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. PROJECT LOCATION: La Verne Avenue Public Beach Parking Lot, located south of
Ocean Boulevard, between Covina Avenue and Glendora
Avenue, City of Long Beach, Los Angeles County.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Appeal of City of Long Beach approval of a local coastal
development permit for a one-year pilot program to allow
overnight parking by permit in a public beach parking lot.

APPELLANTS: Michael L. Ruehle & Kenneth Wang

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends (motion on page eight) that the Commission, after public hearing,
determine that a substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal
has been filed for the following reason: Pursuant to Section 30603(b)(1) of the Coastal
Act, the locally approved development does not conform to the public access policies of
the Coastal Act.

Staff further recommends (motion on page fourteen) that the Commission, after a public
hearing, approve a de novo permit for the proposed project with conditions to: protect the

. public beach parking lot for coastal access and pyblic recreation, require the City to
enforce the provisions of the permit to prevent all-day storage of vehicles in the parking
lot, require the City to monitor the permit program and use of the parking lot, and to limit
the term of the permit to one year.
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SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS:

Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0006-05.

City of Long Beach Certified Local Coastal Program.

Coastal Development Permit 5-93-232 & Amendment (City of Long Beach).
Coastal Development Permit Application 5-00-050 (City of Long Beach).

Local Coastal Development Permit Nos. 0006-04, 0006-06, 0006-07 & 0007-09.

LAl

L. APPELLANTS’ CONTENTIONS

The City’s approval of Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0006-05 has been appealed
to the Coastal Commission by two aggrieved persons: Michael L. Ruehle and Kenneth
Wang. Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0006-05, approved by the City of Long
Beach Zoning Administrator on August 2, 2000, and upheld on appeal by the City Planning
Commission on September 21, 2000, would permit the City Department of Parks,
Recreation and Marine to keep the La Verne Avenue public beach parking lot open after its
current 10 p.m. closing time in order to allow overnight use of the parking lot by vehicles
displaying a special parking permit. The City's overnight parking permits would allow
vehicle storage in the public beach parking lot only between the hours of 6 p.m. and 8
a.m. each night. The existing parking meters must be paid by all users of the public beach
parking lot between the daytime hours of 8 a.m. and 6 p.m.

]
Michael L. Ruehle su.'-ﬁ-mitted an appeal of the City’s action on October 26, 2000 (Exhibit
#5). The appeal submitted by Michael L. Ruehle contends that:

¢ Local residents were not notified of local hearings

¢ Local residents were not given opportunity to appeal local action

The City’s decision should be remanded back to the Planning Commission for a
properly noticed public hearing that affords due process to the interested parties

City staff report was erroneous and not available to appellants until day of hearing

City’'s action will benefit businesses while negatively affecting residents

City’s action will increase crime and endanger local residents

City’s action does not include a plan to enforce the overnight parking permit system

City’s action does not address the concerns of the local residents

City’s action will result in an increase in litter, noise, traffic, cruising and loitering

City’s action will allow overnight camping in the parking lot

City’s action will resuit in obstructed coastal views of local residents

City’s action will result in decreased property values of local landowners

Kenneth Wang submitted an appeal of the City’s action on October 27, 2000 (Exhibit #6).
The appeal submitted by Kenneth Wang contends that:

o City’s action will limit public access to the coast .
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e City’s action is unnecessary and will result in negative impacts to community

e Conditions of City action are unclear

e City's action will allow overnight camping in the parking lot

¢ City’s action will result in increased traffic, number of apartment units, and

population density

e City’s action will result in an increase in noise, trash, loitering and crime

City’s action will allow increased intensity of commercial uses along the 2™ Street
commercial corridor

City’s action will increase taxes

City’s action is based on insufficient criteria and does not address the following
operational questions:

What is maximum number of permits to be sold?

What is appropriate ratio of permits sold to residents vs. businesses?

How will applicant keep accurate vehicle counts for overnight parking?

Will Police officers adequately enforce permit requirements? How?

Is the applicant’s six-month review period enough time to evaluate project?

Is the project necessary, and how will it alleviate the parking shortage?

Will the 6 p.m. to 8 a.m. permit parking period effectively address the parking
issue?

Do concerned residents call the Police, the Marine Bureau or City Planning
Department when issues arise?

Both appellants attached to their appeal a petition with signatures of approximately 91
local residents who oppose the City-approved project {(See Exhibit #6, ps.5-10).

. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION

On February 4, 2000, the City of Long Beach Department of Parks, Recreation and Marine
submitted Coastal Development Permit application 5-00-050 to the Coastal Commission’s
Long Beach office requesting Commission approval to allow overnight parking by permit in
the following four public beach parking lots:

Alamitos Avenue Parking Lot La Verne Avenue Parking Lot
Fifty-fourth Place Parking Lot Bayshore Parking Lot

Coastal Development Permit application 5-00-050 (City of Long Beach) was deemed
incomplete by Commission staff on March 2, 2000'. One of the required items missing
from the application was the City’s local approval for the proposed project. Commission
staff directed the City to process local coastal development permits for the parking lots or

' Coastal Development Permit application 5-00-050 (City of Long Beach Overnight Parking) is incomplete as of

December 14, 2000.
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portions of parking lots located within the geographic area subject to the certified City of g
Long Beach Local;Coastal Program (LCP). The former mean high tide line (MHTL}, known .
as the Chapter 138 Line, separates the beach and water areas within the Commission’s
original jurisdiction from the inland areas where the Commission has delegated coastal
development permit authority to the City pursuant to its certified LCP.

The City has determined that the La Verne Avenue Parking Lot and the Fifty-fourth Place
Parking Lot are both situated entirely within the area subject to the certified LCP, and
outside of the Commission’s area of original jurisdiction (Exhibit #3). The Commission’s
post-certification maps support the City’s determination regarding the location of the La
Verne Avenue and Fifty-fourth Place Parking Lots in relation to the Chapter 138 Line. The
Bayshore Parking Lot and the Alamitos Avenue Parking Lot, however, are bisected by the
Chapter 138 Line. In any case, all portions of the City’'s public beach parking lots that are
not situated within the Commission’s area of original jurisdiction do fall within the
appealable area of the coastal zone. |

In April 2000, the City of Long Beach Department of Parks, Recreation and Marine applied
to the City of Long Beach Department of Planning and Building for five local coastal
development permits to permit a one-year pilot program for overnight parking by permit in
the following five public beach parking lots:

Alamitos Avenue Parking Lot La Verne Avenue Parking Lot
Fifty-fourth Place Parking Lot Bayshore Parking Lot .
Belmont Pier Parking Lot

On August 2, 2000, the City of Long Beach Zoning Administrator approved the following
five local coastal development permits for the proposed one-year pilot program to allow
overnight parking by permit in five public beach parking lots:

City Permit No. Beach Parking Lot Date of Local Approval

No. 0006-04 Alamitos Avenue 08/02/00 Zoning Administrator

No. 0006-05 La Verne Avenue 08/02/00 Zoning Administrator
09/21/00 Planning Commission

No. 0006-06 Bayshore Avenue 08/02/00 Zoning Administrator

No. 0006-07 Fifty-fourth Place 08/02/00 Zoning Administrator

09/21/00 Planning Commission

No. 0007-09 Belmont Pier 08/02/00 Zoning Administrator
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The Zoning Administrator’s approval of the local coastal development permits for the
Alamitos Avenue Lot (Case No. 0006-04}, the Bayshore Avenue Lot {Case No. 0006-07),
and the Belmont Pier Lot (Case No. 0007-09) were not appealed.

The Zoning Administrator’s actions approving the proposed projects for the La Verne
Avenue Parking Lot (Case No. 0006-05) and for the Fifty-fourth Place Parking Lot (Case
No. 0006-07) were appealed by local residents to the City Planning Commission. The
grounds for the local appeals were identical to appellants’ contentions in the current
appeal (A-5-LOB-00-434) before the Coastal Commission (Exhibits #5&6).

On September 21, 2000, the City of Long Beach Planning Commission held a public
hearing for the local appeals of Local Coastal Development Permit Nos. 0006-05 and
0006-07 for the overnight permit parking program proposed for the La Verne Avenue
Parking Lot (Case No. 0006-05) and for the Fifty-fourth Place Parking Lot (Case No.
0006-07). At the conclusion of the public hearing, the Planning Commission denied the
appeals and sustained the decision of the Zoning Administrator toc approve both local
coastal development permits.

The local coastal development permit findings adopted by the Planning Commission state
that the overnight permit parking programs are consistent with the certified LCP, and that
the overnight permit parking programs would not interfere with public beach access
because there is little overlap in the demand for beach parking and the hours of the
approved overnight permit parking program (6 p.m. to 8 a.m.). The City found that,
based on these hours, no conflict of use of the parking facilities is expected.

The Special Conditions of Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0006-05 (Exhibit #4),
which approved the overnight permit parking program in the La Verne Avenue Lot, include
the following:

11.a. The Pilot Program is subject to an administrative 6-month review period. The
applicant shall establish criteria to evaluate the program’s effectiveness and prepare a
report for review by the Planning Department. The report shall include an analysis of the
program’s operational characteristics including, but not limited to, the number of permits
sold, daily vehicle counts, police reports and neighborhood complaints.

11.b. Approval is granted for one-year period. Prior to expiration of this permit, the
applicant shall reapply for a local coastal development permit with a noticed public
hearing.

11.c. Due to inadequate lighting in the majority of the La Verne Avenue Lot, parking in
this lot is limited to the northerly row of parking. If code required parking lot lighting is
provided, then the entire lot may be used. Light and glare shields shall be provided on
any new light standards to avoid any light intrusion onto adjacent or abutting residential
buildings or neighborhoods pursuant to Section 21.41.2589.
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11.d. If required by the California Coastal Commission, the applicant shall obtain a
coastal permit form the California Coastal Commission.

