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Drear Chalr Shallenberger and Crastal Commissioners:

Re: City of Los Angeies proposal for Overnight Parking District in Venice
Thursday June 13, 2013; Ageanda # 10a

1 am writing to the Commission on belialf of the Venice Actton Ailiance [VAA) with
regard to the City of Los Angeles Application No. 5-08-3132/A-5-VEN-U8-343, which
is scheduled ag item 10a on the Commissien’s agenda for Thursday june 13, 2013,
The Venice Actian Alliange is an unincorporated assaclation of residents of the
Yenice community of Los Angeles concerned about waorking for communiry
improvement and oppaesed o the establishment of preferential parking districts in
the Yepiee area.

Intreduction

The puwrpese of this appiication, which the Commission nas twice previously
rejected, is to permit the establishment af Overnight Parking Disiricts [DPDs] in the
Venice and Marina del Rey areas of Los Angeles, The proposed OPDs would limit
parking hetween the hours of 2:00 a. m. and 5:0Q a. m. {or 00 a. m. inland of
Lincoln Blvd.] to residents and their guests who purchase a permit. By exciuding ali
others the proposed OPD would Bmit access to the coast for visitors contrary to the
public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 (Section 20210 et. seq.) and of
Section 4 of Article X of the Califormia Constitution.

The YAA is finding it difficult not o perceive the consideration of this application as
a Yenice Beach version of the movie “Groundhog Day". The Commission reviewed




13

and rejected a proposed QPD for this area in 2009, and upon resubmittal after a .
lawsuit was fiied, reviewed and reiected it agaist in 2010, More titigation ensued
ahd now again for reasons that are naither obvious in the law nor ransparent in the
record the Commission has agreed to consider this application for a third time,

In order (o shorten this lefter | have attached a copy of the letter | sent to the
Commission in june, 2010, which contains extensive quotes from the Commission’s
2009 findings rejecting the {igy's appiication as well as argument regarding the
2010 submittal, Much of that letter is as timely and appiicable now as it was then.
However, there are several circumstances that have changed since the Cormmission’s
previous consideration or thar were not known to the Cammission at the rime that
make any consideration of this proposal premature. For all of these reasons the
Commission should reject the City's application =t this thmea,

The City has ¢nacted an itlegal curfew prohibiting access to or
présence oh the Venice Beach that supersedes the public access
limitations of the OPD, and the Commission should not consider the
validity of the OPD until after it determines the validity of the curfew.

The City of Los Angeles adopted an ordinance, contained in Municipal Code section
63.44(H){14)(h) that provides that “[N] o person shall enter, remain, stay or lolterin
any park which consists of an ocean area, heath, or pier between the hours of 12:00
midnight and 5:00 o'clock 2. m. of the following day.” A separate ity ordinance
defines beach to include “shoreiine areas bordering the Pacific Ocean that are
owned, managed av controlled by the City”. Pursuant to this ardinance the City has
posted signs restricting all public access to Venice beach as well az to the
Boardwaik/Ocean Front Walk and Venice Beach Recreation Areas “for all purposes”
between the bours of midnight and 5:00 2. m.

As the Camrnission kitgws any such restriciion upon pubile access requires a Coastal
Development Permit {CDP). Commissien staff has been gware of this violation sinee
as gatly as 2007, and has been responding to it since at least August 26, 2010, Stalf
has sent letters ta the City concerning this violation from, at a minimum, Andrew
Wiilis, Enforcement Analyst (8/26/10), Peter Douglas, Executive [Director
{11/8/10) and Alex Helperin, Seniar Staff Counset {2/3/11] stating that
enforcament of this curfew constitutes “development” within the meaning of the
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Coastal Act, and that it cannor be enforced unless the City firgt obtaing a CDP from
the Commission, The City has not gbtained a CDP for this ordinance, yet it continues
to enforce the curfew. The present status of this viclation within the Commission’s
enforcement unit is unclear, but it has not yet heen brought before the Commission
for consideration of the CDP.

‘What is clear is that City enforcement of this curfew restricts public access to the
coast more comprehensively than would its proposed OPD. If the public cannot take
access 0 the biéarh or to the area adjacent to the heach from midnight to 5:00 a, m,,
what difference does it make to members of the public who wish to take access
whether they can park on Yenive streeis during these hours? What difference does it
make whether the City provides mitigation in the form of parking reserved for
beachgoers during the time of the OPD parking limitation or of bicycle lanes and
“sharrows” for those who might conte to the beach from further inland on two
wheels if they are still prohibited from taking access once they get there? The
curfew is the foundation upon which exclusion of the public from access to the
acean and ¢oast is being built,

This does not mean that the proposed OPD is irrelevant to the members of the
Venice Stakeholders Association (VSA). (New Commissioners should note that the
V54, which wants comprebensive preferentiad parling for residents, is a separate
community organization from the VAA, which opposes all such preferential
parking). The V3A wants parking exclusivity for residenzs, and dogsn't want visitor
parking in their neighborhood whether the visiters want to take access to the beach
or shap iwt the neighborhood stores. That 15 wiy they ave pressing for Preferential
Parking Disiricts in addition to the proposed Overnight Parking Distyict, and that is
why they sued the Commissiaon ta try to force adoption of this restrictive OPD.

Buy the proposed OPD) is only part of the prohlem far mambers of the public 50 long

as the City is permitted to illegelly enforce its curfew. For this reason the

Commuission shouwld degy the proposed OPD at this time, and not consider it anew

untdi the City has brought before the Commissian the beach curfew ordinance for a ’
coastal development permit. The Commission should not spend moie time dealing

with the barrier walls until it considers and has dealt with the barrier’s foundation.

Consideration of the OPD at this time is premature and it shoutd be denled.
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The Coastal Commission should not congider the consistency of the OPD with
the access and recreation provisions of the Coastal Act until it bas obtained
and analtyzed all information necessary to assess both the need for the
parking restrictions and feasible alternatives to those restricons.

It is indisputable that the Commission must assess the basis and need for any
restrictions upan public access to the coast before it permits such restrictions to be
implemented. Limitations upon full access must be examined with strict scrutiny,
Loastal Act section 30210 provides that:

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

Section 30210 of the Ceasral Act is 2 direct implemantiztion of the above
referenced constitutional provision, the cenegluding language of which enjoins
the Legislature to “enact such laws as will give the most liberal construction tq
this prevision, so that access t¢ the navigable waters of this State shall always
be atrainable for the people thereof”. This Lagisiative impiementation of that
Constitutionzl provision is the fundamental basis for the Commission's
authority and for the necessity that it review the City's curfew ordinance, and
it is also the basis for the Commission's review of the propossd OPD
restrictions,

With this in mind, what are we told regarding the basis for the City’'s proposed
OPD?  When these restrictions were first proposed the basis for the
restrictions, the civic “problem” to be solved was the parking of RVs and other
“oversized” vehicles upon the streets of Venice and the “infestation” of
homeless people perceived to be Jiving in them, The Commission's adapted
revised findings when it last rejected this OPD in 2010 state that “[T] he
Commission is being asked to balance the needs of the local residents and the
homeless provlemn, but the Commission’s responsibility under the Coastal Act
is to protect the public's ability to aceess the coast.” The Commission went on
to find {aiso on p. 11 of the adonted findings}:
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For example, many of the complaints by proponents of the OPD
rizlate to the parking of oversized vehicles. The Commission
has not historically required coastal development permits for
oversize vehicle parking restrictions, If the City implemented
oversize vehicle parking restrictions, the City and the
Lommissioh _wolld be able to_evaluate whether those
restrictions are sufficient to_alleviate the concerns of OFD
proponeits. Similarly, the City has police power authority to
regulate sleeping in vehicles, littering, public intoxication and
dumping. In addition, many of the problems cited as a basis for
the OPD relate to the important social problem of
homelessness.  Programs targeted at providing adequate
housing and other services for the homeless couid help
alleviate problems associated with the use of vehicles as
housing, None of these measures would exclude the general
public from parking on the strects that support ¢coastal access.

