DPbs (/LL

i QQS@\)M{@Dii Learz
WWW e W e Sl %Q{—
Ths 5 Wy
1 MLS W resded Mb
Q@%i&wﬂm WWW Mvz L
%ﬁ@ %@?ﬂ% b%* Ub%f W 36 W ,‘-

NO S wdwv@
OW \HT '_)4 i, Thig %% asnfrof

E{isﬁwg A <Ko el ot v b}
privatize .

COASTAL COMMISSION

EXHIBIT # __ oL &R~

PAGE__L__ofF__ ¢




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 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 peopie 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, ne 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 Engiheen’ng conditioned a]jproval 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. Gullette

1. No comprehensive parking study has been attached to the CDP reports and no parking study-has‘been
conducted that proves the Fact that the Clty needs to xmplement Ovemight Permit Parking in the Venice
Coastal Zone, . o T .

2.No legal Fact of pubhc support exxsts for OPDs in the Vemce Coastal Zonc

‘-‘3 The heach belongs to all people of thls state 'and reasonable dccess to'it should be permitted. af gl].
times, including between 2- 6AM. Coastal Act provides. the “development shall not interfere with the
pubhc s right of access to-the'sea” Govenunent Code Sectmn 30211. DeveIOpment mcludes any “chaugc
in. denSIty or intensity-of'use of land.” _ =

4. The 5 OPDs proposed for Vemcc v1rtua.11y cover all streets'in the Coastal Zone and if OPD’s
implemented on these streets, block by block’ through petition, the public will be almost totally demﬁd .
access to' the Coastal Zone during early morming hours. The California Coastal Act- provides the
“develgpment shall not interfere with the public ’s right of access to the sea” Government Code Secnon-
30211 DeveIopmsnt includes any “change in-: dens:ty O, mtensxty ofuse of land” - - .

5 The resolutions amendments, and motions used to create LAMC 80.54. and the Vemce OPDs along
with the letters from the Department of Transportation: afid" mountams of docux_n : ts and. correspondﬁ:nce 5
-Obtained through Informatior: At Requests reveal that the true intent of OPDs remo
: peo 'le hvmg In vehicles out of Venice. LAMC 80. 54, the OPD law, is based on:See]
o ia- Vehicle. Code, which is meant to protect off street parkm in:
_‘commercml vehicles ~Aotto teimove Homeless people fromiabgachit
. for. something-other than the- Ca.hforma Vehicle' Code it was- é:reated pursuant t :
cqumt human rights wolauons B - :
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AFFEAL NUYS,

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 Snowlake
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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 showﬁ for the creation of Ovemight Parking Districts (OPDs) in Venice, nor has their
desirability been convincingly argued. There is no evidence of public support for this action.

2. 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 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 afternoon's, but never -
overnight? o

3. This change will have 2 negative effect on public access to the shoreline. It will restrict public access to the )
beach. This restriction will Jmpact Venice businesses and in turn the health of the entire community at a time
when the overall economy is in peril. . &

4. The added expcnse and hasste of acquiring residénﬁal parking permits is an unnecessary burden to Venice.
_residents. It adverscly affects our ablhty to peaccfully enjoy our homes Our mvxted guests wxll bc restncted and :
.mconvemenced. _ ; . =

5.1tis clear that fhe creation of these OPDs is sunply mtﬂnded o purge the streets of vehxcie«dwellers, thereb
. driving them to relocate to other areas. This actmn wﬂl dcpnve the Vemce populauon of 1ts dlvcrsxty somethm
valued by the majonty of Vemce re51den1's s ‘

: ,6 We ‘are outraged by thc duphcxtous eﬁ'orts of a sma]l mmonty of resndents to impose their views: on th
_majority. This effort to' create. OPD’s has been muscled through by a vocal, but non-representative minority o
Venice residents, The' vast majority of people living in Venice are not in favor of this decision, bt they have no
-had their voices heard.. Not only are we who live in Venice against the’ melementauon of this decision bccaus
‘we see no overnight parking problem in the first’ pIace but also because we recogmze the lmportance of non
'7 resnient beach and Vemce commumty overmght access. R o T i
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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 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 ag
set out in the application is without merit. ‘'The lack of parking is NOT because of dbandoned vehicles-or
parked commercial vehicles. The City has provided no parking study or-cther evidence -supporting such
assertion. Rather, as'interdepartmental communication reveal:(all provided pursuant to a Public Records .
Request) amply demonstrate, the cutrent effort to institute OPD s is.anot very thinly veiled scheme:to
climinate homeless people with vehicles from-our community - not By providing alternative places fir
them to park their vehicles, or housing that they s0:desperately need, but by denying them any public
space {o 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 becayse Venice is 2 world reknown tourist destination. However,
as the City has failed to provide parking facilities sufficient to accommodate this extraordinary traffic.
;2. The California Coastal Act provides: that “development shall tiot interfere with the public’sright of
~'access 1o the sea” Government Code Section 30211 Development includes any “change in the dexisity
. or intensity of use of land”; ‘Tt bedch 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 fots in
-Menice close earlier and open later. Street parki g 1§ about the only:lite night/over night parking now
‘available to the public- i Venice. “The 5 OPD’s proposed for Venice cover virtually all strects in. the
- Coastal Zone and if OPD"s were implemented on those streets, the public would be almost totally desiied
‘1access to;the beach, to early moming surfing, to late night fishing on 'Venice Pier, to late night grunion
' observation (they appeared most recently fune 20-23), to the simple pleagure 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 aiid reasonable access t y'it should'be.permitted at all
‘3. BOE's-token- effort that conditioned approval of OPDs:522 and 5230 extending beach lot parkingis’
-'inadequate.. §5 -spaces ‘is “not- sufficient parking to: accommodate 13 :million people in the LA
- Metropolitan area, and tourists.. Tt addition, how they would ever locate these'lots is g puzzle, Instead,
- they would find empty streets with restricted parking, keeping the public fom'the beach.
- Tiiezs '8 Votal uiiiotity it Venics who desire to; institute OPD; . At the BOE: public hearing, the
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VE N-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 thier 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 pecple.
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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 (orporation
720 Rose Avenue, Venice, California 902412710

Tel: (310) 399-2700 Fax: (310} 399-1130
Web: www.V(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 oppbsition of the Venice Community Housing Corporation (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.