11.e. The overnight parking program is effective form 6 p.m. to 8 a.m. daily. Parking
passes shall be limited to personal {(non-commercial) vehicles 20’ or less in length, with a
current vehicle registration. Unregistered and inoperable vehicles are prohibited. The
passes shall be clearly displayed in each automobile parked in a City lot.

11.f. The applicant shall install signage at the parking lot entrance indicating the hours of
operation, permit requirements for overnight parking, and the prohibition of loitering.

11.g. The applicant shall prevent loitering in the parking lots. If loitering problems
develop, the Director of Planning and Building may require additional security measures or
initiate revocation procedures for the local coastal development permit.

11.h. The entrance gates shall remain open and the spikes shall be locked down to avoid
unnecessary noise.

12. The site shall be operated in compliance with the City Noise Ordinance, Chapter
8.80 of the Long Beach Municipal Code. Implementation of the program shall not create
excessive noise and nuisances to surrounding property owners.

The Planning Commission’s actions to deny the appeals of the local coastal development
permits were not appealable to the City Council. On October 17, 2000, the Commission’s .
Long Beach office received valid Notices of Final Local Action for Local Coastal

Development Permit Nos. 0006-05 (La Verne Avenue Parking Lot) and 0006-07 (Fifty-

fourth Place Parking Lot). The Commission's ten working-day appeal period for each local
coastal development permit was established and noticed on October 18, 2000.

On October 26, 2000, Commission staff received Michael L. Ruehle’s appeal of Local
Coastal Development Permit No. 0006-05 approving an overnight parking program for the
La Verne Avenue Parking Lot (Exhibit #5). Kenneth Wang’'s appeal of Local Coastal
Development Permit No. 0006-05 was received in the Commission’s Long Beach office on
October 27, 2000 {Exhibit #6). The last day of the Commission’s appeal period for Local
Coastal Development Permit Nos. 0006-05 and 0006-07 was October 31, 2000. The
City's approval of Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0006-07 (Fifty-fourth Place
Parking Lot) was not appealed to the Coastal Commission.

. APPEAL PROCEDURES

After certification of Local Coastal Programs, the Coastal Act provides for limited appeals

to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal development

permits. Developments approved by cities or counties may be appealed if they are located
within the mapped appealable areas, such as those located between the sea and the first .
public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of a
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coastal bluff. Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they
are not designated "principal permitted use" under the certified LCP. Finally,
developments which constitute major public works or major energy facilities may be
appealed, whether approved or denied by the city or county. [Coastal Act Section
30603(a}].

The City of Long Beach Local Coastal Program was certified in July 22, 1980. Section
30603(a){1) of the Coastal Act identifies the proposed project site as being in an
appealable area by its location on the beach between the sea and the first public road
paralleling the sea (Ocean Boulevard).

Section 30603 of the Coastal Act states:

{a) After certification of its Local Coastal Program, an action taken by a local
government on a coastal development permit application may be appealed to the
Commission for only the following types of developments:

(1) Developments approved by the local government between the sea and the
first public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent
of any beach or of the mean high tide line of the sea where there is no
beach, whichever is the greater distance.

{2) Developments approved by the local government not included within
paragraph (1) that are located on tidelands, submerged lands, public trust
lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, stream, or within 300 feet
of the top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff.

The grounds for appeal of an approved local coastal development permit in the appealable
area are stated in Section 30603(b){1), which states:

(b){1) The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision {a} shall be limited to an
allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in
the certified Local Coastal Program or the public access policies set forth in this
division.

The action currently before the Commission is to find whether there is a "substantial
issue" or "no substantial issue" raised by the appeal of the local approval of the proposed
project. Section 30625(b}(2) of the Coastal Act requires a de novo hearing of the
appealed project unless the Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with
respect to the grounds for appeal.

If Commission staff recommends a finding of substantial issue, and there is no motion
from the Commission to find no substantial issue, the Commission will be deemed to have
determined that the appeal raises a substantial issue, and the Commission will proceed to
the de novo public hearing on the merits of the project. The de novo hearing will be
scheduled at the same hearing or a subsequent Commission hearing. A de novo public
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hearing on the merits of the project uses the certified LCP as the standard of review. In
addition, for all projects located between the first public road and the sea or other water .
body in the coastal zone, a specific findings must be made that any approved project is
consistent with the public access and public recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

Sections 13110-13120 of the California Code of Regulations further explain the appeal
hearing process.

If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question,
proponents and opponents will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal
raises a substantial issue. The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at
the substantial issue portion of the appeal process are the applicants, persons who
opposed the application before the local government (or their representatives), and the
local government. Testimony from other persons must be submitted in writing.

The Commission will then vote on the substantial issue matter. It takes a majority of

Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is raised by the local approval of
the subject project.

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with
respect to the conformity of the project with the public access policies of the Coastal Act, .
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 30625(b)(2).

MOTION: Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motion:

“l move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-LOB-00-434 raises NO
substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.”

A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass the motion.

V. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

The Commission hereby finds and declares:

A. Project Description

The City-approved one-year pilot program to allow overnight parking by permit would be
implemented in the following five public beach parking lots:

Alamitos Avenue Parking Lot La Verne Avenue Parking Lot
Fifty-fourth Place Parking Lot Bayshore Parking Lot .
Belmont Pier Parking Lot
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This appeal, however, involves only the City action approving the overnight parking permit
program in the La Verne Avenue Parking Lot in Belmont Shore (Exhibits #2&3). The City-
approved local coastal development permits for the one-year pilot programs in the other
four public beach parking lots were not appealed to the Commission. However, The
implementation of the overnight parking program in the Alamitos Avenue, Bayshore and
Belmont Pier parking lots is subject to Commission approval due to their partial location
seaward of the Chapter 138 Line and within the Commission’s area of original jurisdiction.?
The La Verne Avenue Parking Lot in Beimont Shore is located on the sandy beach

adjacent to Ocean Boulevard, the first road inland of the shoreline (Exhibit #3). Except for
the side of the parking lot facing Ocean Boulevard, the paved parking area is surrounded
on three sides by sand. The parking lot, which provides parking for beach goers, contains
161 metered parking spaces and one unmetered handicapped parking space. The only
night lighting in the parking lot is provided by the street lamps on Ocean Boulevard. The
residential neighborhood located inland of Ocean Boulevard is comprised primarily of two
and three-story multi-unit apartment buildings and single family residences. The nearest
commercial uses are two small commercial nodes located on Ocean Boulevard four blocks
west and six blocks east of La Verne Avenue. The Second Street commercial corridor is
located about one-half mile inland of the beach and parking lot (Exhibit #3).

As authorized pursuant to the Commission’s May 12, 1994 approval of Coastal
Development Permit Amendment 5-93-232-A (City of Long Beach Curfew), the La Verne
Avenue Parking lot is currently open for public use from one hour before sunrise until 10
p.m. at night. Parking is currently prohibited in the lot from 10 p.m. until the City opens
the gate each morning. The one-way parking lot exit {one-way tire spikes) is always
open. Signs posted in the parking lot state that payment of the parking meters is required
for parking between the hours of 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. Therefore, parking is currently free
after 6 p.m. until the lot closes at 10 p.m.

Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0006-05, the subject of this appeal, would
authorize the City to keep the La Verne Avenue Parking Lot open all night for a one-year
period during which a pilot overnight parking permit program would be implemented. As
approved by the City, the one-year pilot program would allow residents, employees and
customers of nearby businesses, and others to park their vehicles in the public beach
parking lot during the night. Use of the parking lot after 10 p.m. would require the
purchase of a City-issued monthly parking permit for thirty dollars ($30). Permits would
be sold only on a monthly basis; there would be no one-night or one-week permits. The
overnight parking permit would authorize use of the parking lot only between the hours of
6 p.m. and 8 a.m. The parking permit would not supplant the requirement to pay the
parking meters for parking between the hours of 8 a.m. and 6 p.m.

2 see incomplete Coastal Development Permit application 5-00-050 {City of Long Beach Overnight Parking).
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The City approval states that the Marine Bureau would be responsible for checking
vehicles for parking permits during the nighttime hours, while the Police Department
would continue its current patrol the area for public safety. As part of the one-year pilot
program, the Department of Parks and Recreation would instail new signs to inform the
public of the requirement for a parking permit after 10 p.m. Because of poor lighting in
the parking lot, the City approval authorizes nighttime permit parking only in the first row
of 43 parking spaces that exists immediately adjacent to Ocean Boulevard and its street
lamps.

The City approval would allow the City to terminate the approved overnight parking
permit program at any time if it is found to be detrimental to the surrounding community,
including public health, safety or general welfare. In any case, the local coastal
development permit authorizes the pilot program for a period of one year. Special
Condition No. 11b of the local coastal development permit states that a new public
hearing and local approval would be necessary in order to extend the overnight parking
permit program beyond the initial one-year term of the pilot program (Exhibit #4).

B. Factors to be Considered in Substantial Issue Analysis

Section 30625 of the Coastal Act states that the Commission shall hear an appeal of a
local government action unless it finds that no substantial issue exists with respect to the
grounds on which the appeal has been filed. The term "substantial issue” is not defined in
the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. Section 13115(b) of the Commission’s
regulations simply indicates that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it “finds that
the appellant raises no significant questions”. In previous decisions on appeals, the
Commission has been guided by the following factors.

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision
that the development is consistent or inconsistent with the Coastal Act;

2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local
government;

3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision;

4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future
interpretations of its LCP; and, '

5. Whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide
significance.

Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, anpellants nevertheless may
obtain judicial review of the local government’s coastal permit decision by filing petition for.
a writ of mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.5.




W

A-5-LOB-00-434
Page 11

Staff is recommending that the Commission find that a substantial issue does exist for the
reasons set forth below.

C. Substantial Issue Analysis

As stated in Section |l of this report, the grounds for appeal of a coastal development
permit issued by the local government after certification of its Local Coastal Program
(LCP) are specific. In this case, the local coastal development permit may be appealed to
the Commission on the grounds that it does not conform to the certified LCP or the public
access policies of the Coastal Act. The Commission must then decide whether a
substantial issue exists in order to hear the appeal.