Uniess the City first pursues strategies such as these, the
Commission will not be in a poesition to evaluate whether
measures such as OPDs that specifically target the abiiity of
beachgoers to park on public streets close to the shore are
actually necessary to address the probiems that OPD
proponents cite as the reasgn for estabiishing OPDs.  Iff-
experience shows that these problems persist despite the
Lity's implementation of strategies such as those discugsed in
tne previpus paragraph, the Commission cowld then evaluate
the appropriateness of restrictions that target public parking,
(Emph. Added)

The City responded to this Commission injunction by adopting oversize
venicie parking restrictions. According to information presented to a Venice
Neignborhood Council meeting In January, approximately 110 blocks were
posted vo prohibit parking of oversized vehicles, “opening up many spaces for
passenger vehicies”, In addition, the City adopted 2 “Vehicles to Homes”
program, helping participants to find nen-vehicular lodging. Bui however
productive these steps may be, they did not appease the members of the
Yenice Stakeholders Association, who pressed on for approval of the OPD to
ensure their exclusive overnight parking privilege,
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Unfertunately, the City did not complete nor did the Commission staff
undertake the tasks set for them by the Commission in its previcus actions.
They conducted no studies, nov did dhay evaluate the parking situation aRer
the aversize vehicle limitations were implementead te determine whether this
feasible alternative had achieved its anticipated result. Instead, without any
studies undertaken or other apparent record evidence as a basis the City now
suggests an entirely different rationale for the OPD. At p. 13 of the pronesed
findings the staff states;

The City is requesting approval to implement the proposed
OPDs because of residents’ complaints about scarce on-street
narking being ocoupied by non-residents” vehicles, including:
Santa Monica residents trying fo avoid vehicle size limits and
parking permit fees, airport travelers who store their cars in
the Viila Marina and Oxford Triangle areas while they are out
of tewn, car rental companies and Reets, vendors who store
praducts overnight in trucks near the boardwalk, employees of
restauranis anfd bars, and hotel customers looking for free
parking {Exhibit #5],

The sole basis for this new rationale is an epinian letter from the very same
Venice Stakeholders Association that is pushing for parking exclusivity, and
the only non-opinion "avidence” is an sttachment to That letter, 2 Los Angeles
Times article from February 24, 2009 {prior to both of the previous
Cammission denials of the OPD) which reported that an adopted OPD would
be going to the Commission for review. Amazingly, given the use ta which the
article is now put as purported evidence in the findings proposed for
Commission adoption, the arficle itself statas:

“[F] ed up with homeless people who live in cars and battered
vecreational vehicles parked along residential streets, many
Venetians have for more than a decade urged the City of Los
Angeies to create overnight parking districts that waould timit
parking in thefr neighborhoods”.

The Commission needs {o go back fo the reference point it established in the
findings for its previous denial of this OPD. As quoted ahove, it directed that
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before any OPD could be considered the City needed to attampt to alleviate
the problem identified as the principal basis for residents’ parking concerns
by trying feasible alternatives to the propesed OFD. The City has chosen
several of the alternatives and has now implemented them. Now the City and
the staff need to evaluate whether those alternatives have in fact alleviated
the problem such that the OPD parking restrictions that this Commission has
twice found to be conftrary to the Coastal Act are no longer necessary, That
evaluation has not oceurred. Whether there is a feasible alternative that will
reduce or eliminate the need for a substantial impact is 3 core principle of the
Coastal Act, of CEQA, and quite specifically a requiremeat of the lagt adopted
findings of this Commission on this OFD. The City shouid net have ignored
this requirement, nor should the Commission staff have ignored it in their
analysis for the Commission,

Before the Comrnisgion can legaliy approve the restrictions upon public access
embadied in the OPD £ must ensure that a public need exists that forms a
proper basis to overcome the aocass provective printiples embedded in Articie
X, Section 4 of the California Constitution and in section 20210 of the Coastal
Act. It must also ensure that all feasible alternatives have been implemented
and evaluated before the substantial impacts upon public access renresented
by the OPD are approved. None of this has been done. The evidence is clear
that the basis for the parking restrictions proposed in the OPD has been the
problem of overnight parking of oversized vehicies, and homeless people
living in those vehicles, At the direction of the Commission the City has taken
certain steps to attempt to zileviate the problem and the City has reported
that at least 320 spaces on 110 blocks in the Venica ared have been opened up
for passenger vehicle parking, but neither the City nar the Commission staff
have evaluated whether, once these alternatives were implemented, a critical

. parking problem remained to justify the access restrictions of the OPD. The

Commission cannot legally approve the (OPD until parking stydies have been
¢empleted, not by the self-serving VSA but by neutral experts that evaluate
the need for those parking restrictions in light of the recent implementation of
alternatives i{dentified by the Commission to solve the overnight parking
problems in the area without restricting public access {o the coast
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Neither the City nor the Commission stafl have analyzed the need for or
the provision of specific replacement parking as mitigation to determine
if the yequirement of the City's certified LUP that replacement parking at

a ratio of one-to one, or at any other specific ratio shonld be imposed.

Policy (LA6 of the City of Lbs Angeles’ certified Land Use Plan provides that:
“Establishment of residential preferential parking districts shall be contingent

-upen replacing displaced public parking spaces with new public parking at a

minimum 1:1 ratio”. An OPD is g prefereniial parking district the limitations
of which apply at night, rather than at all times or at other specific times, The
preference remains exclusively for residents of the arga,

In analyzing the consistency of the proposed OPD with the policies of the
certified LUP, the staff report concludes in one sentence, with neither
evidence nor discussion, that "[T] he proposed praiect, anly as ¢conditioned to
pratect the public's ability to access the coast, conforms ta the palicies of the
certified Venice LUP." This directly contradicts, without any basis, the
Commission itself, which found in 2010, when it last considered this
proposal, that:

“Ceriified LUP Policy [LA6 states that public parking places
dgisplaced by any prefarential parking scheme be replaced with
new public parking at a minimum one-to-one ratio. The
proposed project does not conform with LUP Policy ILA.6,”

The Commission also found in 2010 that the proposed OPD did not conform
with LUP Policies LAY and 1LAS.L and further that, absent a report
evaluating "the adequacy of the mitigation for the Joss of public parking in the
proposed preferantial parking scheme”, the Commission ceuld not find “that
the loss of public parking in the preposed prefereniial parking scheme will be
adequately mitigated at a minimum of & one-to-one ratio” The Commission
concluded in 2010 that the proposed OPQ "is not consisient with the Venice
LUP policies”, and therefore that “approval of the project would prejudice the
ability of the local government to prepare an LCP that is in conformity with
the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act”
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In light f this it i3 impossibie to discern how the staff reached its present
conchusion.  The Commission will recall that the standard for the legal
acceptability of findings was articulated by the California Supreme Court in
the case of Tgpanga Association for 3 Scenie Community v, County of Loz
Angeles, (1974) 11 Cal. 37 506, In that case the Supreme Court ruled that an
administratfve agency “must set farth findings to bridge the z2nalyric gap
between the raw evidence and ultimate deeision or order” (at p. 515). In the
QPO findings proposed by the staff for adoption by the Commission here,
there ig neither a "bridge” vver the analytic gap, nor a footing for the bridge on
the “raw evidence” side of that gap. There is simply a conciusion, and it is
unsupportable.