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 vear 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 rigk” and gang affiliated local youth, after

School programs for children 6-12 years old, and the first and only infant-toddler child care center

in Venice that is free to low income families. VCHC also 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 COASTAL COMM'SSH
unanimously approved a resolution to appeal the decision of the Bureay of Engineering to
approve the above-referenced OPD’s iy Venice. The reasons include the following. EXHIBIT # R k.
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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 Venjce is a destination
point for beachgoers from all over the region and tourists from all over the waorld, 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 virtuaily 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/l 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 eqsz of Lincoin 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 Coastal 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 6344B 14 (b). The Final Staff Reports recommending
approval of the OPD’s assert that public access would not be affected by the OPDY’s because the
County (not the City) has closed the beaches between the hours of 10:00 PM and 6:00 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 2006-201 4). 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 5 OPD’s for Venice.

Respectfully submitted

Venice Community Heusing Corporation

Steve Clare, Executive Director
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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:  Linda Lucks

{. Grounds for Appeat

The project impedes early marning 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.

II71ll. Statements of Fact and Issues

I am a resident at 30 Wave Crest Avenue, Venice 90291, in the walk street neighborhood approximately one biock
south of the boundary between the proposed West Venice and East Venice overnight parking districts (OPDs).
This praposal wifl 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 cne 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 te 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 encugh parking spaces to accommodate either all of the
residents who need on-street parking or beach visitors. Every night there is a run on parking and some
people park many blocks east of their residences by default. Overnight parking restrictions will not change
that, but it will impede coastal 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 to
increase the supply of parking rather than rrationally 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 unciear
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 coutd 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 Coastal 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 lot.

2. Pecple 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 street

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.

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 waik-street area.

3. Requiring permits for the use of the Pacific Avenue 8 p.m.-8 a.m. parking spaces from 2.5 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 legai parking spaces for use by permit holders and Coasta| visitors. The Pagcific Avenue overnight
parking should be excluded from these OPDs should the City go forward with these proposais or they shouid
become 24-hour-per-day parking spaces. The latter could reasonably be expected to cayse severe traffic
congestion with its concurrent Coastal access and air quality implications, however.

4. Ifthis program is intended to indirectly reduce the impact of overnight parking by transients, it is the equivaient
of trying to kil a fly 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 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 simpiy doesn’t ensure the purchaser of safe, legal andfor convenient parking, charging
anything at all for a permit that is, at best, a specuytative 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 Callifornia Coastal Commissicn. 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 Coastai Zone, the Cammission has both the right and obligation to ensure that the end result
functions effectively for residents and coastal visitors alike, [t is abundantiy 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.

8. The procedure established for residential blocks within the permit district to vote an whether it will participate in
the parking district effectively disenfranchises the vast majority of the many walk-street residents iiving within the

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 impeding
visitor access to the Coastal Zone. Additionally, as described above, if the districts are implemented from

Hampton Drive westward, unworkabls 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 faimess and justice,

More appropriately the applications for districts 522 and 523 should be rejected out of hang,
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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

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 ots in Venice (at the end of Washington Blvd., Venice
Bivd. 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 de] Rey Yacht Harbor.
'The beach belongs to all of the people of this State and reasonable access to it should be permitted at al]
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-8-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 neightiorhoods within the proposed district.

M. Statements of Fact and issues

I am a resident at 31-1/2 Breeze Avenue, Venice 80291, in the waik street neighborhood approximately one block
south of the boundary between the Pproposed West Venice and East Venice overnight 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.

want to buy permits, whether or not there are any beach (or, in this case, ovemnight) visitors competing for those

numbers of Spaces, there's no

way to determine whether requiring permits for ovemnight street parking will actually alieviate g problem or simpiy
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 affecteqd area knaw from direct experience
that there are not enough parking spaces to accommodate either ail of the residents whe need on-street parking

or beach visitors. Ovemight parking restrictions will not change that, but it wili impede coasta! access for surfers
and fishermen/women who often arrive before or near dawn and would be vittimized by barking districts 522 and
523. A better solution would b to 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 tha City has properly enforced the Program or made use of sither the parking spaces or funding it is

- Intended to generate. The CD 11 parking meter fund Could also be tapped for thig purpose, along with the Venjce
Surplus Property Fund. Simple observation suggests that no serioys attempt to increase either the on- or off-
street parking supply in the Venice Coastal Zone has occurred in maore than 15 years,

2. 'People li{ring (és | do) in the “border areas” where two districts abut will, in fact, have their and their visitors’
parking opticns 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 proposed parking district one resides in. (In-my
case, that means on the northerly curb of Brooks Avenue or on other streets northerly of Brooks and easterly of
Pacific Avenue. Al of these locations are proposed to be in district 523 while | raside in district 522).