While the appeals do not include the contention that the City's approval of the proposed
project does not conform to the requirements of the certified LCP, they do contend that
the City’s action would limit public access to the coast, which would be inconsistent with
the public access policies of the Coastal Act (Exhibit #6, p.4). Staff has recommended
that the Commission concur that the locally approved project does not conform to the
public access policies of the Coastal Act and find that a substantial issue does exist with
respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. The following public access
polices of the Coastal Act are relevant to this appeal.

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states:

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

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states:

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 of the Coastal Act states:

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or
facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the
impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any
single area.
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Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states:

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

The above-stated public access polices of the Coastal Act protect the public’s ability to
access the shoreline, beach and coastal recreational facilities. The public access polices of
the Coastal Act are relevant to this appeal because the City-approved project would have a
direct effect on the use of a public parking lot that supports the public’s ability to access
the shoreline and beach. The public beach parking lot is, in fact, one type of lower cost
recreational facility that is protected by Section 30213 of the Coastal Act. Public parking
facilities are a necessary component of the coastal access system, and constitute a very
valuable coastal resource protected by the public access policies of the Coastal Act.

The City approval of the local coastal development permit raises a substantial issue in
regards to consistency with the public access polices of the Coastal Act because it would
authorize the use of a public beach parking for uses other than coastal access. The City-
approved use of the public beach parking lot for overnight storage of vehicles could have
the effect of displacing the parking supply that is necessary to support public access to
the shoreline and beach. Approval of a parking permit system that limits the ability of the
public to access these parking facilities, or results in the displacement of public parking
facilities necessary for coastal access, would not be consistent with the public access
polices of the Coastal Act.

The locally approved coastal development permit for the proposed project includes one
provision that addresses the potential for the displacement of coastal access parking
spaces, this being the 6 p.m. to 8 a.m. time period during which the overnight parking
permits would allow vehicles to be stored in the public beach parking lot. The City found
that vehicle storage in the public beach parking lot between the hours of 6 p.m. and 8
a.m. would not interfere with the public’s ability to use the parking lot to visit the beach.
In addition, only 43 of the parking lot’s 161 parking spaces are designated for overnight
storage of vehicles with parking permits.

A substantial issue exists with the local approval of the proposed project because: a) the
City has not provided any information regarding the existing, past or future demand for
parking in the La Verne Avenue Lot by beach goers and others; b) the local coastal
development permit does not include specific provisions to ensure that vehicles with City-
issued overnight parking permits are not stored in the public beach parking lot after 8 a.m.
each day; and, c) the local coastal development permit does not clearly state that public
parking will continue to be free with no permit required from the current opening time
(one hour before sunrise) until 8 a.m. when the meters must be paid.

The information on the demand for parking by beach goers, including the time of day
when parking for coastal access is needed, is necessary in order to determine whether the
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proposed project will displace any parking spaces used by beach goers. The City-
approved 6 p.m. starting time for permit parking may conflict with beach goers’ use of
the lot during the summer when many people visit the beach between work and sunset at
8 p.m. Without specific information regarding the demand for beach parking, any
conclusion regarding the project’s impacts to coastal access is speculative.

More importantly, the proposed project must include provisions to ensure that the public
beach parking lot is not used to store vehicles during the day when the facility is needed
to support coastal access. Each vehicle left in the public beach parking lot after 8 a.m. is
occupying a parking space that could potentially be used by a beach goer. The use of the
parking lot for vehicle storage rather than for parking be beach goers would have a
detrimental effect on public access. Therefore, the lack of any enforcement plan in the
local coastal development permit is a substantial issue.

The use of public beach parking lots for vehicle storage or other uses besides coastal
access is a substantial issue because competition for parking in the coastal zone has a
direct effect not only coastal access, but on other coastal resources throughout the state.
Coastal resources like sandy beaches and wetlands are often negatively impacted by the
construction of new private and public parking facilities. Water quality often suffers from
poliuted run-off that drains from existing paved surfaces like parking lots.

Additionally, many public parking facilities throughout the state are coveted by businesses
and other interests whose potential are limited due the lack of an adequate parking supply
to serve their interests. Specifically, in the Belmont Shore area of Long Beach, certain
business interests have indicated that the public beach parking facilities could be used to
supply much-needed parking for their employees and customers. A shuttle system has
been proposed that would transport employees and shoppers from the coastal parking lots
to the shopping and dining opportunities that exist along the Second Street commercial
corridor (Exhibit #8, ps.3&4). Therefore, the Commission will look very carefully at any
type of parking permit system or other parking management tool that is proposed to be
implemented in public beach parking facilities.

The appellants’ contentions regarding abnormalities in the City’s public hearing process
for Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0006-05 do raise questions regarding the City’s
processing of coastal development permits (Exhibit #5, p.6&7). The allegations of lack of
adequate public notice and questionable scheduling of the public hearing are not valid
grounds for an appeal to the Coastal Commission as stated in Section 30603 of the
Coastal Act. A finding of substantial issue and the resulting de novo hearing before the
Coastal Commission will provide interested parties another opportunity to participate in
the permit process.

The Coastal Commission, however, will use the public access and recreation policies of

the Coastal Act and the certified LCP as the standard of review during the de novo public
hearing and action on the appeal. Therefore, the appellants should continue to work with
the local government to address their local concerns that cannot be adequately addressed
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by the Commission. These local issues include: cooperating with the Police Department
to decrease crime in their neighborhood, trash collection and litter prevention, noise .
issues, private view issues, taxes, and whether the proposed project is necessary.

In conclusion, the locally approved project does not conform to the public access policies
of the Coastal Act. Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission find that a
substantial issue exists with the approval Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0006-05
on the grounds that it does not adequately protect public access to the coast as required
by the public access polices of the Coastal Act.

VI. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON DE NOVO HEARING

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

MOTION: Staff recommends a YES vote on the following motion:

“I move that the Commission approve with special conditions Coastal
Development Permit A-5-LOB-00-434 per the staff recommendation below.”

Staff recommends a YES vote which would result in the adoption of the following
resolution and findings. An affirmative vote by a majority of the Commissioners present is.
needed to pass the motion.

Resolution: Approval with Conditions

The Commission hereby grants, subject to the conditions below, a coastal
development permit for the proposed development on the grounds that the
development will be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the
California Coastal Act of 19786, is located between the sea and the first public
road nearest the shoreline and is in conformance with the public access and
public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and will not have
any significant adverse effects on the environment within the meaning of the
California Environmental Quality Act.

Vil. STANDARD CONDITIONS

1.  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.
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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

Overnight Parking Permit Program

This Commission action does not authorize any parking permit program in the public
beach parking lot other than an overnight permit parking program that authorizes
(nighttime) parking only with a City-issued permit between the hours of 10 p.m. to
8 a.m. No parking permit program is authorized, and no parking permit is required,
for public parking in the public beach parking lot each day from one hour before
sunrise until 10 p.m. All persons parking vehicles in the public beach parking lot
between the (daytime) hours of 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. shall be required to pay the
parking meters. Public parking is free (no permit is required) in the public beach
parking lot between the evening hours of 6 p.m. and 10 p.m. After 10 p.m. the
City may restrict use of the La Verne Avenue Lot to the northerly row of parking
(nearest Ocean Boulevard) because of inadequate lighting in the majority of the
public beach parking lot. The City may also restrict the size of vehicles authorized
to use the parking lot.

Issuance of City Parking Permits

The City-issued parking permits shall be available to the general public, and shall not
be restricted only to local residents or any other preferential group. Each City-issued
parking permit shall clearly state that the parking permit only authorizes use of the
public beach parking lot between the hours of 10 p.m. to 8 a.m., and that use of the
public beach parking lot at all other times shall be subject to the same metered
parking rates as the general public, and that any violation of these terms could result
in a fine and/or towing of the vehicle at the owner’s expense.
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Enforcement of Permit Program .

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the City shall submit for the
review and approval of the Executive Director, an enforcement plan tha
demonstrates the methods that the City will employ to ensure that vehicles witt
overnight parking permits are not stored in the public beach parking lot after 8 a.m.
each day. The enforcement plan shall ensure that any and all vehicles parked in the
public beach parking lot between the daylight hours of 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. shall be
subject to a fine and/or towing of the vehicle at the owner’s expense, unless the
parking meter has been paid. The enforcement plan shall delegate specific
enforcement responsibilities to specific City departments. The City shall implement
the overnight permit parking program and the enforcement plan consistent with the
permit approved by the Commission and the enforcement plan approved by the
Executive Director. Any change proposed to the approved overnight permit parking
program or enforcement plan shall be submitted to the Executive Director in order to
determine whether an amendment to this coastal development permit is required.

Term of Coastal Development Permit

This Commission action authorizes the City to implement an overnight permit parking
program in the La Verne Avenue Lot for a limited period of one year. The one-ygar
permit term will terminate one year from the date of Commission approval. D
the one-year term of this permit, the City shall monitor the overnight permit-parking
program and collect data to be used during the City’s and/or Commission’s review of
any subsequent permit terms. A new local coastal development permit, or an
amendment to this coastal development permit, must be obtained prior to the
implementation of any subsequent permit terms. The City shall keep a record of the
number of parking permits issued, the daytime parking demand for the lot, nightly
daily vehicle counts after 10 p.m., police reports, and neighborhood complaints.

Commercial Parking Requirements

No parking spaces in the public beach parking lot shall be used to satisfy parking
requirements for any commercial use or activity.