The reasens for this are simple. First, the City has never conducted an
analysis of the need for parking, second, the City has never conducted the
study cancerning the loss of public parking that the Commission requested in
2010; third, the pateatial loss of parking is indeterminate, now or as the City
would have it decades from now, because the Commission is effectively pre-
approving a series of blotl-at-a-time DFDs without any formula for the actual
mitigation to be applied; and feurth, the mitigation proposed is inherently
uncertain, Taken together these form a factual and analytic gap that the staff
did not have the necessary information to resalve in the stafl report, Lacking
that information, it was Forced to simply state 3 one seatence conclusion and
stop,

The lack of any analysis of pavking need has been discussed in the previous
section of this letter, and need not be repeated at length. The entire OPD
program was foymularted as a response to anecdatal complaints of homeless
individuals living in oversized vehicles semi-parmanently parked ot Venice
streets and creating a nuisance. The only study cited by staff fat p. 14] was
conducted by the VSA, the stakehelder group insistent on adaption of the OPD
to attain exclusive resident parking. However self-interested the stady, it
focused solely upon parking availability in a limited number of metered
spaces, rather than parking need. There is no study to document the need for
a preferential parking program and there is no study to document the loss of
public parking that will result from the proposed OPD. Finally, as discussed
edrlier, it is likely that whatever parking need might once have resulted from
oversize vehicle parking in Venice has been alleviated by the City's
prohibition of that parking.

Venice Action Alliance Yetter to CCC re proposed OPD in Venice
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The failure of the City to propose or the staiff (0 recommend mitigation either v
at 2 1:1 vatio as called for in the certified LUP, or at any certain raiio means

that there cannet be any specific match bhetween impact {spaces no longer

available for the beach-going public) and mitigation [spaces made available

for the heach-going public). Instead the City propeses and the suaff

recommends without analysis a back-of-the-papkin approximation bailt upen

unsupporied assumptions.

The City states s assumption, quoted in the staff report, that it would “take
years, IF not decades, before an entire neighborhood is posied with OPD signs”
and that it is “unlikely that there will be & large demand for QPD
implementation”. Nothing evidences unexamined assumptians more clearly
than stating opposites simultaneously: on the one hand the City asserts there
is a ¢ritical need for OPDs that requires that Jimitations be placed upon
members of the public attempting to take access; on the other hand it asserts
that there is never going o be 4 big demand for OPDs.
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I The City also agsumes that a certain number of parking spaces wili actually be

: available becavse it has declared that they will be available. The City further

| assumes that this number of parking spaces will be adeguate to meel the

| needs of members of the public @lting access, and will not, for sxample,

: already be occupled by residents, visitors, or any of the other commereial

| users and interlopers wha purpartedly are now using spaces an the streets,

: Some of the spates in some of the lots may prove to be availahle, but there is »
| nothing in the record or in the findings that could ghve the Commission any

' assurance that this is the case. Preferential parking districts such as the QPDs

: proposed here are \ike the kid's game of musical chairs, except that most of

| the chairs are first reserved for the vesidents and then everyone else must

: seyamble, Mo one knows what will be available, '
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Nor is there any evidence for the assumption that the new bicycle lanas and
“shared-lane markings” will provide any mitigation for the impacts caused by
the parking restrictions. These bicycle-friendly actions are unquestionably
maod sptial poilcy ang the City should be encouraged to implament them
wherever possible. The bicycle lanes are a benefit to the nearby residents but
they are anly the iHusion of mitigation for members of the public taking access
1o the coast from areas other than Venice. There is no evidence {0 suggest or
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reason to believe that beach-goers from locations other than Venice will cast
aside their cars because a few blocks of a few streets in Venice will now have
bicycle ianes.

Al] of these uncerfainties underscore why the City and the Commission, when
it certified the City’s LUP, determined that establishment of residential
preferential parking districts should be contingent upon replacing displaced
public parking spaces with new public parking at 2 minimum one-to-one ratio.
This policy was recognition that available parking was at a premium, and that
preferential parking for residents shauld not displace visitors seeking ta park,
Staff has apparently decided not to recommend adoption of that ratio, ar any
other ratio, but it has not analyzed the critical sub-questions that lead to any

" conclusion with respect to the amount of mitigation, nor has it articulated

why it rejects the standard of the LUP in favar of the back-of-the-napkin
proposals of the City, Staff might argue that the standard of review here is
consistency with the policies of chapter 3, with section 30210 et. seq. But
there is no analysis to justify this conclusion either; there is simply a
staiement that the project is ¢onsistent with the policies of the Act The
Commission’s previous decisions denying approval of this OPD, and itz
findings in support of those decisions are simply ignored by the staff, never
discussed in the staff report. The propesed findings with respect to mitigation
are Inherently flawed, aod cannot be approved by the Commission,

Conclusion

The staff recommendation of approval of the proposed OPD submitted by the
City of Los Angeles is legally unsupportable and must be rejected by the
Commission. It should be rejected because, with respect to public access o
the sea, it's consideration sheuld follow rather than precede that of the ilegal
curfew being impesed by the City on access to the beach and to the shereline
adjacent to the beach, in vioiation of the Coastal Act. Until the Commission
determines the validity and extent of the consistency of the curfew with
section 30210 of the Coastal Act, it cannot and should not properly consider
whether the parking limitations ef the OPD are consistent with the Act. The
bianket prohibitions of the illegal curfew are more restrictive than the parking
restrictions ef the OPD. Consideration of the validity of the curfew should be a
condition precedent to consideration of the OFPD,

Venice Action Alliance letrer to CCC ve proposed DPD in Venice
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The Commission should alss reject the propeosed OPD hecause the
Commission does not have and thus caanat have assessed all of the
information necessary to analyze the need for the OPD and feasibie
alternafive measures to the QPD. Until the City and the staif properiy assess
the nead and anelyze the feasible aiternative measures already being
implemented by the City tnat address the only basis ever articuiated for the
0P, consideration and approval of the OPD by the Commission is premature
and not legaily defensible.

Finally, the Commission should reject the proposed OPD because the findings
regarding mitigation ave flawed., There is no amempt to match identified
impacts with specific mitigation. instead the Commission is being asked
simply 1o trust that the mirage of possible mitigation (parking not subject to
possible OPDs that may or may not be available when needed) will make up
for the spaces lost as residents secure their preferential parking.