Thus, unless this permit scheme explicitly allows someone residing in cne 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 violation of the Coastai Act.

If there are no avallable spaces in their own parking district, they cannot use their permit in an adjacent district,
and the entirety of Venice west of Linceln is covered by this program, there will be no place they can safely and
legaily park overnight, especially if they have to do that Parking prior fo 8 p.m. and cannot move their vehicle by 8
a.m. Atthe very least, the City sheuld 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 weil be
unworkable, further underscoring the futility of proposing permit parking in the Venice beach walk-street area,

4. Ifthis program is intended to indirectly reduce the impact of overnight parking by transients, it is the equivalent ’
of trying to kill 2 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 | befieve 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 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, frankiy, appaliing. As with any project or

' proposal within the Coastal Zone, the Commission has both the right and obligation to ensure that the end resuyit
functions effectively for residents and coastal visitors alike. Itis abundantly clear that these parking districts —
specifically numbers 522 and 523 — are dysfunctional in the area most ¢rucial 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 rajority 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 oniy could lead to many residents who have no choice

' Furth'er, itis 'by no means clear whether the hundreds of residents living on or near the boundary between districts
§22 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.

Cenclusion
If these parking districts are implemented as proposed, they will violate the Publie Resources Code by impeding
visitor access to the Coastai Zone. Additionally, as described above, if the districts are implemented from

Hampton Drive westward, unwarkabie 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 = matter of faimess 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: LAW OFFICES OF SABRINA VENSKUS

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

To Whom It May Concern:

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 Log
Angeles on September 5, 2008 and was denied relief, -

The NOD has failed to address the following issues raised in-my initia] cbmments on the
Venice OPD proposals. These issues should be addressed by the Coastal Commission.

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
No. 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
0f 2 a.m. 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 (et 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. Thisis 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 An eles’ conclusion that there are public
safety and public welfare issues related to abandoned vehicles and overnicht
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 neighborheods 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

Therefore, there is no need to further Lmit 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 still 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.

'ncerely, 7
o /x\ %
/ p

7 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 confiict 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. Yet, 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 impiementation of OPDs would create a vittual gated
community in Venice, in which visitors to 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 distinct and valuable natural resource of vital and
endorsing interest to all the people and exists as a delicately balanced ecosystem.” Many: of those
who currently reside in recreational vehicles in the Venice coastal zone were forced out of their
dpartments in Venice by landlords anxious to take advance of skyrocketing rents. They are now
threatened by losing access to 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 praductivity 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 frequent 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 Southern California are in increasing need of coastal
access due to worsening economic conditions which prevent them from seeking other forms of {pay-
ing} recreation, They may also not te abte 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 & certain percentage to seek the cocler 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) ig 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 1o keep a small parking lot (Lot 740 at Main St. and Rose Ave.) open until 6 am.

These lots are supposed 1o 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 tots they would discover them fuil. They will be overwheimed 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,

tion of these residents has been to park on surrounding streets, sometimes many blocks east of Speedway.
Since these streets would require OPD permits, which these residents are ineligible to obtamn, they will seek
out any possible parking spots inciuding 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 28, 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 retent years with about 300 residents in

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 g
cross-section of Venice economic groups - homeowners, renters and RV dwellers. In addition to the large
numbers who turned out in oppasition at the hearing, petitions were presented signed by approximately 700
" Venice residents who opposed the OPDs. None of this is refiected 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 Warks 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

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. lf OPDs are implemented, petitions would be circulated by proponents to determine if residents on a

tures are valid. A petition gatherer could fill out the entire form by forging signatures without ever visiting a
resident on the street. This process may work well where there is no opposition to OPDs, but in the communi-
ty of Venice it 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-street parking - a problern that is exacerbated
by overnight parking of commercial vehicles and abandonrent of vehicles on the streets of this area by non-
residents, resufting in the inability of the residents to find parking on their blocks, noise, litter. and visual biight;
which are adversely impacting the residents’ qualily of life. The vebicles that would be displaced as a resuit 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-street parking facilities.” As a resi-
dent of the district for the past 40 years, | can attest that abandoned vehicles are extremely rare, as are com-
mercial vehicles. The applicant 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. OFDs 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 apariments 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 del 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 of al| vehicles bought a
permit. if some vehicle owners did not buy a permit, they would be subject to an even greater financial penal-
1y for parking overnight without g permit. )
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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 secnes) Code 2620 |
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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: Pamela London
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APPEAL NOS.
A-5-VEN-08-340, A-5-VEN-08-341, A-5-VEN-08-342, A~

APPELLANT:  Ronald Charbonneau

9-VEN-08-343 & A-5-VEN-08-344
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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 wha 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 | ndefensible resuit of no access to permits, no
place to park fn our own community.