Protection of Public Beach Parking Facilities

All parking spaces within the public beach parking lot shall be reserved for the use of
the general public and shall be available for use on a first-come, first-served basis.
There shall be no exclusive use of parking spaces or reserved parking spaces within
the public beach parking lot by any person or group other than the general public
(handicapped spaces excluded). This condition shall not preclude the requirement for
a City-issued parking permit, available to the general public, for use of the p
beach parking lot between the hours of 10 p.m. and one hour before sunrise.
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7. Conditions Imposed by Local Government

This action has no effect on conditions imposed by a local government pursuant to
an authority other than the Coastal Act.

IX. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS FOR DE NOVO HEARING

The Commission hereby finds and declares:

A. Project Description

The proposed project would implement the following management changes to the
management of the La Verne Avenue Public Beach Parking Lot during a one-year pilot
program:

o Keep the entry gate of the parking lot open all the time (City currently closes the
entry gate at 10 p.m. and reopens it one hour before sunrise).

¢ Authorize only the use of 43 parking spaces (first row nearest Ocean Boulevard) in
the parking lot from 10 p.m. to one-hour before sunrise only by vehicles displaying
City-issued parking permits ($30 per month). 201t

¢ Install new signs to inform the public of the requirement for a parking permit from
10 p.m. until one hour before sunrise.

The La Verne Avenue Parking Lot in Belmont Shore is located on the sandy beach adjacent
to Ocean Boulevard, the first road inland of the shoreline (Exhibit #3). The parking lot
contains 161 metered parking spaces and one unmetered handicapped parking space.
Please see pages eight through ten of this staff report for a more detailed description of
the project and project site.

B. Recreation and Public Access

One of the basic goals of the Coastal Act is to protect and maximize public access and
recreational opportunities to and along the coast. Pursuant to Section 30604(c) of the
Coastal Act, because the proposed development is located between the first public road
and the sea, the proposed project can be approved only if it is found to be consistent with
the following public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states:
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In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private
property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states:

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea
where acquired through use or legisiative 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 of the Coastal Act states:

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

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states:

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

Section 30221 of the Coastal Act states:

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.

The proposed project involves changes to the City’s management of the La Verne Avenue
public beach parking lot located on the beach between the Ocean Boulevard and the
shoreline. The City proposes to implement a one-year pilot program to allow overnight
vehicle storage in the parking lot. A City-issued parking permit would have to be displayed
in order to park a vehicle in the facility after 10 p.m. The parking lot, which currently
closes at 10 p.m. each night, would remain open all the time under the proposed program.

The proposed project can be approved by the Commission only if it does not restrict public
access to the coast or negatively impact public recreational opportunities. While the

proposed increase in hours that the parking lot would be open would appear to enhance .
the public’s ability to use the parking lot and thus improve access to the beach and

shoreline, the proposed use of the parking lot for overnight vehicle storage could have the
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opposite effect. Public access and recreation would be negatively impacted if the
proposed project reduces the hours that beach goers can use the parking lot, or if the
amount of parking that is currently available for use by beach goers is reduced. Therefore,
the approval of the proposed overnight parking permit program must be conditioned in
order to protect the existing use of the public parking lot for coastal access.

First, the permit shall be conditioned to protect the public’s ability to use the parking lot for
beach access during the current hours of operation that were approved by the Commission
on May 12, 1994, Pursuant to the Commission’s May 12, 1994 approval of Coastal
Development Permit Amendment 5-93-232-A (City of Long Beach Curfew), the La Verne
Avenue Parking Lot is currently open for public use, with no parking permit required, from
one hour before sunrise until 10 p.m. at night. The City’'s signs posted in the parking lot
state that payment of the parking meters is required for parking between the hours of 8
a.m. and 6 p.m. Therefore, parking is currently free for all users from the morning opening
until 8 a.m., and from 6 p.m. until the lot closes at 10 p.m.

Anyone may use the public parking lot during its current hours of operation, including
beach goers, residents and customers of the distant commercial uses. The parking
meters, however, must be paid between the hours of 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. The current
parking lot management system, including the parking meters, protects the facility for use
by beach goers by preventing the all day storage vehicles in the lot. The requirement to
pay the parking meters prevents people from leaving vehicles in the facility for longer than
four hours and keeps the parking spaces available for beach goers.

The proposed overnight permit-parking in the parking lot could occur during the hours that
the parking lot is currently closed without causing any negative effects to coastal access
because there would be no reduction in the current hours or amount of parking that is
available for general public use. Therefore, Special Condition One states that the City-
issued parking permits shall be limited to the hours between the current closing time (10
p.m.) and the current hour that the parking meters must be paid {one hour before sunrise).
At all other times, the rules regarding the use of the public beach parking lot shall be the
same for the general public (those without parking permits) and persons who have
purchased a City-issued parking permit. Only as conditioned is the proposed project
consistent with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

Because the parking meters do not have to be paid after 6 p.m., those persons with City-
issued parking permits could leave their vehicle in the parking lot at 6 p.m. (or before if
they pay the meter) and not be required to move their vehicle from the parking lot until 8
a.m. the next morning. These hours are consistent with the City’s intended pilot
program, and would not give the parking permit holders any advantage over other users of
the parking lot during the current hours of operation. At 8 a.m. each morning, the parking
lot would be available only to those persons who are present to pay the parking meters.
The required payment of the parking meters after 8 a.m. prevents people from leaving
their vehicle in the parking lot all day while not being at or near the beach. This ensures
that the parking facility is protected to support coastal access and recreation.
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The 8 a.m. limitation on the proposed overnight permit parking program is necessary to ‘
protect the public parking facility for coastal access and recreation. In order to ensure

that the vehicles that are permitted to be parked overnight in the parking lot are removed

by 8 a.m. the next morning, Special Condition Three requires the City to submit an
enforcement plan for approval by the Executive Director that demonstrates the methods

that the City will use to enforce the requirement to pay the parking meter and prevent the
all-day storage of vehicles in the facility. Strict enforcement of the requirement to pay the
parking meters between 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. when beach use peaks is necessary to protect
public access to the shoreline. Only as conditioned is the proposed project consistent

with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

In addition, the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act require that the
public beach parking lot be open and available for use by the general public with no
preferential treatment for any person or group. This means that everyone using the
facility is subject to the same rules. The City may restrict the size of vehicles that may
park in the parking lot, and as authorized by the coastal development permit, require
parking permits for the hours between 10 p.m. and one hour before sunrise, but the
parking permits shall be available to the general public. This action does not authorize any
preferential parking system that would limit the sale of parking permits to local residents
or reserve any parking spaces for anyone. Special Condition Six states:

All parking spaces within the public beach parking lot shall be reserved for the
use of the general public and shall be available for use on a first-come, first- .
served basis. There shall be no exclusive use of parking spaces or reserved

parking spaces within the public beach parking lot by any person or group other

than the general public (handicapped spaces excluded). This condition shall not

preclude the requirement for a City-issued parking permit, available to the

general public, for use of the public beach parking lot between the hours of 10

p.m. to 8 a.m.

Only as conditioned is the proposed project consistent with the public access and
recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

Special Condition Five states that the parking spaces in the public beach parking lot shall
not be used to satisfy parking requirements for any commercial use or activity. Although
the current City proposal does not include any provision to allow public parking spaces to
be counted towards the satisfaction of parking requirements for any commercial use or
activity, there have been proposals in the past. Only as conditioned is the proposed
project consistent with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

Finally, because the existing and future demand for parking by beach goers in the La

Verne Avenue Lot is not known, and the demand for overnight parking permits is not yet
known, the full effect of the proposed project as conditioned cannot be fully anticipated.

More information is needed. Therefore, the approval of this coastal development permit .
authorizes only the proposed one-year pilot program during which the City shall be
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required to monitor the parking facility and permit program. The one-year permit term will
terminate one year from the date of Commission approval. A new local coastal
development permit, or an amendment to this coastal development permit, must be
obtained prior to the implementation of any subsequent permit terms. During the one-year
term of this permit, the City shall monitor the overnight permit-parking program and
collect data to be used during the City’s and/or Commission’s review of any subsequent
permit terms. The City shall keep a record of the number of parking permits issued, the
daytime parking demand for the lot, nightly daily vehicle counts after 10 p.m., police
reports, and neighborhood complaints. As conditioned, the proposed project is consistent
with the Coastal Act policies which encourage public access and recreational use of
coastal areas.

C. Certified Local Coastal Program (LCP)

The proposed project must also conform to the certified Long Beach LCP. The Long Beach
LCP was certified by the Commission on July 22, 1980. The certified Long Beach LCP
does not contain any policies regarding the management of the public beach parking lots.
The LCP does state that parking for beach goers in the lots south of Ocean Boulevard,
including the La Verne Avenue Lot, is adequate during most of the summer months. The
LCP also states that only beach-dependant recreational facilities should be located on the
beach. As conditioned, the proposed project does not conflict with any provisions of the
certified LCP, and can be found in conformance with the certified LCP.

D. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of
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.

The proposed project has been conditioned in order to be found consistent with the
certified Long Beach LCP and the public access and recreation 3 nolicies of the Coastal
Act. As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity
may have on the environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project,
as conditioned to mitigate the identified impacts, is the least environmentally damaging
feasible alternative and is consistent with the Coastal Act and the applicable requirements
of CEQA.

End/cp
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LOCAL COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Case No. 0006-05 =
Date: September 21, 2000

This permit and all development rights hereunder shall terminate one year from the
effective date (final action date or, if in the appealable area of the Coastal Zone, 21
days after the local final action date) of this permit unless construction is
commenced or a time extension is granted, based on a written and approved
request submitted prior to the expiration of the one year period as provided in
Section 21.21.406 of the Long Beach Municipal Code.

This permit shall be invalid if the owner(s) and/or applicant(s) have failed to return
written acknowledgment of their acceptance of the conditions of approval on the
Conditions of Approval Acknowledgment Form supplied by the Planning Bureau.
This acknowledgment must be submitted within 30 days form the effective date of
approval (final action date or, if in the appealable area of the Coastal Zone, 21 days
after the local final action date). Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the
applicant shall submit a revised set of plans reflecting ali of the design changes set
forth in the conditions of approval to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator.