The Commission must recognize that it has been forced into the middle of a
neighborhood dispute. The impetus for that dispute was an ocutgrowth of the
homeless problem, particularly after the severe economlic recession, Aninflux
of peaple parking and living in their RYs and other oversize vehicles created a
backlash in Venice that [ed to calls for preferential parking, including OPDs.
After the Commission twice rejected nroposed OPDs because of thelr impact
upon the public taking access to the coast, and sugeested alternaitves that the
City could pucsue to deal with the specific problems of hemeless individuals
parking their pversize vehicles in Yenice, the City has taken steps to deal with
tivat specific problem. Parking of oversized vehicles has been prohibited on
Venice streets, and the City reports that this is working But somae in the
community, represented by the Venice Stakeholders Agsociation, continue to
want tp achieve exclusivity in their neighborhood. Life wouid be so much
easier, they think, if the public eould be excluded from their streets, This is
why the Y84 and the City have a residential preferential parking scheme for
daytitne privileges lined up right behind this OPD proposal, one which they »
originally wanted to bring te the Commission at this meeting as well,

Restricting public access to the coast by restricting public parking on nearby

public sireets in order to solve a problem that has apparently already been

solved by other means is net consistent with the Coastail Act and should be

rejected.
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There was once a poster on the walls of the Commission’s headquarters office
thak saig “Save the Kansas Coast”. The point was that the coast belonged to
the public from everywhere, not simply the residents privileged encugh to
live nearby, The Venice coast is not just for Venetians; it is aiso for those from
Bellflower, Bakerstield and Bishop, from Culver City, Coachella and Ching,
from Pico Rivera, Pasadena and Powmona, and of course from Topeka. The
Commission has historically given stvict scrutiny to any proposal to mit
access to the coast. The proposed OPD is unnecessary, it is unustified, it is il
planned and it cannot be supported based upon the findings presented to the
Commission. It must be rejected,

Sincerely,
loriginal signed by]

Ralph Faust

Ce: Charles Lester, Executive Director
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Peggy Lee Kennedy, Venice Justice Committas | CE
Suu(E IVED

F.D. Box 2881, Venica CA 50794

Cﬂﬂsr Rﬂg‘:qn
California Coastal Commission JUN 0 g 2813
Altn: Charles Posner Chuck Posaer{@coastal.cagov
CALFQRN
200 Oceangate, 10% Floar,Long Beach CA 0802 co ASTAL EA
AL COMMISSION
California Coastal Commissioners, Ceastal Commission Executive Director, and Coastal
Commission Stafl: $

lam a third generation Venice resident, anappeliantin this case, and { am writingto oppose
this versionafthe Venice OPDs. | am #l50 writing on behalfofsome of the other original
Venice 0PD appeilants who are unable to write or are no longer withus, It is unfertunate
and sad o noie that onr co-appellant. the Executive Divecmr ofthe California Coastal
Commissien and one of the authtars of the Coastal Act, Peter Douglas, isnow deceased. Terry
Hendricksan, 2 vacalopponentof OPDsinVenice and a disabled womanwho lived ina
vehiclein Venice for many years, is critically ], in and cut afintensive care.

I recognize that most of the commissioners are new to this issue, yet many peaple, [ike me,
navebeen opposing Venice OPDs for years and years. The ongoing different versions ofthis
projectbeing presented ta the Coastal Commission and the years Involved inakes me wonder
whythere is no administrative finality inavelvedin the Coastal Commissioner decisions from
2009 and againin201D.

T'willtry to provide specific reasons thatthe Commissioners willhopefolly consider while
rejecting this Coastal PermitApplicadoentiatis being presented asa lawsuitsertiemeant
agreement, a version ¢conceived of with no real public input, and with questionable and
woefally lacking mitigations,

These are my primary reasens that the Califoraia Coastal Commission shouid reject this
project

1. Thisprojectviolates Section4 ofAricie X of the California Constjtution and Califonyia
Coasgtal ActSection 30214, specifically regarding the public’s rights of access,

The homeless people direcily affected are members of the publicand are residents. Some
ave life-fong Venice residents and are also Venice QPR appeliants, They were born in nearby
hospimls, grew up going to schools in Venice, they practice religiousrituals on the beach,
fish and enjoy other recreational activities onthe beach during all hours ofthe day. Theyare
notless than human and they absoluctely are members ofthe public. They do not gualify for
an OPD permirand will be denied access by the Vernice QPO s,

Itisinappropriate to treat a homeless person as a non-résidentor non-member of the
pubiic. Affordabie housing in Venice has veen removed drastically from Venice in the laset
decade. The scanty and often dehumanlzing threat to accept housing through the Vehicle to
Homes program has primarity been lp relocate people far away from Venice and far from the
bomeless services Venice isrichin, Furthermare, this so-calied Vehicle o Homes program
was noteven provided until afer (aw enforcement was clubbed down on the vehicle
residentsofVenice hythe City nfLos Angeles - resolting ina myriad of civil and humanright
violations and a federal lawsuitcurrently pending in the 94 CircuitCoustofappeals,
{Deserirain vs.City ofLos Angeles)

Pezpy Lee Kenmedy 1




Pegry Lee Kenhedy, Venice Justite Commities
£.0. Box 2881, Venice CA 901294

<. Thelily ofLosAngeies hasnot esablished that the OPDs are “necessary” or that the
skated OPD reasons persist

The main reason for the Yenice OPDsisto deal with the “homeless probiem by removing
homeless peoplelivingin vehicles and the Coastal Commission has clearly recognized this.
The Coas tal Commission language In 2009 and 2q lﬂ hath include: T_,hiﬂ_p_um;]_sagy_;

{See 2009 staff repanmmuﬁﬁwmmm&
2009.pd{, 2009 finding v /reports /200 h]9¢e-5-1

2009.0d€, alsn see fune 201 D staff repurtand Sept Zﬂlﬂ revised findings }

Following the June 2010 Coastal Commissioners’ decisivnio deny Venice OFDs, the City of
Los Angeles used the Oversiged Vehicle Ordinance, the Livingin Vehiclelaw, and multple
other strategies to remove honieless people living in vehicles fromVenice,

Therecurrenty isno proofpeing provided, suchasthe 2010 LASHA census of Yehicle
HomelessinVenice {counting hen over 250 YVehicle dwellers), indicating thatthe 50 called]
reasansfor Yenice QPDs 5Tl xlisL

In fact the reasons for Venice OPPDs do pat existin any substantiveway.

3. While enforcing Muoaicipal Oversized Vehicle Ordinances. following tha fune 2010
Copastal Commission decision o deny Venice OPDs, the City of Los Angeles viglated
the California Vehicle Code thatprovides specific parking acconmodatons o
disabled drivers.

Yehicles with disabled piates or displaying a disabled placard are exemptiromthe
Oversized Vehicle law and also exempt framthe OPD law per CalVeh Code22511.5.vet the
Cityand the LAPD choose to ignore these privlleges thatthe State specifically providesfor
disabled people.