The current proposal to fix pockets of problems by regulating all of Venice is

undemocratic and fails to accommodate the rights of all who live here. Please consider my

appeal to the proposed development.
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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 restriet parking used for access to the beach. The purpose of the OPD as
set out m the application is without merit. ‘The lack of parking is NOT because of dbandoned vehicles or
parked commercial vehicles. The City has provided no parking study or other evidence supporting such
assertion. Rather, as interdepartmerital communication reveal:(all provided pursuant to a Public Records .
Request) amply demonstrate, the current effort to-institute OPD's is-a not very thinly veiled schenie to
eliminate homeless people with vehicles from our community - not by providing altemative 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 ases,
and as a result park on the sireets and because Venice'is a world reknown tourist destination. However,
as the City has failed to provide parking facilities sufficient to-accommodate this extraordinary: traffic,
2. The California Coastal Act provides-that “development shall fiot interfere with the public’s right of
~agcess to-the sca” Government Code Section 30211, Development ircludes 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 homs of 1:00 AM — 6:00 AM. :Other public ots in
Venice close eatlier and open later. Street parking is dbout the only late night/over night parking now
‘@vailable 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 desiied
; 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 pléasure of walking along the'Ocean
 Front Walk and the. Venice Canals and watching ithe boat action at-the Marina del Rey Yacht Harbioy. .
The'beach belongs to all uf the people of this State and reasonablc acoess o it should be permitted at all
:"ﬁmﬁ- . ! . -.‘(- '»..":_n. . '_»7 o By & —-.A._ - ' Go " -_'_ v.-
3. BOE's tokaw effort thiat conditioned approval of OPDE-522 and 523 ori extending beach fot parking'is
-inadequate. 55 spaces -is -not- sufficient parking 1o -accommodate 13 million people in the LA
. Metropolitan area, and tourists.. Tn addition, how they would ever locate these lots is apnzzle. Tustead,
they would find empty streets with restricted parking, keeping the public from the besch.
+4.. There-is a vocal minority in Venice who desire to-institte OPDs, . At the BOE public hearing, the .
-community overwhelmingly voiced opposition:. ST T 8 SR
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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 §8§30320-30329

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 QF DUE PROCESS RELTAING TO THE BROWN ACT

The Brown Act, Government Code Sections 34950-54962, governs mesting 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
thereforer 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 QOF DUE PROCESS RELATING TO CEQA

COASTAL COMMISSION

California Public Resources Code Division 13 Environmental Protection Sections 2100-
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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
_effects of the project as the CEQA process commands.

VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS RELATING TO DISCRIMINATION

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

The City Engineer by its illegal issuance of Coastal Development Permits has atterpted
to DISCRIMINATE against people who wish to access the Coastal Zone that are not
property owners. The City Engineer proposes only to allow access to public property by
private property owners, excluding the majority of the population from utilizing 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 morning. The City Engineer has
DISCRIMINATED unlawfully by limiting access without complying with DUE
PROCESS. N -

Y

John Davis L/

Y
PO 10152 @
Marina del Rey Ca. 90295 /
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VENICE STAKEHOLDERS ASSOCIATION
RECEIVED

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASEouﬂ\ Coast Regioontacts: Mark Ryavec
310-392-4843
JAN 9 2009 Stewart Oscars
310-305-8248

ALFORNIA
COAS(T:AL COMMISSION

Venice Stakeholders Call for Initiative Election Supporting
Venice Overnight Parking Districts

(Venice, CA/January 6, 2009) Tbﬁf’c}ﬁce Stakkeholdefs Association has submitted an
initiative petition, with ove » Venice residents”signatures, calling on the Venice
Neighborhood Council to held 4l election re-affirming the VINC’s support of the
right of Venice residents to establish overnight parking districts (OPDs) on a block-by-block
basts, as allowed by the City Municipal Code.

The Los Angeles City Board of Public Works has recently approved Coastal Development
Permits for the establishment of four OPD over-lay zones which authorize Venice residents
to set-up OPDs on their blocks by the submission to the City of petitions with the support
of 2/3rds of a block’s residents. During the Board’s November 17" hearing on the matter,
Public Works Commissioner and former State Coastal Commissioner Paula Daniels noted
that under the City’s permit proposal there was adequate parking for beach access in Venice
for early morning joggers, pedestrians, surfers and fishers.

Two of the four Coastal Development Permits, which cover areas in the dual-permit
jurisdiction, will now be reviewed by the State Coastal Commission for compliance with the
Coastal Act. ,

“We thought this would be a good time for the neighborhood council to restate it's support
for the residents’ right to form OPDs to preserve parking and for night-time security,” said
Mark Ryavec, a Venice Stakeholders Association leader and petition organizer.

“While the Coastal Commission has approved such restricted parking districts up and down
the coast, we felt it was important for the Commission to see the depth of support in Venice
for the right for residents to set up OPDs on their block if the residents feel they are needed
to preserve night parking for residents,” he said.

Ryavec, a founding director of American Oceans Campaign and currently a member of the
Ocean Council of Oceana, an international ocean protection NG, said, “After three
decades as a coastal advocate I am sensitive to the issue of coastal access. Fortunately,
Venice is well-provided with hundreds of metered spaces in the coastal zone which are free
to the public at night and in the early morning, There is nothing in the OPD permits that
will limit the availability of these spaces for early morning visitots since they are in

commercial and not residential areas.” EXHIBIT # ’Z 2

PaGE__l __oF 2

Enclosure: Copy of Petition = 2_
Vg‘f‘glﬂwu-wé—wr\ ol Vo olso & Peba

D meclas, V0. s aver




Initiative Petition to Affirm Venice Stakeholders Right to Form
Overnight Parking Districts (OPDs)

Venice Stakeholders re-affirm that Venice residents have the same democratic right as other
L.A. residents to establish, by 2/3rds petition signatures, OPDs for their blocks to preserve
parking for residents and for night-time security, and call upon the VNC to communicate
affirmation of this right to pertinent governmental bodies.

The undersigned hereby certify they are stakeholders of Venice and eligible to petition the Venice
Neighborhood Council.