If, for any reason, there is a violation of any of the conditions of this permit or if
the use/operation is found to be detrimental to the surrounding community, including
public health, safety or general welfare, environmental quality or quality of life, such
shall cause the City to initiate revocation and termination procedures of all rights
granted herewith.

In the event of transfer of ownership of the property involved in this application,
the new owner shall be fully informed of the permitted use and development of said
property as set forth by this permit together with all conditions which are a part
thereof. These specific requirements must be recorded with all title conveyance
documents at time of closing escrow.

The Director of Planning and Building is authorized to make minor modifications
to the approved design plans or to any of the conditions of approval if such
modifications shall not significantly change/alter the approved design/project. Any
major modifications shall be reviewed by the Site Plan Review Committee or
Planning Commission, respectively.

The property shall be developed and maintained in a neat, quiet, and orderly
condition and operated in a manner so as not to be detrimental to adjacent
properties and occupants. This shall encompass the maintenance of exterior
facades of the building, designated parking areas serving the use, fences and the
perimeter of the site (including all public parkways).

Any graffiti found on site must be removed within 24 hours of its caﬁpearance
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CHAIR AND CITY PLANNING COMMISSIONERS
Case 0006-05
September 21, 2000
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10.

11.

All structure Il conform to the Long Beach Building Code requirements.
Notwithstandihg this subject permit, all other required permits from the Building
Bureau must be secured.

Separate building permits are required for signs, fences, retaining walls, trash
enclosures, flagpoles, pole mounted yard lighting foundations and planters.

Compliance is required with these Conditions of Approval as long as this use is on
site. As such, the site shall be available for periodic reinspection conducted at the
discretion of city officials, to verify that all conditions of approval are being met. The
property owner shall reimburse the City for the inspection cost as per the special
building inspection specifications established by City Council.

The applicant shall comply with the following conditions to the satisfaction of the
Director of Planning and Building:

@ The Pilot Program is subject to an administrative 6-month review period. The

applicant shall establish criteria to evaluate the program’s effectiveness and
prepare a report for review by the Planning Department. This report shall
include an analysis of the program’s operational characteristics including, but
not limited to, the number of permits sold, daily vehicle counts, police reports,
and neighborhood complaints;

b. Appro‘v‘él is granted for a one-year period. Prior to the expiration of this
permit, the applicant shall reapply for a Local Coastal Development Permit
with a noticed public hearing;

C. Due to inadequate lighting in the majority of the La Verne Avenue lot, parking

in this lot is limited to the northerly row of parking. If code required parking
lot lighting is provided, then the entire lot may be used. Light and glare
shields shall be provided on any new light standards to avoid any light
intrusion onto adjacent or abutting residential buildings or neighborhoods
pursuant to Section 21.41.259;

d. If required by the Callifornia Coastal Commission, the applicant shall obtain

a coastal permit from the California Coastal Commission;

The overnight parking program is effective from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. daily.
Parking passes shall be limited to personal (noncommercial) autemebies vahides

20'0" or less in length, with a current venhicle registration. Unregistered and
inoperable vehicles are prohibited. The passes shall be clearly displayed in
each automobile parked in a City lot; /0. 24,07k

f. The applicant shall install signage at the parking lot entrance indicating the

hours of operation, permit requirements for overnight parking, and the
prohibition of loitering; COES
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CHAIR AND CITY PLANNING COMMISSIONERS
Case 0006-05

September 21, 2000
Page 8
. g The applicant shall prevent loitering in the parking lots. If loitering problems
develop, the Director of Planning and Building may require additional security
measures or initiate revocation procedures for the Local Coastal
Development Permit; and
h. The entrance gates shali remain open and the spikes shall be locked down

to avoid unnecessary operational noise.

12. The site shall be operated in compliance with the City Noise Ordinance, Chapter
8.80 of the Long Beach Municipal Code. Implementation of the program shall not
create excessive noise and nuisances to surrounding property owners’.

13.  The applicant shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmiess the City of Long Beach,
its agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the
City of Long Beach or its agents, officers, or employees brought to attack, set aside,
void, or annul an approval of the City of Long Beach, its advisory agencies,
commissions, or legislative body concerning this project. The City of Long Beach
will promptly notify the applicant of any such claim, action, or proceeding against the
City of Long Beach and will cooperate fully in the defense. If the City of Long Beach
fails to promptly notify the applicant of any such claim, action or proceeding or fails
to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not, thereafter, be responsible
to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City of Long Beach.
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(562) 5905071 DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT OCT 26 2000 ®
(Commission Form D) CAUFORNIA

COASTALCOMMISSION
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing

This Form.
o \e*‘“nfcs
SECTION I.  Appellant(s) Mf N’Vb&
Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s): fe,@ \J"
e«{f

(22 439- 90
Area Code Phone No.

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port , ,
governmntz_éeg_&eé_é%my_&aﬁ!mmﬂ

Brig description of developuent being
. ( {/

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel I
no., cross street, etc.): 9/

4. Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions:_ZBecicd 05(45" ;z‘égf /m«(/y

b. Approval with special conditions:

c. Denial:

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless
the development is a major energy or public works project.
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.

JO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
wppenL No: LEE-LOB - o004 24
oate Fiieo:_ (2 A6 - 7Y

DLSTRICT- W M 0ASTAL COMMISSIO
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.
(Use additional paper as necessary.)
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Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to
support the appeal request.

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of

my/our knowledge. |
) éé: __é ; C:Z ﬁ/é\' Sc:ejmafu(‘tﬁ
SignatUre of Appellant(s) or o8 Afeche,

Authorized Agent ledr
Date /0,/2—61/ X%

NOTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s)
must also sign below.

ign ri ign

I/We hereby authorize to act as my/our

repre?entative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this
appeal.

Sighature of AppelhapitsPal COMMISSION

Date i
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October 25, 2000

California Coastal Commission
200 Oceangate

10™ Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: Appeal of Long Beach Planning Commission decision to aliow
overnight parking in the La Verne Avenue beach parking lot, Case Number
0006-05. ,

We live on La Verne Avenue approximately 150 yards from the La Verne Avenue
parking lot, located South of Ocean Boulevard, between Covina and Glendora
Avenue. We are opposed to the Long Beach Planning Commission decision to
allow overnight parking for the following reasons:

1. THE IMPACTED LOCAL RESIDENTS OBJECT
Attachments 1 - 9 include 120+ signatures of the residents closest to the
La Verne Avenue parking lot who were not notified and are opposed to
it being opened for overnight parking for all of the below reasons.

2. BUSINESSES WILL PROFIT AT THE EXPENSE OF LOCAL RESIDENTS.
Overnight parking is not a problem for residents in the La Verne
neighborhood. Parking is only a problem for inland businesses seeking to
expand. Currently, businesses seeking to expand must provide additional
parking for their employees and customers. Businesses plan to offset
additional parking requirements by purchasing permits to park their
customers and employees at the La Verne Avenue parking fot. In fact,
District 3 Councilman, Frank Colonna has aiready arranged a Long Beach
Transit bus to facilitate business customers and employees. The bus
route (attachment 10) connects the businesses to the La Verne
neighborhood parking lot. The residential area surrounding the La Verne
parking lot will be impacted with additional traffic congestion, cruising,
trash, and crime. Allowing overnight parking in the La Verne parking lot
will provide no benefit to the surrounding neighborhood, only detriment. It
will diminish the resident’s quality of life for the benefit of businesses.

3. OVERNIGHT PARKING WILL ENDANGER THE LOCAL RESIDENTS.
Provisions have not been made to address resident’s safety. William
Shadden was murdered at La Verne Avenue and Ocean La Verne Blvd.
on May 31, 1993 at 11:20 p.m. The murderers were gang members
seeking to steal his bicycle. This location is on our corner and is directly
across the street from the unlit and unsupervised La Verne Avenu
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CRIMES PER MONTH

parking lot. Though easily forgotten by the business owners who don'’t
live here, the residents vividly remember Mr. Shadden’s murder.

Prior to Mr. Shadden’s murder and the La Verne parking lot closure, crime
was a significant issue for the La Verne neighborhood. Our Neighborhood
Watch group met regularly with the Long Beach Police Department to
address escalating crime. Crime and loitering decreased dramatically
when L.B.M.C 10.30.080(A) forced the closure of the beach parking lots in
1993.

DISTRICT 571 MONTHLY CRIME STATISTICS
(12-MONTH ROLLING AVERAGE)

30
~>=TYPE 1
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Specifically, Crime dropped 43% when the beach parking lots were closed
at night in 1993. According to crime statistics kept by the Long Beach
Public library for Reporting District 571, there were 212 crimes/year
against people or property for the eight years before the beach parking
lots were closed at night. Since closing the La Verne Avenue parking lot
at night, crime has dropped dramatically to 121 crimes/year. Reporting
district 571 surrounds the La Verne Avenue parking lot. Bayshore & Nieto
and 2nd Street & Ocean Blvd bound it.
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4. THERE IS NO PLAN FOR PERMIT AND LAW ENFORCEMENT.
Nothing has changed since the La Verne Avenue parking lot was closed
in 1993. The parking lot remains unlit. Police staffing has not been
increased. Moreover, police will not be patrolling the La Verne parking lot.
Rather, they intend to discourage criminal activity as before, by observing
from Ocean Bivd. Despite our neighborhood concerns, we will be no
better off than the day William Shadden was murdered.

5. RESIDENTS ARE OMMITTED FROM REVIEW OF THE OVERNIGHT
PARKING IMPACTS.

The current decision is slated for an administrative review by the Planning
department after six month. The residents are once again not being
allowed an opportunity to express themselves to the Planning
Commission regarding the impacts that have been observed. The
administrative review is to include police reports and neighborhood
complaints. However, there is no criterion for what is acceptable and what
is unacceptable. Residents should be able to question the viability of
overnight parking in the La Verne parking lot. The administrative review
should clearly weigh resident’'s concerns against the permit income
generated. The Planning Commission decision should state that all of the
beach parking lots might be closed if there is no use. This is not the case.