Because the City targeted hemeless disabled people (some seriously disabled)
inapgropriately and illegally with LA City Oversized Yehicle Laws, simply o eradicate any
and all Vekicle homelesspeople from Venice, itis especially helnous. : The CityofLos
Angeles has provided apattern and praciice of ignoring the California Vebhicle code and
shouldnetbe expectad te act differentwhenapplying the OPDy - if the Coastal Commission
approvesthemin 2013,

4. TheCity ofLosAngeles has violated the Califorria Coastal Acthy ceeating a municipal
Code {law) that closes the beach in Venice, This qualifles as a developmentthat
significanby restricis Coastal Access persection 30106 ofthe Coasal Actand
requiresanapplication fora Coastal Development Permit The City never applied for
sucha permil

The Coastal Commission Adorneys contacted the Los Angeles City Alprneys with a penerous
offer o wark this violation out®, but the Clty attarney refosed to cooperate.w

The Coastal Commission should resolve this pending Coastal Actviolation,especially oneas
substnnal as clasing abeach, prior to awarding permitparking scheme that the City hag not
vet provennecessary.

Peggy Lee Kemmedy 2




Pegzy Lee Kennedy, Yenica Justice Commitlee F
P.0, Bax 2E8L, Yenice Ch 9029

5. TheCity ofLasAngeles hasremoved miles of free sireet parking in Venice withouot
mitigating, withoutconsidering Coastal Access withoutconsidering a Coastal
DevelapmentPermit, and withoutconsidering how Bisremoval offree beach
parking afects coastal aceess w low income public visitors o te Coastal Zonein
Venice,

A complaintwas originally submitted inNov 2007 = but bas been subsequently

snbmitted at leastfour dmes to the California Coastal Commission and Staff. Much of the

free street packing that has beenremoved in the Venice Coastal Zone isdueto lohby

efforts by gproupslikethe Venice Stakkeholders Assoc. The many streetsigns (that have

removed nighttime parking, resiricted parking to 2 hours, and many mare inthe coastal

rone) should be restored ta free public parking priorte the Coastal Commission

consideving Temoving even inore access to the public via any permitparking schemae. ry

6. TheCiry ofLos Angeles hasprovided a fairly complicated OPD prapasal forthe
Commissionersio decide onin June 2013, which contains, but is not imited o, these
injual proklems: :

s The Venice sireels that will nothave QPks alveady have parking restrictions
Ehat alfect Coastil Access and the non OPD permit holders will need to move
multiple extra times daily unaecessarily,

* TheCoastal Commission staffyeporiassumes that the OPDsare basedon
resident pedtions infavor of OPDs and have condibons which are agreements
with the City that they will reportto the Executive Director.,

o Thereisnereal enforcementmechanismon peions because nothing
in the OPD law [Los Angeles Municipal Code} requires the City tn abtain
residentpeniions. All that s required isa comrmunication from Council
Uffice to the Deparonent of Transportation.

o Mresidents want the OPDsremoved, the City will notdo it evenifa
clizen petltions and proves that a majority afthe residens onthe
Weockdo notwant the OFDg. v

o TheCommissienersshould demand thatthe City amend the OPD law to
require petitions, because the average cltizen has noi real power and it
is simply unfair o s2y that the Executive Director pfthe Coastal
Commission is managing this for them, especially considering the LA
City Beach Clased law sitmation.

+# The City af Santa Manica, being the area justnorth of Venice, petitioned
residents and pyovided these peyitivos priorto being granted permit parking
in the Caastal Tone, The City ofSanta Menica also replaced a significant
amauntof parking to mitigate, bat the City efLos Angeles has not either.

+« Themitgationsare guestionable atbest and are woefully lacking, especially
taking inte accountthe miles of free parking alreadyv removed by the Cityin -
retentyears.

» Thereisno mention ofthe City afLos Angeles’ Coastal ActViolations -cradie
to grave- from the original Venice QPD application through to this proposed
settlement, asking the Coastal Conmigsion to approve Venice OPDs. The
Coastal Commission staff has been fally aware ofa Coastal Aceviolalon prior
to the Initial application and the City of Los Angeles denies iy, which displays
dishonesty ofthe applicant,

Pegey Lee Kennady 3




Peggy Lee Kennady, Venice lustice Committas
F.0. Box 2881, Venice CA 90294

7. Thelity ofLosAnpelesandthe Venice Stakeholders Assoc. have consisrently claimed
that hecause all the other soTrpundirgbeach areas have permitparking in Coastal
Zanes, then so should Venice. Thatfact should be an extremely compelling reason o
not allow any further permit pavking thatrestricts oT eliminates street parking until
there isa smudy of the” cumulative effects’ that permitand restrictive parking hashad
anlawincome peopleregarding access to the California Coastal Zones.

Without knowing the cumutative consequences of permit parking, the Ceastal Commission
cannotinow how years of patch work mirigations and unenforced hlatantviolations of the
Coastal Act{that restrictpublicacress to the coast) has now cumuolated into.

Recent CEQA Ninding have leaned in favor of requiring analysls and assessmentefthe
cumulablve elfects ofa development and Venice has special environments factors that should
e considered.

Unfortunately, Los Angeles Departmentof Transportation rubber stamps each and every
permit parkinpas not requiring an EIR and always says that CEQAdoes not apply. CEQA does
apply here dure t¢ the amountof permit parking up and down the coast adjacenttn Venice
and because Verice has very special environmental factors that shauld be taken inio
consideration,

In conclusion, based on the issues I have stated here in my [etter and in the many other
letters opposing the Venice OPDs you have received from the public and from [awyers,lam
askingthat youdeny thisapplication or lawsuit settlement.

If you bave any doubts, you shauld atleast consider postpontogthis due to the new City
Attorney and the new City Council persanfor the Venice areabeing seatedinjuly 2013.

Sincerely,
Pegqy Lee Kenmedy

P.0. Box 2BE1L, Venice LA QDI04

"Exhibit1 - portion of Desertrain vs City of Los Angeles dealing disabied viotations
" Exhibit2 - letter from the Coastal Comimissionto Los Angeles City Altoriey

* Exhibit 3 - lerter from Los Angefes City Attorney (0 Coastal Commission

¥ Eulripit4 — Driginal complaint regarding free parking being removed inVenlce

¥ Exhlhit5 — QPO petivion o remave OF DS that was (gnored
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Lenkedy Tadubit
Prom Desertrain vs City of Los Angeles - dealing with the violations for Cal Vieh Code that pratects the
disabled driver.

The Caiifornia ¥Vehicle Code provides specific parking accommodations for disabled drivers and explicitly
proscribes the authority of local goveruments to enact laws restristing these prowetons,  Desphe the
express legislarive ban in California Vehicle Code §22511.5, forbidding the City from what # has done
here, the disriet count placed the burden on the Disabled Plammitf to go to court gach time they were
cttizd and explam why the City acted unlawfully,

In California, parking regulation is a matter of swale preemivion.  Rumgford v. Cip of Berkeley,
31 Cal 3d 543, 550 (19823 A local government may 261 n ihis area only within the seope of awhoriny
expressly delegated by the State ta cnact boeal laws.  People v, Garth, 234 Cal App 3d 1797, 1799, 1300
(1991), Califoimia Vehicle Code §22507(a) anthorizes Yocal aws. At the same time, Vehicle Code
§22311.5 forbids Lhe enactmend of lecal ws restricling the protections for disabled drivers providod by
§22507a). There & nothing eryplic aboud these privileges as they are pasted on the Caiiforniz
Depatiment of Maotor Yehicle's website as well' Together, §§22507(a) and 22511.5 express the
California Tegislatwre’s decision of the protections necessary to ensure equal access lo the sireels for
disabled deiwers, The distriet court may not substityle its judgmennt for the Californis Legskture’s on
whethiey targeting disatted drivers I viplation of staie law denies them equai access to the public sirests.