NAME and SIGNATURE

ADDRESS

FPAvi- P SovcEK

2204 STH VEANUE
VEN/LE, < Go 297

€
Lz
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RECEIVED

Coast Region
MAY 1 1 2009

CALFO
To: California Coastal Commission Staff COASTAL CO/EANI\A%SION

200 Oceangate 10the Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Venice May 9, 2009

I have sent the following letters to:

Steve Blank CA Coastal Commissioner

Bonny Neely, Chair Board of Supervisors

Dr. William Burke, Vice Chair

Mary K. Schallenberger, CA Coastal Commissioner
Sara Wan, CA Coastal Commissioner

Larry Clark, Mayor Rancho Palos Verdes,

Dave Potter, Supervisor.

Re: Venice Cvemight Periani Parking Diiricts (OPD’s) -

Venice has lots of parking problems, but most of the problems are during the day, on
weekends and especially in the summer. Permits for overnight parking will not fix our
parking problems. A Parking study and more parking would help, but this Overnight
Parking scheme will not do this.

Why make us all pay for a hunting license to park and put all of Venice into a patchwork
quilt of permit parking districts without consultation with the affected neighborhoods?

I strongly oppose parking permits and advise to find a different solution.

Sincerely,

Dr. ta G. G. Kreft
130 Vista Place
Venice, CA 90291

COASTAL COMMISSION
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Chuck Posner

From: Giovanna Joyce Imbesi [gio@tuttomedia.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, May 19, 2009 12:30 PM
To: Chuck Posner

Cc: Paul P. Soucek; stuart ascars Oscars; Giovanna Imbesi; Mariana Aguilar; Nikcletta Skarfatos; martin muoto;
Pamela Wittes; SCOTT MAYERS Mayers; SARA WINTER; Phyllis Gilman; Tom Chou; Che and Barry Kostow; Mike
Reily; Mike Malis; marie hammond; Alex Pupillo; claudesf@hotmail.com; jodi gusek; steve vitalich; carol bodlander;
Georgann Abraham; copdog$11@aol.com; Paul De Sousa; Mark Ryavec; Steve Freedman

Subject: re: Venice OPD approval

Dear Mr. Posner,
I am writing to urge you to vote for approval of OPD permits for Venice.

 Our block, the 300 block of 5th Ave. between Rose Ave. and Sunset Ave.

has petitioned Councilman Rosendahl] for OPD permits beginning

in April 2008. We have been living with severe blight, runoff from RV dwellers
dumping raw sewage into our streets and otherwise contributing trash to our
streets and sewers. The number of RV dwellers has escalated tremendously

in the past 6 months. Word is out that it is OK to park and live in Venice where
there are no parking restrictions. Just two blocks away in Santa Monica, this

is not tolerated.

Mr. Posner, I teach at Sustainable Works in Santa Monica and also at LA City College.
We teach the importance of saving our oceans, eliminating waste from urban runoff
and having an awareness of what is affecting the coastline in Los Angeles.

This includes the awareness that anything dumped into the ocean at any location

will ultimately affect our local coastal situaticn.

Our situation has become dire and we need your help and support. I know many
have been in touch with you and we are urging our neighbors to write and ask
for your support. :

Thank you for your time and attention. I will make every effort to be at the Coastal
Commission meeting on June 10th-12th.

Best regards,
Giovamna Imbesi

Giovanna Joyce Imbesi
TuttoMedia » hitp://'www.tuttomedia.com

giofdtuttomedia.com * 310-399-2800

http://GeneratePossibility.org
Twitter: http:/fwww twitter comAutiomedia

TUTTOMEDIA

This studio is an invitation o the fulfillment of Vision. c OASTAL CO M MISSI 0 N

What is created here gocs beyond this Space.

Generate Possibility.
Fmbrace the unknown.
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Chuck Posner

From: Mark Pallatt [marpai67 @yahco.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2009 4.58 PM
To: Chuck Posner

Subject: OPDs

Helloc Mr. Posner:

I am a Venice resident of 14 years and would like you and the California Coastal
Commission of my fervent support of the OPD proposal. Our community has been stressed too
long, services taxed too much, and this proposal is what Venice needs.

Should you have any gquestions for me please feel free tc send an email.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Mark Pallatt

225 Bernard Ave
Venice

Mark

COASTAL COMMISSION
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Chuck Posner

From: Scott Ginsburg [sginsburg@combined.biz]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2000 3:28 PM
To: Chuck Posner

Subject: [Possible Spam] Venice OPD.
importance: Low

Mr. Posner,

[ am writing you to convey my support for the Overnight Parking District {{OPD') Initiative in Venice, CA. | understand
that the Coastal Commission will be reviewing the proposal sometime in June or July and | want to reinforce my strong
support for the initiative. | am a resident and home owner in the community and urge the Commission to support the
OPD’s. The current situation is taxing the municipal and sociai services which we all depend on and | strongly believe
that enacting the OPD’s is a necessary step to ensure the safety of the residents and integrity of the community.

Please contact with any questions.
Regards,

Scott Ginsburg

Resident, Venice, CA

221 Bernard Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

COASTAL COMMISSION

EXHBIT#__ S |

pacE— 1 _or_1

5/14/2009




Page 1 of 1

Chuck Posner

From: Pamela Wittes [psw5@verizon.net]
Sent:  Tuesday, May 19, 2009 12:43 PM
To: Chuck Posner

Subject: OFPD

Please help us with our effort 1o have OPD for our neighborhood. In the years that I have lived here we have
witnessed a progressive deterioration due to mainly the RV's that are constantly circling like vultures to find a place to
park. It is unnerving to look out the window and see it unfold.