6. RESIDENTS WERE NOT NOTIFIED OF THE IMPENDING PARKING LOT
CHANGE OF STATUS.

The Planning Commission’s decision to allow overnight parking in the
beach parking lots was flawed. 120+ of the impacted residents (articles 1
-10) were not allowed due process to object to overnight parking at the La
Verne Avenue beach parking lot. My rights as a thirteen-year resident
homeowner in Long Beach were undermined. We support this with the
following data:

A. The La Verne neighborhood residents were denied their opportunity to
challenge the Planning Commission erroneous staff report. It was
dated September 21 and was unavailable to residents for review until
the day of the hearing.

B. The Planning Commission staff report recommendations on the first
page disagree with its own supporting background. Page one of the
staff report to the Planning Commissioners states in their
recommendations that allowing overnight parking “is not expected to
create any adverse effects upon the neighborhood.” However, the
supporting background section clearly states, “In the early 1990’s,
gates to the beach Iots in the shore area were closed at night due
to problems associated with all night parking. Concerns and
complaints raised by the neighbors include unnecessary noise,
parties, cruising, loitering, safety, trash, overnight sleeping i
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campers, increase in gang activity, decrease in property values
and crime.” No mention was made of William Shadden’s murder in
1993 despite it being mentioned on almost every appeal form
submitted by residents. The Planning Commission staff minimized the
concerns of the neighbors impacted in their report to the
Commissioners.

Furthermore, in the background section, the staff report states that
“this program is a result of City staff working with residents in
beach areas.” This is untrue. Upon investigation, Lynette Ferenczy,
Planning Department Planner, said that staff had not actually talked
with residents. Staff had assumed that Mark Sandoval, Long Beach
Parks and Rec, had been doing so since he was the applicant.
Residents of the La Verne neighborhood were involved in this
decision. The petition signatures support this

C. The Planning Department September 21, 2000, staff report to the
Commissioners indicated that opening the La Verne Avenue parking
lot would alleviate residential parking. The staff report failed to
mention to the Planning Commissioners that the La Verne parking lot
was expected to benefit inland businesses rather than local residents.
It also failed to mention that a Long Beach Transit bus route had
already been established to transport people from the area
surrounding the businesses to the La Verne parking lot. Councilman
Frank Colonna’s map of this route (attachment 9) is dated August 8,
2000. Either the Planning Commission staff was unaware of the bus
because they were not actually working with residents, or they chose
to omit this relevant fact in their report to the Commissioners. Either
way, if the Planning Commission staff had been above board and
actually worked with beach residents, you would not be reading this
letter.

D. Residents of the La Verne neighborhood were not notified of the
impending parking lot change of status. However, the staff report
(dated the day of the hearing) to the Planning Commissioners state
that “250 Notices of Public Hearings were mailed on September 1,
2000’ to property owners. Again, this is untrue. Based upon the
mailing list provided by the Planning Department staff, only 122
addresses are listed. No one on La Verne Avenue was notified, even
if his or her name was on the mailing list. Only residents along Ocean
Blvd received notice.

E. The La Verne Avenue residents were denied their opportunity to
appeal the Zoning Administrator’'s overnight parking decision to the
Planning Commission. The Planning Commission scheduled the
appeal hearing for 1:30 p.m. on September 21, 2000. Six La Verne
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neighborhood residents used their work lunch hour to be there at 1:30
as instructed to speak before the Planning Commission. Our appeal
was the second issue of four on the agenda. After the first issue
completed late at 2:00 p.m., the Planning Commission arbitrarily
moved our appeal to the end of the agenda without discussion or
consideration. Our appeal was not heard until after 4:00 p.m. All but
two of us could not wait and had to return to work, unheard.
Furthermore, several residents presented written testimony to the
Department of Planning prior to the Hearing as instructed on the
Notice of Public Hearing. None of the Commissioners were given the
opportunity to read written testimony prior to the Hearing and no
Commissioners were observed reading it prior to rendering a decision.
Residents were denied an opportunity to speak at 1:30 p.m. and their
written testimony was ignored.

F. During the appeal hearing on September 21, 2000, La Verne
neighborhood residents requested that vehicle height be limited to a
maximum of seven feet to discourage recreation vehicles and
overnight camping. The Planning Commissioners agreed that this was
reasonable since a similar ordinance was in effect for other areas.
However, the seven-foot limitation agreement was left out of the
Planning Commission findings. A verbal agreement was made but
was not documented in the findings by Planning Commission staff.
Nothing now prevents overnight campers from spending one dollar per
night to sleep in the La Verne parking lot. .

7. TRASH WILL INCREASE IN THE LA VERNE NEIGHBORHOOD.

Before the La Verne Avenue parking lot was closed in 1993, residents
vividly remember its trash. Specifically, the broken glass from car parties
and thrown beer bottles, hypodermic needies from rampant drug use,
used condoms and other hygiene by-products. The Planning Commission
has done nothing to address this concern voiced by residents during the
hearings. No provisions have been made for this increased trash. There
are no trash receptacles and trash pick up has not been arranged. Itis
unacceptable for the local residents to be saddled with the burden of
cleaning up and maintaining the parking lots.

8. CRUISING WILL INCREASE IN THE LA VERNE NEIGHBORHOOD.

Before the La Verne Avenue parking lot was closed in 1993, residents
vividly remember its cruising problems. The unlit, unsupervised parking
lots drew gangs, which loitered and created congestion and fear. The
Planning Commission has done nothing to address this concern which
also was voiced by residents during the hearings. No provisions have
been made loitering. There are no posted signs. No additional ?olicin
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. being provided. It is unacceptable for the local residents to be subjected
. to loitering, cruising and fear of gang violence.

9. NOISE WILL INCREASE IN THE LA VERNE NEIGHBORHOOD DUE TO
INCREASED VEHICAL AND PEDESTRIAN TRAFFIC.
La Verne Avenue is the most direct access from Second Street
businesses to the La Verne parking lot. Noise is minimal at night when
the beach is closed. If overnight parking is allowed, the nighttime traffic
noise will increase significantly and disturb our sleep.

10.POLLUTION WILL INCREASE IN THE LA VERNE NEIGHBORHOOD DUE
TO INCREASED VEHICLE TRAFFIC.

The low air pollution of the beach areas has always been highly desirable,
but lately unattainable with increasing diesel exhaust emissions. Allowing
overnight parking in the La Verne parking lot will only worsen a bad
situation. Because La Verne Avenue is the most direct access from
Second Street businesses to the La Verne parking lot, emissions from
vehicles will increase and reduce our quality of life.

11.SAFETY WILL DECREASE IN THE LA VERNE NEIGHBORHOOD DUE TO
INCREASED VEHICLE TRAFFIC.
Cars speeding down La Verne Avenue are already a safety hazard.
Allowing overnight parking will worsen the current problem. Besides my
- own safety, we are especially concerned for the four families with small
. children (under five years old) residing in our neighborhood.

12.VAGRANTS WILL SET UP TEMPORARY RESIDENCE IN THEIR
RECREATION VEHICHLES.
This problem already exists along Ocean Boulevard. Vagrants currently
camp overnight and move their recreation vehicles daily to avoid ticketing.
Opening the La Verne Avenue parking lot to overnight parking will transfer
this problem to the La Verne neighborhood. ‘

13.0UR OCEAN VIEW WILL BE OBSTRUCTED.
From our front patios, we have an unhindered ocean view of Catalina
Island, sunrises and sunsets. Having an ocean view is a significant
reason for residing on Laverne Avenue. We place great value on having
a view. Allowing overnight parking will totally obstruct our ocean view.
Furthermore, parked cars and recreation vehicles will pose an eyesore
and devalue our property.

14.0UR HOMES WILL BE SIGNIFICANTLY DEVALUED FOR ALL OF THE
ABOVE REASONS.

. COASTAL COMMISSION



RECOMMENDATION

1. Do not allow overnight parking at the La Verne Avenue parking lot. .
Four other beach parking lots are already being opened to overnight
parking. It is reasonable to delay the decision on the La Verne parking lot
until the success of the one-year pilot programs at the Alamitos, Belmont
Pier, 54" Street and Bay Shore parking lots have been proven.

2. Send decision back to the Planning Commission for reconsideration
after affording the residents the due process they are owed.
Notices of public hearing should be submitted/resubmitted to the public.
Planning Commission staff should be directed to meet with beach
residents as originally claimed. Furthermore, appeal hearings should be
conducted at time when it is convenient for impacted individuals to attend
and provide feedback.

Respectfully,
i N Dl iallb Ldams,
ichael L. Ruehl o e
45 La Verne Avenue She Il HC{QJVLS\
Long Beach, CA 90803 ‘
(w) 310/816-8351 ([éf La Verne Aue C ]
(h) 562/439-4404 f? beach cit qi7
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Kenneth Wang

Deny local coastal development permit; case number 0006-05.

Reasons for requesting the denial are:

Conditions for local coastal development permit are unclear. It has
insufficient criteria for evaluation, as well as operational questions
together produced some negative consequences to the community at

large.

The proposed criteria for the conditional permit to the satisfaction of the
director of planning and building are:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Written analysis of the program’s operational characteristics and they
are, the number of permits sold, daily vehicle counts, police reports
and neighborhood complaints.

This program is for one-year with a six months review. Prior to the
expiration of this permit, the applicant shall reapply for local coastal
development permit with a notice of public hearing.

This program is effective from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. daily, only the
licensed and operational vehicles are allow:-It contains a size
limitation. -

Loitering and Noise ordinances are in effect for the site as well as the
surrounding property owners.