The repeated citations issued wo the Disabled Plaintiffs were mot accidental but it does not maner
if they were.  As stated abowe, City ofiicfals announced at the Townhalt on Homelessness that they
would increzse parking enforcement against people believed to be living in their vehizles. S0, aven though
the vehicles of the Disabled Plaintilis had plainly visible pltes and/or placapds bearing the universa)
symbel indicating disability, they were repeatedly cited for vinlating heal lawis from which they were
cxpressly exempr.  Sag Spicer v. City of Camuarifio, 195 Cal.App.Ath 1423, 1425 (201 1) (VC §22501.5
requires that, where posted street signs restrict parking, disabled persons may park no meter the limis
enacted by a lowal entity).

No martter what its reason for doing so, the Ciy may ne% pass & Bw thal conflicis with the slate
Vehicle Code. Wooldridge v. Mounts, 199 Cal App.2d 620, 623-24 {1562).  Vehicle Code
§22511.5(a) 1{A) expressly exempts drivers with disability plates or placards from the laws enacted by
Los Angeles and applied to plantiffs,  These mebude LAMC $80.690%), prohibiting parking except by
preferengal permits; §80.6%d), restricting helght tnits of vehieles parked wirhin 100 jeet of an
intersection; and §80.6% 4(a), reslricking niehitme merkme of oversized vehicks. Vehicle Code
§22311.5(a) 1)}(R) exempis disabled drivers rom LAMC 380.6%(¢), restricting parking longer than the
posted time [mils. Vebicle Code $2251 (a0 1){D)2) excuses disabled drivers from putting money in a
parking metet.

Y See htipdidmy.capovpubs/brochures/fict Bols/f17.im “Disabled Person Parking

Privieges. ™
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Aupust 26, 201D

Moark Marjscal

City of Las Angeles, Deportineni of Recreation and Parks
Supecintapdant, Pacific Eegion

1674 Polos Yerdes Dirive Morth

Harbor Ciry, CA 90710

Subject: Imposition of an ordinence esmblishing a beach curfew
Dear Mr. Mariscal,

Public necess (o and along the Califotnia const and coastal wzters is a right puasanieed by
California’s Cohetitution and the Coastal Act. When public agenoies hitiaie end mstitole actions
tesigned snd imended 1o place a fimistion on public seccess 1w the coast, such as, but not fimited 1o
imposition of a beach curfew, such limitations mast be reviewed before taldng effect under the
policies of the Coamal Act throogh the coastel development permit process, ‘

Our staff has confirmed tiat the Ciry of Los Angelos ¢stablished a beach curfew, found in Clry of
Los Angeles Muanicipal Code Section £53.44(B)14)b), fior city beaches via Ocdinznee No. 164209,
adonted an November 22, 1988, Seation 63 44(R) 14Wh] states:

Mo person sl eater, retnudn, stay or bofter Jo any pacfl which conxists of o% oepan eren, beock pr piar
Bepwect the fouwrs of 1 2:00 hddeir bl awd 500 o'clock gom of des fodewing Ay ar 2uclt gther Fours az the
Cotncll may establich for ench such gark by oedinance. Ou uny park whick consists of an acean areén,
haach v pler subjece o this Secdou, the sapervising suplapse at such slte may excend tie closing time lo
necrmmodaie spegial avents yoell as pranion runs aud dther wvents appiovid by che Depariment of
Recramton and Parks or Vie Los Angeles Connty Deparmert of Beaches, as appliceble, Pravided, howzver,
thar na persan shall euter, temain, stay or lolter on Royal Falins Bogch between ihe howres of 8:08 o 'clock
2o qird $:00 a’vlack du, of e fulfowing dup,

The imposition of this beach curfaw, g is i1s ¢learly stated intear, restricry public access 10 the sea.
The Cosstal Act defines “development” (Public Rosources Code Secyion 20106) requiring 4 corgial
development permil from either the Conpnission oy local government, where a Local Cossral
Program has been certified, or where the local government issucs coastni developmert permiis
pursyant to the Coaglul Act, to include 2 ., change in the .., ini¢nsily of use of lend.. .change ip the
inténsity of use of water, or of access herem.” M addition, the Commission ang locel governntnts
aree mandaced wider the Coastad Act (Section 30210) tr ensre that *,. mexiinum accads ... and
recroational gpporimities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety veeds
ghd the beed fo protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resoures areas
{tomm overuse.”

Commistion siatl hove researched our permit flles and comcladed thes no coastal development P
permits have been isyued for this parfiedsr public gveess restriction. Tn this panmicular case, the
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City of Log Angelas
August 26, 2010
Page 2ofd

closure of beaches within the City’s coasta) development permit jurisdiction would require 2 Jocal
coastal development parmit from the Chry, as well as the Commission, since City beathes are
tocated n the “dual permit jurisdiction” Tmplementation of an ardinance affecting access to (he
Commission’s area of oripina! jurisdiction, ie. State tidelands or public trust lands, would also
réquire 4 coastal development permit from thie Comynission. In the ahsence of such Coagtal Act
review, such restrictions on public access ¢onstitute a violation of law exposing the responsihle
agency 1o poisible enforcement astions.

While the Commission understands and appreciates the many pressures on public agencies,
especially local government o onsure public safery, preserve resident conveniepce and
neighbornood ameniics, and carry ouf lapd maneperment responsipilities within constrpined
budgets, we are concemed hecause mapy of these restrictions on lawful public rnghs of use havo
been ingtirated without bepefit of coaslal development permits required by the Coesral Act, The
Commission has 2 long history of reviewing thesz fypes of public coastal access restricions and has
approved those that are narrowly drawn 10 effectvely address proven public pafery jssues and
cotcems, Unfortunetely, many access restrictions that infringe on protacted legal public fghts are
drawn and zpplied in an overly broad manner, oflen because of political expediency or ease of
administration by implementing or enforcing agenaies.

Peach curfews o1 closures hive been problematic an accaslon in the past, Howaver, working with
local agencies in the context of the coastal development permit process, we have usuajly been able
> achieve 3 mutually acceptable resplution that protects both public safaty and public accesy
beaches and State waters, We warnt to Wwork In ccoperation with you to achicve this dusl missitn in
the most efficient end effactive monnet and to avoid potentdal canflicr and contraversy over law

enfoycement requiremems.

In conglusion, it iz the posilion of Commission swff thet impiementation of the beach curfew
ardivemes identified above qualifies as development uider the Coasml Ast and Lherefors requires a
coastal develapmenl permit. If the City wishes to implement a beach curfew, it would (irst need 1@
pbtain authorization for such restriction throygh issuance of both a local coastal development permit
and 2 coastal developmemnt permit from the Commission, Staff feels that by working together within
the coastal development permit cortentt, we can zehieve a positive resolation to this matter that is
consistent with sliz Coastal Act. Please condact me or South Coagt District Manager Tarcsa Henty at
{563) 590-5071 within two weeks of the mailing date of this letter in order 1o discuss atly questions
raised by this lelter and how we can work together 10 reach A mutually acceptable solution to lhis
imporiant matler affecting coastal gaecess.