Thank you

Pamela Wittes

COASTAL COMMISSIGN
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Chuck Posner

From: jamie [jamie_cia@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2009 7.51 AM
To: Chuck Posner

Hello Chuck —

[l am wiiting you to convey my support for the Ovemight Parking District {*OPD') Initiative in Venice, CA. 1 understand
that the Coastal Commission will be reviewing the proposal sometime in June or July and | want fo reinforce my strong
support for the initiative. | am a resident and home owner in the community and urge the Commission fo support the
OFD’s. The current sifuation is taxing the municipal and social services which we all depend on and | strengly believe
that enacting the OPD's is a necessary step to ensure the safety of the residents and integrity of the community.

Eat Rich!

Jamie Cantor Ginsburg

- www.platinecookies.com
Resident, Venice, CA

221 Bernard Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

COASTAL COMMISSION
EXHIBIT: & 2
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Chuck Posner

From: Steve Freedman [steve.freedman@earthlink.net]
Sent:  Sunday, May 17, 2009 11:00 PM

To: Chuck Posner

Subject: RE: CDP apps for Venice OPDs

Chuck-
Thanks for your response.

I've been a beach guy for fifty years. Before I lived in Venice, I lived at the foot of Topanga Canyon when Topanga
Beach was private. I have long supported Coastal Access in the Malibu area where beach access was and remains a
very real issue. I also support the implementation of Overnight Parking Districts in Venice.

Some frame the Venice OPD issue as one of beach access. Clearly, that's the only basis on which parties opposed to
OPDs can appeal the local approvals at the CCC level. I have studied your January Staff Report and understand your
concern that the restricting parking between 2am and 6am might limit beach access. As such, I would like to share my
views on Venice OPDs as they affect coastal access.

I've been involved in the OPD effort for years and am quite familiar with the issues involved. For a variety of reasons,
many residential properties lack adequate off-street parking. As such, many must p ark on the street. In addition, many
Venice neighborhoods also suffer from a lack of street parking. In some neighborhoods, residents can't find street
within blocks of their homes when they return in the evening. The parking shortage is compounded by the fact that a lot
of vehicles that are not related to local households are parked and stored on residential streets for extended periods of
time because there are no other parking restrictions that prevent their owners from doing so.

Theugh some do come to Venice Beach in the wee hours of the morning, there is adequate public parking in metered
spaces and public lots in commercial districts in the middle of the night, Far more folks visit the beach in the daytime
and come to dine and recreate in the evening when they find considerably less affordable public parking,

Restricting parking from 2am to 6am, four of the quietest hours in each 24-hour cycle, will actually increase available
be a ch parking and improve beach access during the other twenty hours. Forcing owners of vehicles currentty parked
in the beach area for days and weeks at a time to move their cars each night will actually free up public parking for
residents as well as legitimate users of the public beach and related recreational activities.

I appreciate your consideration of my viewpoint. Please make sure this letter is added to the OPD file that is passed to
the Commissioners. Thank you.

Steve Freedman
732 Howard Street
Venice, CA 90292

COASTAL COMMISSION
> [Original Message)

> From: Chuck Posner <cposner@coastal.ca.gov>

> To: <steve.freedman(@earthlink.net> EXHIBIT #__= 4
> Date: 5/14/2009 11:38:01 AM PacE—L_oF.!
> Subject: RE: CDP apps for Venice OPDs

=

5/18/2009




Page 1 of1

Chuck Posner

From: Scott Mayers [sscottmayersphd@ca.rr.com]
Sent:  Thursday, May 21, 2009 11:05 AM

To: Chuck Posner

Subject: OPD'S

 am a Venice Stake Holder and Rentai Property owner. | keep loosing tenants because they cannot park. |
strongly urge you to approve OPD's in the Venice Beach Areas designated. My Rental Units are at 2008-
2020 Sirongs Drive in Venice. One block East of Pacific Avenue off of Venice Boulevard North. | live at 745
Mitwood Avenue. Venice/80291. Thank you. Respectfully submitied: Dr. S. Scott Mayers. 310-827-5700.
sscottmayersphd@eca.rr.com.,

COASTAL COMMISSION
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Venice Overnight Parking Districts Page 1 of 1

Chuck Posner

From: Christopher Plourde [wienerdogproductions@mac.com)

Sent:  Wednesday, February 25, 2009 2:16 PM

To: Bil. Rosendahl@lacity.org; mike.bonin@lacity.org; Peter Dauglas; John Ainsworth; Chuck Posner
Subject: Venice Overnight Parking Districts

Following is a letter submitted today to the Los Angeles Times.
------ Forwarded Message

From: Christopher Plourde <wignerdogproductions@mac.com>
Date: Wed, 25 Feb 2009 11:32:28 -0800

To: Los Angeles Times <letters@latimes.com>

Conversation: Venice Overnight Parking

Subject: Venice Overnight Parking

I sympathize with those who are fed up with the problems created by people who camp out in RVs and vans on
the streets of my town. Our city government has failed to deal with this issue, and so residents are grasping for
the nearest available tool to address the problem.

But the devil is in the details. The Overnight Parking District laws were never intended for neighborhoods where
a large number of residents live on streets where parking is already forbidden by law. It was never intended far
neighborhoods where those across the street from a district were barred by law and the Pacific Ocean from
parking on the other side of their homes. We are being disenfranchised, many of us won‘t even be allowed to
purchase permits to park on the street we can see from our kitchen windows.

This is what happens when the government fails to govern. Weli-intentioned citizens wind up taking acticns
which have the effect of stripping their neighbors of their rights, actions defended becasue “it will work.” What
we need is a government that addresses this issue properly, not one that pits neighbor-against-neighbor &s a
way of staying in office.