The unclear and missing criteria for the conditional permit are:

)

2)

3)

4)

How does the written analysis provide insights to the understanding of
breadth and depth of parking permit buyers, What is acceptable
number of permits sold, what is the acceptable percentage of business
relative to residents participation.
How do the Parks, Recreation & Marine Bureau plan to keep track of
number of vehicles at the lot. This trial program is from 6:00 p.m. to
8:00 a.m. during which time most of the officers are not at work. How
does one verify the vehicle counts.
How do we measure the effectiveness of the police officers acting as a
parking patrol in addition to their normal duty. What is unacceptable
number of parking tickets because of lack of permit.
The one-year with a six months review is not long enough to know its
true effect and to be able to establish a base line for the undeGGABTAL COMMISSIOL.
of the structure changes as it relates to the mission of coastal
commission. ‘
b
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5)  There also exist nsks associate with undesnrable motwatmn and

consequently lack of procedural to terminate this program due to its
sineffectiveness after first year. Why isn’t it a multiple year program .
~that also has annual public review and hearing after the first year, This

would allow the local government agencies to discover any distortion

due to its short duration and lumpy data.

6)  The questionable block of time from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m., This
proposal derived from the demand for parking along the 2" street
where the effect is most dramatic. The competition for space came
from the employees, customers and the residents. One would imagine
3 p.m. to 1:30 a.m. are a much more desirable block of time.

7)  Two of the major missing criteria are the age-old habits of short
walking distance and lure of free parking. Why would any body want
to pay $ 30 a month and walk another 15 minutes toward 2™ street.

8)  Which agency has the authority over the parking lots, The Police
department, the Park, Recreation & Marine Bureau or the city of Long
Beach. It is very unclear. ! Who do we call when issues come up.

9)  No public review and participation after six months.

The unintent and intent consequences derived from this dynamic shift
in supply of parking are:

1)  “Cheap rent for vagrants.

2)  Increases in apartment development.

3) Increases in density of population and vehicle counts.

4)  Gangs hang out as well as other public safety issues.

5) A questionable outlet for additional development along the 2™ street

business property.
6) Limiting public access to the coast due to excess and unregulated

development.

7)  Increases in traffic counts through the residential street directly face
the parking lot and therefore put the residents at risk.

8)  Other long runs environmental impact, such as air pollution, trash,
noise and others.

9)  Wealth transfer from the owner occuples property near the Ocean
Boulevard to the business along the 2™ street.

10) Additional tax dollar spent and possible increase in taxes; driven by
the additional spending for this project.

11) Parking problems persist.

We strongly urge the Coastal Commission to deny the applic e
local coastal development permit. t‘btAfgfﬂ: COMA




I PETITION THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION TO PREVENT OVERNIGHT
PARKING OF BELMONT SHORE BEACH PARKING LOTS FOR ANY OR ALL OF THE
FOLLOWING REASONS:

-

1. Crime, such as the 5/31/93 murder of William Shadden at the LaVerne Ave. parking lot, will

increase.
. 2. Law enforcement has not added staff to police the additional parking lots.
3. Second Street Businesses are transferring their parking problems to the neighborhood beach
parking lots. The Businesses have already set up shuttles for their employees.

4. Vehicle and pedestrian noise and pollution will increase.

5. Ocean views will be obstructed by Recreation Vehicle parking.

6. Vagrants will set up temporary residence in their recreation vehicles.

7. Beach area homes will devalue for the above reasons while Long Beach businesses benefit.

8. The effected residents were not notified of the change of status of the beach parking lots.

9. The effected residents were not allowed due process to present their arguments before Long Beach

City Council, and the Planning Commission.
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I PETITION THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION TO PREVENT OVERNIGHT
PARKING OF BELMONT SHORE BEACH PARKING LOTS FOR ANY ORALLOFTHE . - ... %
FOLLOWING REASONS:

-

1. Crime, such as the 5/31/93 murder of William Shadden at the LaVerne Ave. parking lot, will
increase. .
Law enforcement has not added staff to police the addmonal parking lots.

Second Street Businesses are transferring their parking problems to the neighborhood beach
parking lots. The Businesses have already set up shuttles for their employees.

Vehicle and pedestrian noise and pollution will increase.

Ocean views will be obstructed by Recreation Vehicle parking.

Vagrants will set up temporary residence in their recreation vehicles.

Beach area homes will devalue for the above reasons while Long Beach businesses benefit.

The effected residents were not notified of the change of status of the beach parking lots.

The effected residents were not allowed due process to present their arguments before Long Beach
City Council, and the Planning Commission.

@ N

e R

PRINT NAME SIGNATURE ADDRESS PHONE

542) Des qq&#&( 5494 ot
A 230U 575N 206578
230 (CE D 69 o-Cy 77

M 12814 Tampea 4, B 760 -3¢ -esof

W — ELHLML&LMZ Q(az) 955 - 2%

W 208 MAg e mie Mg {5-625 12%
N 257 Newprtbao (p (Be2) 4es5d

Cﬁ&’\_/g Yl (BSS Frlin e m22)4/23-523%
DM Mﬁi%% 4 MQM TGl SHg

L0 TYeresa ’75-‘1 400 Califonis Sez QX! Hi¥e
Retrtt farsm 28Y0) ChodLDe  2¢9 83/-478/
Don Synms 2626 Vel Cr Sz -444-717 |
LBl an Coowss . R5esCher AL - D)L/ -2877
/Mo Poenons Vo /9 Tosme foe QD) 396 -5 055
~ /908 T Ane Adk Sé:o?) ?86-9095
2)cT & i ¢V 21 55’@5}/&«‘"{’”
3 1le 7 389 & 2ud S 5%, s‘m ©21-97,
L P fphorrs 4 270, hdas 0 05 //@0
N 5/ Sl Otngs . _A3T-F5 &
COASTAL COMMISSIH)
DATE:
EXHIBIT #

----------------------

pace .o OF 10



1 PETITION THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION TO PREVENT OVERNIGHT
PARKING OF BELMONT SHORE BEACH PARKING LOTS FOR ANY OR ALL OF THE
FOLLOWING REASONS:

1. Crime, such as the 5/31/93 murder of William Shadden at the LaVerne Ave. parking lot, will
. increase.
2. Law enforcement has not added staff to police the additional parking lots.

3. Second Street Businesses are transferring their parking problems to the neighborhood beach
parking lots. The Businesses have already set up shuttles for their employees.
4. Vehicle and pedestrian noise and pollution will increase.
5. Ocean views will be obstructed by Recreation Vehicle parking.
6. Vagrants will set up temporary residence in their recreation vehicles.
7. Beach area homes will devalue for the above reasons while Long Beach businesses benefit.
8. The effected residents were not notified of the change of status of the beach parking lots.
9. The effected residents were not allowed due process to present their arguments before Long Beach
City Council, and the Plannmg Commission.
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I PETITION THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION TO PREVENT OVERNIGHT
PARKING OF BELMONT SHORE BEACH PARKING LOTS FOR ANY ORALLOFTHE . - - ©
FOLLOWING REASONS: "

1. Crime, such as the 5/31/93 murder of William Shadden at the LaVerne Ave. parking lot, will
increase.

2. Law enforcement has not added staff to police the addmonal parking lots.

Second Street Businesses are transferring their parking problems to the neighborhood beach

parking lots. The Businesses have already set up shuttles for their employees.

Vehicle and pedestrian noise and pollution will increase.

Ocean views will be obstructed by Recreation Vehicle parking.

Vagrants will set up temporary residence in their recreation vehicles.

Beach area homes will devalue for the above reasons while Long Beach businesses benefit.

The effected residents were not notified of the change of status of the beach parking lots.

The effected residents were not allowed due process to present their arguments before Long Beach
City Council, and the Planning Commission.
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1 PETITION THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION TO PREVENT OVERNIGHT

PARKING OF BELMONT SHORE BEACH PARKING LOTS FOR ANY OR ALL OF THE
FOLLOWING REASONS:

. 1. Crime, such as the 5/31/93 murder of William Shadden at the LaVerne Ave. parking lot, will
increase.
2. Law enforcement has not added staff to police the additional parking lots.
3. Second Street Businesses are transferring their parking problems to the neighborhood beach
parking lots. The Businesses have already set up shuttles for their employees.
4. Vehicle and pedestrian noise and pollution will increase.
5. Ocean views will be obstructed by Recreation Vehicle parking.
6. Vagrants will set up temporary residence in their recreation vehicles.
7. Beach area homes will devalue for the above reasons while Long Beach businesses benefit.
8. The effected residents were not notified of the change of status of the beach parking lots.
9

. The effected residents were not allowed due process to present their arguments before Long Beach
City Council, and the Planning Commission.
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I PETITION THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION TO PREVENT OVERNIGHT L
PARKING OF BELMONT SHORE BEACH PARKING LOTS FOR ANY ORALLOFTHE -~ =
FOLLOWING REASONS:

1. Crime, such as the 5/31/93 murder of William Shadden at the LaVerne Ave. parkmg lot, wﬂl
increase.

2. Law enforcement has not added staff to police the additional parking lots.

3. Second Street Businesses are transferring their parking problems to the neighborhood beach

parking lots. The Businesses have already set up shuttles for their employees.

Vehicle and pedestrian noise and pollution will increase.

Ocean views will be obstructed by Recreation Vehicle parking.

Vagrants will set up temporary residence in their recreation vehicles.

Beach area homes will devalue for the above reasons while Long Beach businesses benefit.

The effected residents were not notified of the change of status of the beach parking lots.

The effected residents were not allowed due process to present their arguments before Long Beach

City Council, and the Planning Commission.
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Coastal Commission
200 Oceangate, 10® floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Re: Overnight parking in beach parking lots at LaVerne and Ocean Blvd

Dear Coastal Commission,

This is an old issue that was resolved not too many years ago by closing the lots at
night. This was due to the problems that arose from the lots being open. The lots were
being used by gangs and all sorts of criminal elements for a safe area to distribute drugs,
drinking parties after 2 in the morning, shoot of guns, and anything else but community
parking. The neighborhood people were afraid to use the lots as their cars would be
broken into and they would be mugged if they needed to get io their car during the night.
The loud parties were keeping the neighborhood residents awake at night.