Sincerely,
T e e

A

Andrew Willis
District Enforcement Analyst

e Councilnian Rosgndalils office
fack Ainsworth, Deputy Director, CCC
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CARMEN A. TRUTANICH
City Attorney

October 1, 2010

VIA U.S. MATL & FAX {561) 590 5084

Antdrew Willis

Disirict Enfor¢ement Analyst
California Coestal Commizsion
South Coasi Arca UlTice

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000

Leong Beach, California 908(2-4302

RE: LAMC section 63.44(B)(14)b)
Dear Mr. Willis:

We have considered your letters and accompanying documents regarding your
investigation info the {aws of the City of Los Angeles concerning beach hours.

Please be advised that LAMC section 63.44(BY 14 )b} is a duly-adopted ordinance
and law of the Chy of Los Angeles, As such, the otdinance is not in need of a coastal
development permit or arty ather written perrnission of the Catifornia Cogsial
Commission for its continecd exisience and enforcement, The City of Los Angeles will
therefore not be appiving for a coastsi development permit from the Commission,

You would have the Commvasion exercise the powers of a super-legisiature or
court with powers to effectively veto or nullify the laws of Charter Chies. The Cogstal
Aci simiply cannot be interpreted that way. Indeed, vour {nterpretation of the Coasial Act
is contrary to the separation of powers defined by the Constitution of the State of
California.




Andrew Willis, District Enforcement Analyst
RE: LAMC scclion 63.44(B}(14)(b)
October 1, 201¢

Page 2

Additionally, a duly-adopted municipal ordinence or [aw regardless of its subject
matter s not 8 "development” as that word is used in the Coastal Act. A "development”
i the Coastal Act always refers to physical structures and things: buildings, walls,
fenees, ete.

It the Commission believes that City law violates staie or federal law, the
Commission has the same civil capacily as individuals and other legal entities 10 raise
that issue in a judicial proceeding. Bul the Ceminission is without jurisdiction to
adjudicate the merits of fts own legal contentians about local Jaw. Again, the
Commission is not a courl,

We irust that the conceps of the democratic process Is not completely lost on the
Commission and its stalf. Therefore, you are regpectfislly rerninded that the Commission
and/or iis staff can engage the political process in an effort to persuade the City Council
ot the City of Los Angeles to change its law regarding beach hours or any other subject,

It b3 not eseaped vur notice that you have proceeded with your "investigation™
inta LAMC section 63.44(BY 14X b) only after the City initialed an administrative
mandate proceeding in the Superior Court o challenge the Commission's decision
regarding overnight parking districts in Venice. 1€ the City had not taken the
Comumission to court, the Commission and its staff would not now he investigating a law
conceming beach hours which has existed in some form for more than three decades.

The Commission obviousty intends its investigation to harass the City into abandoning its
litigarion against the Commission. The ongoing investigation is totally unjustified,
without any legal merit, and yepresents retaliantion against the City of Los Angeles for
exereising its consiitutional right to seek redress in tye coun egainst the Commissien's
abuses of discretion. We therefore demand that lhe investigation be terminated forthowith,
You are requested fo serid us written confirmation of this termination by the end of
business October 11, 2070,




RE: LAMC section 63.44(B)(14)h)
Oclober 1, 2010
Page 3

Please conseit legal counsel about the matters discussed above. Your immediate
attentien o this matter is requested.,

Very truly yours

CARMEN A. TRUTANICH, City Attorney

CAT:GMS:sl

Andrew Wijlis, District Enforcement Analyst
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. (213) 4736875

oo Wyalf Sloan-Trike, Dapuiy Anormey Generil
Bill Rosendabl, Member of the City Coungll, City of Loz Angeles
Tanice Hahn, Member of the City Council, Ciry of Los Angeles
Tom Kisk Wioksi, Geneeal Wanager, Deparmment of Recreation and Parks




To The Californis Crasal Commission:
Pkase regard this cormumiceton as a FORMAL COMPLAINT,

The City of Los Anpeles B removing and restricting  parking In the Venice Coastal Zone without
California Coastal Comrnission permits or other requirements teceszary wih the Caffonia
Coastal Commission in order to remove or resirict parking in the Coasml Zone.

These actions taken by the City of Los Angeles [to remove parking ot restriet parking] are
brniting coastal access for people of all economic staws.

The California Coastal Ay, Section 300015, siates (hat one of the basic goals of the st br the
coaslal zone ape to meXimize coasml access,

Please find a list below of Los Angeles Chry parking sians, meters, and painted curbs in the
Venice Coastal Zore that restrict parking and limit coastal access.

Some of the below listed parking restrictions have been the resuk of efhris by the City of Los
Angeles o relieve the agtation some Venice homeowners, business owners, or athors Gel when
viewmg people Iving In abject poverty on the steels. [ submit that removing or resiricting streat,
parking o remove poverty from Ghe area hurds the majoriy of people living i Venice who need
0 use sweet parking. | forther scbnit that removing or restricting street parking for this reasen
harms the by bxome people wishing to visit the beach by Imiting their access o the beach.
Plus it fs shnply a waisl of City modey that ¢ould be much betrer spent on aciual solttions o
parking or poverty. And it s wrong 1o valie the wishes of those fow [who may nave property in
Venice] over the needs or wishes of human bemgs lving with a lower economic stahus.

Some of the below listed parking restriclions have been the result of the City halpmg businesses,
but T submit that it 2 business has provided the required parking [by bw] or has been piven an
exermption tothis required parking - the City shoukd not be removing parking from other people
living o visiting ihe beach by giving it away to a business,

Some of the below lsted parking resictions oy have been dore o just satisfy complning
residents, but if doing so lmits coastal aceess and parking to the general public, it & wiong,

Resgarch with the Department of Transportuinn o dentify the origin of the work orders for
these signs and painted curbs may kad the Coastal Commissinn o these Ghets,

Tnis list Is a delailed example of recently created parking resirictions that Imit public access in
the Venice Coastal Zong, but it is not a compkte list of all siwatibns created in Venice that have
rosticted of removed parking in the Vence Coastal Zone.
¢ inthe Rose Ave beach parkmg ot, 2 concessipn/renial stand was bult in the middie/back
ot the paking 'bor det resmoved pay parking spaces for e beach.
o There are parking lots oot ok this st thet used 10 be fiee and open 24 -hours, bur have
been recenily restricled with City parking signs or meters.




v There are City parking lots used for menerating income, which ace closed to the general
public ai night and are operated by independent conmracmors.

v 'Tne area oordered between Venice Bhvd and the Santy Monica Cliy Imi, between Mamn
Street and e Pacilic Ocean has not yet been imvenoried,

* Onby o bnied effon was iaken thus far looking at ssues of sireet parking removed wsing
pafited curbing or meters.

[ am happy to continue on this job, unpaid, of dentifying the ways that the City of Log Angeles
5 removing or fimiting public access to the Beach in Venice and [ plan to amend this complaint
with a new, more compiele iist.

I am also asking other Venke residerds or vismors 1o Wenice Beach to conimet me at
HumanR ichisi@ fiecvenice.ory with any parking resirctions thet I roay have missed,

I'will wait anxiously to be nformed by the California Coastal Commission recarding any setons
or progress regarding this complaint.