Thankfully the Coastal Commission understands that you can’t ensure the rights of all by stripping rights from
some.

Chris Plourde
118 Wavecrest Ave,

Venice, CA 90291
310/701-0652

COASTAL COMMISSION
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Tim Wirkus o

1101 Ocean Front Walk, Apt. 42 RECEIVED
Venice, CA 90291 South Coast Region
310) 272-1126 .

G310 MARED 2009
L _ CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSION
Charles R. Posner
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 99802

Dear Mr. Posner:

I'am a Venice stakeholder an 1 I am concerned about the consequences of the permit
parking vote, as well as the ¢ xnduct of officials during the election, in Venice on
February 21* at the Venice [ :brary. While I understand that there are Venice
stakeholders who have issue- with a few problematic RV owners, the enactment of
permit parking will unduly *: 1rm me as a Venice stakeholder. I live on Ocean Front Walk
(west of the Speedway) and may potentially not be allowed to park conveniently in my
neighborhood due to how pc:mit parking will be implemented. As a working
professional, I am required - be at work carly in the morning and I work long hours. I
am not sure why, as a taxpz -ing citizen and a contributor to the Venice neighborhood and
ecenomy, [ will potentially -ave to park over % a mile from my residence. Without even
delving into general concer. s of street safety during the hours I travel to and from my
car, it is not a very viable a. 1 time-efficient option for me and the institution of permit
parking could potentially h: e the effect of forcing me to move. This would seem to me
to have the opposite effect . £'the law’s intent and could continue to fuel the deterioration
of the Venice neighborhooc and the City of Los Angeles.

Having gone to one of the ~ enice Neighborhood Council’s Rules Committee meetings in
the days leading up to the v ste, it seemed to me that both the Rules Committee, as well as
Councilman Bill Rosendah . were not interested or concerned about different issues I and
others who attended the m eting conveyed about the time, place, ballot and rules of the
upcoming vote. On the da - of the vote, the voting process seemed very disjointed and
not well run. Twas directe to a line where I waited for two houss in line only to find out
that I already had the proper paperwork and I had not needed to wait in line. Itismy
understanding that numerous people were turned away and told to come back at 5 PM
after the polls would have been closed. However, the most egregious problem which
occurred was that the vote was not counted on the site, on the day of the vote. 1
understand that the ballots were taken home by one of the voting commissioners and
were in his sole control and possession until these votes were counted nearly 18 hours
later on Sunday morning at which time this same election official certified the vote in
favor of allowing the institution of permit parking to continue. Whether this was a lapse
of judgment or a potentially willful means of manipulating the vote, I cannot say.

EXHBIT# S 7 |
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However, the specter of impropriety looms large in my mind. I would be shocked if
other elections that occur in this city and state are not being safeguarded from the
potential for ballot box stuffing or misappropriating votes.

I'earned a Bachelor of Arts in Political Science from Boston College in 2003, and the
brazenness with which this election was conducted is disturbing and alarming. While I
understand Councilman Rosendah! came up for re-election on March 3™ and I was able
express my views on his fitness for public office in that election, to allow this vote to be
considered legitimate would be a disgrace to the political process of this city and state,
When political leaders and processes are allowed to trample the minority, whether it be
the true intent or not, the harm needs to be rectified. The parking vote that occurred on
February 21% truly felt like an engineered election with very few, if any, checks against
the political establishment’s power to write the rules as they deemed necessary to be able
to implement their goals. They should not be able to hide behind the guise of a fair
election. At this stage we desperately need your help to overturn these actions. I can not
believe that I am the only person or even part of a small minority who believes that my
rights as an Angeleno and a Venetian are being trampled due to the potential revocation
of my right to park in my own neighbothood. Ocean Front Walk is a densely populated
part of Venice which is being completely ignored in the implementation of this law. I
urge you not allow this engineered election to be upheld and please help us stop this
callous disregard for a significant portion of Venice’s population.

Best regards,
Tim Wirkus

COASTAL COMMISSION
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ROBERT A. ARONSON

1809 OCEAN FRONT WALK #4
VENICE, CALIFORNIA 90291-4148

TELEPHONE: (310) 823-2113

EMAIL: R_Aronson@UReach.com RE C E EVE D

Soul!. Coasi Region

February 12, 2009 FEB 17 2009
California Coastal Commission ] CAUFORNIA
South Coast District Office COASTAL COMMISSION

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Re: Appeal No. A-5-VEN-08-342 (City of Los Angeles. Dept. of Transportation)

Near California Coastal Commisgion:

I live in proposed Venice Overnight Parking District 522 where the walk streets are,
between Pacific Avenue and Ocean Front Walk. In my area, [ am not aware of any problem with
overnight parking of RVs-and people living in their vehicles. In other parts of the proposed
District, on the other side of Pacific Avenue, there is apparently a problem: 1 feel that the
boundaries of District 522 are improperly drawn.

Additionally, an evernight parking district is unnecessary to solve the problem as
described by the City itself in the Notice Of Public Hearing, #nd is not a reasonable solution, and
imposes significant burden on persons wishing to park overnight in the coastal area. An
overnight parking district unreasonably interferes with coastal access in the arcas adjacent to the
Boardwalk and the beach, adjacent to the Venice walk streets, and adjacent to Windward Avenue
and Abbot Kinney Boulevard.

The City of Lus Angeles “Notice Of Public Hearing” describes the problem as follows:

“The OPDs have been established by the Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT) to address public safety and public welfare issues
. associated with overnight parking of commercial vehicles and abandonment
" of vehicles within each district by non-vesidents.”