When I had an apartment on Ocean and Covina my tenants had nothing but
problems with that lot. The police would say that it was under the jurisdiction of the
marine patrol, the marine patrol would say that it was the police’s jurisdiction. One time
one of my tenants saw someone shooting a gun from his car in the parking lot. The
shooter had the police officer convinced he was just shooting fire works. When the tenant
saw that the police officer was going to let the man go the tenant ran over and persuaded
the policeman to look further. The gun was then found under the car. The police arrested
the man. They left a note in my tenant’s mailbox the next day that he would have to show
up in court by 5:00 that day or they wouldn’t be able to hold the man. Fortunately, the
tenant came home early, got the note and did show up in court. It later turned out that the
man was a wanted criminal. Not many people would be as persevering as that tenant
which is why we have so much crime and bave to have so many police.

We no longer own that apartment house but do live in Belmont Shores and
believe that overnight parking in those lots is a detriment to the community and the
source of criminal activity in the neighborhood.

Cttprics FH%
Catherine Ridgley f%?/‘

145 Bayshore Ave., Apt. B
Long Beach, CA 90803-3452
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November 28, 2000

RECEIVED o

South Coast Regien
Mr. Chuck Posner

California Coastal Commission DEC 1 2000
South Coast District

200 Oceangate 10" floor CALFORNIA

P.O. Box 1450 COASTAL COMMISSION

Long Beach, CA 90801-1450

Re:  A-5-LOB-00-434, La Verne Beach Parking Lot.

Dear Mr. Posner:

It was good to speak with you on Tuesday, November 21* regarding the above captioned
case as it relates to the over night beach parking, Thank you for your patience. To
summarize what we have discussed, the following is what I think is important to A-5-
LOB-00-434:

1) Supply exceeds demand for parking space along Ocean Boulevard at night.
2) Longer trial period. .
3) “REMM?” (rational, evaluative, maximizing men) i.e., people will look for free

proximity parking.

Both 1 and 3 are to substantiate that currently there are no needs for additional parking
spaces along Ocean Boulevard at night. Given the design of this overnight parking
program, the problem will continue along 2™ Street. On the other hand, crowding toward
Ocean Boulevard will occur if businesses along 2™ Street have above normal

development activities as well as speedier conversion toward apartments within Beimont
Shore.

Item number 2 is closer to the heart of Coastal Commission concerns because there are
some missing pieces of the puzzle you should know. Enclosed please find a newsletter
and a shuttle bus map, both will provide you with additional information as to why [
think you should extend the trial period to longer than the City of Long Beach is
proposing. This newsletter points out the usage of the beach lots for both day and night
by the employees, as well as potential integration to 2°® Street business needs. Simply by
having a multiple years trial with biannual review, this will allow the Coastal
Commission to collect enough information to establish a base line for meeting it’s
objective of “access and enjoyment of the beach for all”.

COASTAL COMNiISSI
AS.‘L QB 00 ‘\‘3
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The risks are great for the residents and the Coastal Commission with this one-year trial,

when such a short period of time is used to determine a policy. A much more robust data
. can be obtained via a longer trial and ultimately can be use to instituted a policy with a
higher degree of confidence. The length of time one requires to obtain this conditional
use permit through the local and state governmental agencies is fairly long, the opposite
is also true to dissolve this program when it does not work.

Mr. Posner, there are four lots allocated for this trial, the only lot that is making an appeal
to the Coastal Commission is the La Verne lot, that is because we care and we feel we
have the greatest environmental impact. As you know there are many operational issues
that will still need to be worked out and we simply would like to see a very clear
definition of what the problem is before we start jumping into solutions. Therefore, I
am requesting the La Verne lot be left out at this stage until such time deems necessary.

Sincerely

ﬁ%

Kenneth Wang

Enclosure

. COASTAL COMMISSION
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At the BSRA's monthly meeting in Septgfnber, ! es, ocean, clear
a straw %ote of those present was takegf The skies, small _jo g atmosphere,
Board andymembers present i voted charming hgmfe community.

against a S}y-on in the Shore.

your view, yo{ can write to: Gary Mighael, Chief
Executive Offi

iness owners and residents of the Shore alike
d opposition to the proposed Sav-on. On

logo that will beNNg jv@ of the Belmont

Shore community:

like a strip mall?”

owned by Albertson's.

Ve are happy to say that after two-and-a-halif
years, we are making good progress. Our proposal
of remote parking for Second Street employees in
-the beach parking lots is simply too good to
abandon. Businessss win, custcmers win,

r, Albertson’s, PO Bgk 20, Boise,
the Internet
the Planning

residents win, and the overall costs are minimal
compared to other solutions.

Progress: We first had to gain the approval of the

\
\

X
*
*
v

ask permission to sell
Belmont Shore.

At the last min
meetings with the gBmmunity (g

Planning Departglent staff recolgmends denying

b

w

COALITION'™

gbre than the two existing lig

City Council to use the lot. That's done. Then they
had to establish a fee schedule for nighttime
parking permits. That's done. They have been set
at about $30 per month.
> Aid asked for a Next, we received approval from Zoning
vyanted to conduct | Administrator Bob Benard. The first week of
# August, a one-year trial plan was approved
al'owing nighttime parking by permit in four beach
jots in Belmont Shore. The big lot at Granada
idtion because oXthe high crime JJf could not be approved at this time.

pxisti l What's next? Now, we are set to take our case to
@ the California Coastal Commission and ask for
l their blessing in using the lots for other than
beachgoers. Here, we have the help of a local
lawyer who has dealt with the Coastal
Commission. Since we are planning on using the
lots in the late afternoons and evenings, we will
not be interfering with beachgoers but we must nct
count our chickens before they hatch.
Shuttle: The next step involves the establishment
of an employee shuttie to trolley folks to Second
) Street. Long Beach Transit has finally agreed to
begin a Passport-like bus which will run the circuit
around Ocean and Second St. It is slated to begin
late 2000.

Security: We also must face security issues. The

to go before the City |
Hember 7™ to once again §

been contafpted by Rite Aid). §

a questionnaire to Shore residents last
hn 80% margin residents said they wante
uor stores on Secd

TO THE 'PARKING
by Cvnthia Brannon

AT HAPPENED

with the necessary agencies is a painfully siow
process.

LBPD feels they cannot properly control the
security of the Granada lot as long as it is behind
the existing sea wall. The wall was built back in the
years when large waves pounded Belmont Shore

We're still working hard! Unfortunately, dealing

Shoregram printed courtesy of Luna, Holly’s Hallmark, the Beimont Athletic Club, .bnes Bicycle, Herman's Shoes and
most especially Malboxes Bc. in the Shore (5318 E 2™ Street at Fomona, 562/887-4777, Thanks Marshal

A.-5-LoR-00- 43“

and is obviously not now necessary. A lowering of WAN I TO HELP WITH THE LONG
the wall, however, is a $350,000 expense. The city
is examining the process. Also being examined is
the possibility of a 24 hour manned kiosk for
security and for fee collection, like the new one in
the pier lot.

Beach Residents: WWe would like our constituents
who live along Ocean to know that we are
sensitive to their concerns of excessive noise in
the beach lots at night. We truly believe that when
the lots are used by employees, use by those
wishing to 'party’ in the lots will be discouraged.
Please attend our meetings so we can carefully
monitor the ‘goings on'. i
Help! A small group of us have continued to F
meet the challenges presented. We are continually
inspired by the knowledge that we have the
signatures of over 1100 residences in supgort of
this plan. If you have special talents or knowledge
that will help us, please contact our new BSRA
President, Jeannette Gavin at 439-3058 or attend
a meeting of the BSRA. (See Meeting Schedule on
page 1.

respond to
October 15™.
3058 If you wo

one of the most
significant factors ighborhood  safety,
appearance, and
Rhone, formerly Bel

officer, has stated:

F; HIRT SALES HELP PAY FOR

vs hore's dynamic patrot
citizens alone...Police

: guarantee safe
they keep already safe

NMONT SHORE STREET
ARATIONS

A ChNetmas T-Shirt is the next fungfaiser for  neighborhoods saferf.urgealthy neighborhoods
he non-prd§t organization "Giving Jlice." The  improve with police/gommynity partnership...”
organization \best known for last yghrs "Trees in Training; homg ecurity and social
he Islands" hristmas decopfiions, which  meetings; street sfining and painting; enhanced -
illuminated the Megdian of Segghd Street from  lighting; more fr patrols; home and

[Ximeno to Bay Shiye. It also gbonsors seasonal
decorations such as\gags, hfhners and lighting.
he Christmas “T" is a ¥ nion to the biue and
green seashell design its currently on sale.
'Giving Twice” consists ore business owners
dedicated to improvig§l the\appearance »f the
[Second Street busingbs distridy, The T-shirts are
$14.95 and can b bought at Wolly's Halimark,
una, Mail Boxgf Etc., Jones BWycles, Angels
2000 and the Bgfmont Athletic Club. Bgnations are
ax-deductibled’ For more information Oyptact Patti
Allen at Hollys Hallmark, 434-5291.

EIGHBORHOOD WATCH
by Jim Os?

Vant to know the best crime prevention
Hegfice ever invented? A GOOD NEIGHBOR!
NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH has been

Shoregram dishributed in the Shore by Boy Scout Troop 212. Thanks guys!

COASTAL COMMISSION

car window sti

Bvention device ever invented
IGHBORS!
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. ‘ Belmont Peninsu.
to
The Market Place

Termino Avent

.-
Service Statistics
Timd Pince
Days Operated: Weekday, Saturday and Sunday m‘: Bivd
- Span of Service: 8:00 AM. 10 8:00 PM. o

Frequencjr: 45 minutes
Number of Coaches: |

Scrvice Hours: 12
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