If the problem is commercial vehicles, then the OPD should only apply to commercial
vehicles. If the problem is oversize commercial vehicles parking overnight with people living in
them, then the OPD should only apply to commetcial vehicles over a certain size parked on the
street between 2 A. M and 6 A.M. An OPD is unnecessary to address the problem identified by

the City.

In late 2006, the City passed LAMC § 80.65.4, entitled “Parklng O'f Oversize FVehicles &
added August 25, 2006, and created the Oversize Vehicle Parking Program, scheduled to be fully
effective March, 2008. The City should explain why this.Ordinance and program is msufﬁment

to solve the problem identified by the City. ‘ PAGE 3

Ex. 538

The proposed OPD should not apply to cars or vans under a certain length who are
coming to the coastal area. It should only apply to oversize commercial vehicles and/or RVs.
The proposed OPD is akin to using a bulldozer tg swat a housefly (not that anyone would ever
want to hurt a housefly).
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The proposed OPD does not narrowly address the problem, and instead is overkill,
creating a massive level of permits and bureaucracy that will interfere with coastal access and
result in thousands of unnecessary parking tickets to visitors and residents alike.

If a resident has an overnight visitor who is driving a car, it is unlikely that they will find
a street parking space right in front of the residence. The residents of the walk streets, by
definition, have no parking in front of their homes. The visitor would have to find a parking
space on the street, go to the residence to borrow the permit, then go back out on the street to the
car to hang the permit from their rear-view mirror. Alternatively, the guest could call from a cell
phone, and if the resident is availabie (i.e., not home alone with children), the resident could
coree out {0 the stroet 18 mect'the aviestto laud thern the nermit, When the guest departs. they
would have to go to the car, then come back to the house to return the permit, unless the resident
was available to come out to the street with the guest to take back the permit. If the problem is
truly as described in the Notice Of Public Hearing, all of this is an unnecessary burden on
overnight guests who arrive by car.

People who live in oversize commercial vehicles will find a way to obtain a permit, as
there are plenty of sympathetic residents in Venice who will accommodate them. Will people
break into a car just to steal the overnight parking permit?. -

The other problem sought to be addressed, as described in the City’s Notice Of Public
Hearing, is the “abandonment of vehicles within eacly district by non-residents.” Abandoned cars
are not a problem that will be solved by permits. - Will someone refrain from abandoning a car
because it has uo permit? Will the OPD cause the City to ticket and tow the abandoned vehicle
more quickly because the abandened vehicle has no permit? Of course not.

There are too many scenarios where the proposed OPD would interfere with coastal
access:

1. A resident decides late at night to invite a guest to stay over, and forgets to put the OPD
permit on the car.

2. A non-resident comes to the beach to go for a nun before 6 A.M., and never suspects that there
would be something wrong with parking on the street i an available parking space before 6
AM.

3. A restaurant or bar patron on Windward Avenue, North Venice Boulevard, or Abbot Kinney
Boulevard who has too much to drink and wisely decides to leave their car on the street and
makes alternative arrangements to get home, and intends to return to their car the next morning.

4. No resident could have a party where guests might stay past 2 A.M. without getting OPD . winimiodIUN
parking permits for every guest, or telling all guests to leave at 2 A.M.

5. Someone who can not afford the cost of the overnight parking permit, or somdohbIRhb # = E

not have the physical or mental ability to complete the permit application processPA@EQL have sOF
guest stay overnight and park on the street. 2s .F 3
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The proposed OPD allows only 2 parking permit decals per home. What about homes
with more than 2 residents who park on the street? Are they prohibited from parking in their
own neighbothood? Some people live near the border of two or three different OPDs. Must they
and their guests now park on a street only in the OPD where they actually live? The proposed
OPD takes away any possibility of spontaneity in having surprise overnight guests. The
proposed OPD unreasonably interferes with the coastal access of residents and their guests.

The western po;ﬁon of proposed OPD 522 includes the beach and Boardwalk areas, the
walk streets from Brooks Avenue to Washington Bouievard, Windward Avenue, and the south
side of Abbot Kinney Boulevard. An overnight parking district for each of these areas is
inappropriate. - :

Every Saturday, before 6 A.M,, dozens of runners come to Venice to run on the
Boardwalk for an hour or so. Why should visitors coming to the beach in the early morning be
prohibited from parking on the street before 6 A.M., just to stop people from parking oversize
commercial vehicles and vehicles with people inside them? The OPD unreasonably interferes
with coastal access by these frequent visitors. '

Residents of walk streets, and their guests, can only park on adjacent non-walk streets,
The proposed OPD atlows 65% of the residents of non-walk streets to institute a 2AM.to6
A.M. parking prohibition, which would force all residents of adjacent walk streets to purchase
permits, and observe the restrictions for themselves and their guests, without having any say in
the matter.

Businesses on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, North Venice Boulevard, and Windward Avenue
include bars that close at 2 A.M. Customers who do not return to their cars by 2 AM. would be
ticketed. Patrons of restaurants and bars who have had too much to drink would be discouraged
from leaving their car parked on the street and getting a ride home.

The proposed OPD should not include areas adjacent to the Boardwalk and the beach,
areas adjacent 1o the Venice walk suats, and areus adjucent 10 Windward Avenue, North Venice
Boulevard, and Abbot Kinney Boulevard.

Thank you for considering my opinion.
Sincerely,
7‘ Robert A. Aronson
COASTAL COMMISSION

EXHIBIT#_igi_._
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