Simzerely,
Pepzy Lee Kenredy 310 345 (985
P.0O. Box 2881, Venwe CA 20204

List of Los Angeles City Street Signs, Meters, ar Painted Curbs
IN VENICE
Limiting Coastal Access and Parking for All People

v Wnse Ave 2-Hoor Parking 8AM to 6PM Except Sunday Signs
o Bonlered by Lincoln Bhd and 6 Ave
o Mubipl blocks on both sides of the sneet
s [lose Ave 1-Hour Parking 8AM w 6PM Except Sunday Signs
o Bordered by 5" Avc and Hampton Drive
o Multipk Blocks on both sides of the street
» Hampton Drive 2-Hour Parking 8AM o 6PM Except Sat & Sun Signs
2 Dordered by Rose Ave and Navy or the Sanm Monka City Limit
o One bng block orblock ¥ on both sides of the street
« FEose Ave 2-Hour Parkinmg 8AM io 6PM Dably Signs
o Bodersd by Hampton Drive and Main Street
o One Block on both sides of the siceet
« Hampton Drive 2-Hour Parking §AM to 6PM Except Sunday Signs
o Bordercd by Rose Ave and Sunset Ave
o One long biock on both sides of the strect
» ltampton Drive Wo Parking 2AM fo 4AM Nightly Signs {same as above block)
o Pordered by Rose Ave amd Supet Awve
o O lang block on both sides of the stree
s 3" Ave NoParking 2AM to 4AM Nightly Sians




o Bordered by Rose Ave amd Sunsct Ave
o One long block on both sides of the sireel
¢  Sumet Ave 4-Ifouc Pavking BAM 1o 0PM Except Sat'Sen Signs
o Bordermd by 4™ Ave am! 5™ Ave
o One block, signs on south side of street
+ 4" Ave 2-Yiour Parking §AM to 6PM Except Sat & Sun Signs
& Bordered by Sumset Ave and Vermon Ave
o Oine Biock, signs on east side of sirest
+ Vemon Ave d-Haur Farking RAM {0 6¥M Except SaifSen Signs
o Bordersd by 4™ Ave and 5 Ave
o Qee block, signs on notth side of street
»  Abbot Kinney 2-Hour Parking 8AM to 6PM Except Sunday Signs
o Dordered by BrookeMain Streel and Califbmia Awve
o Mukipk blocks on both sides of the street
»  Abbot Kiinev 4-Hour Parking 8AM to 6PM Except Sunday Sipns
o Bordercd by RintoPaims Bivd and Venive Blvd
r Ore dong biock on both sides of the steet
»  Yenge Bivd Nomh 1-Hour Parking 8AM to 6PM Except Sunday Sions
o Bordered by Lincoln Bhd and Orenta Place
o Muliple blocks, sings oo Norh Side of Bivd
v Venice Alvd North No Patking 8AM to 6PM Lxcept Sunday Signs
o DBordered by Moade Phce and Victoria Ave
o Ok bong bhck
* Lot #613 No Parking 2AM {0 4AM Nightly Sign by clder 10-Hour Parking Sign
o Located at the end of Psant Place (behind Spark 685 Venice Bivd)
*  Vepice Bhd North No Parking 10PM 1o SAM Nightly Signs
a  Dordered by Electric Ave and Abbot Kinney
o One b block
» Venee Bhd Nodh 2-Hour Parking §AM to 6FM Daily Signs
o Bordered by Abbot Kinney amd Venke Way
o Multiple Blocks
¢ 17" Ave Tow Away No Stopping Amytime Skns
0 Hordered by Pacific Awve and Speedway
o Nonh 5ide of very wide sireet, One jong block
v 17" Ave Red Painted Curbing (same as above street)
o Bordered by Pacific Ave and Speedway
o North Side of very wide streel, Onz long block
o 18" Ave 2-Hour Parking BAM 10 6B Except Sat & Sun Signs
o Bordered by Pacific and Speedway
¢ Both sides of a long block
v Swongs Drive No Parking Anytime Signs
c DBordered by Mikdred Ave and Nodh Yenke Rlvd
o Coly on 273 of block, wesl side of street
+  Spongs Diive Red Painted Curbinp (same as above street)
< HAordered by Midred Ave and Worth Venice Bhd
o Inthe middle of the black, west stde of street




*  Venxe Bld North I-Honr Parking 5AM to 6PM with Meters
o Bordered by Paeffic and Speedway
¢ One Long Block, north side of one way street
= Venice Bivd Nonh No Parking Anvtime (same as above strect)
o Pordered by Pacific and Speedway
o One Long Bhbck. souh side of ane way sireet
{the reason 1 put the 1wo above line flems is because the exact same block of South Vanke Bhd is
| open to parking on both sides of a one way street. )
+  Venice Bivd Sowth 2-Hewr Parking 3AM to 6PM Daily Sins
o Bordered by Washinglon Way and Ahbot Kimey
' o Muhipk blbocks
| « Venice Bivd South No Parking 11PM tv SAM Nightly
o PBordered by Abbor Kinney and 670 Venice Bhd
o Multipke Blocks
« Washinglon Bivd 2-Hour Parking 8AM to 6PM Except Sunday Sigms
o Bordersd by Yale Ave and Abbot Kinney
v Wuliple Blocks, both side of street
»  Washington Bivd White & Green Painted Cbs
¢ Bordered by Marr St and 727 Washingron Bhd
o 2/3 of one long block
+ Harbor Suee; NoParking §PM to 6PM Nighily
o Bordered by Chrk Ave and Wikon Ave
o Multipke blocks
»  Washington BBhd 2-Hour Parking $AM to 6PN Daily Signs & Meters
¢ Bordered by Dell Ave and Beach Ave/Pabwan Way
o Multpk Blocks
= Washingron Bhd 1-Hour Parking §AM to 6PM Daily Signs & Meters
o Bordered by Speedway and Pacific
o Ore wng block, both sides of street
«  Washington Bld Loading Zone 6PM to 12Midmight {same as above street)
o Bordered by Speedway, muliiple parking spaces
o Given o C&O Restaurmn for Yakt Parkmg
»  Washington Blwd 2-Hour Parking 8AM to 12Nidnight Daily
= Bordered by Palawan Way and Wiklred Ave
o Multiple blocks, south side of strect
+  Midred Ave Tow Away 10PM to 6AM Nightly
o Bordercd by Washingon Blv and Boone Ave
o Muliple blocks, one side of sireet
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PETITION TO REMOVE PARKING DISTRICT NO. 525
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PETTTION TO REMOVE PARKING DISTRICT NO, 525
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South Coask Region led Pauker
A4 Amoroso Place
JUN 0 6 2013 Venice, CA 50291
Califgrnia Coastyl Cammission CALIFORNIA
O¢eangate -10th Floor COASTAL © ISSION
Long Beach, CA 908072

By email: chuck. posner@coastal.ca.gov

RE: DENY application for Werice Overnight Parking District; CPD 8-10; OPD 523 CDP 8-11: OPD 526
Dear Chair Shallenberger and Commisioners:

Please DENY this third attempt by the Venice Stakeholders Assocfation ang the City of Los Angales to
restrict Vermee Coastal Zone parking via the Overnight Parking District {OPD) settlement.

We understand that our parking rssues are complex, combined with residential development, social and
commearcial impaete that ame spacific to each Yenice subareg in which they occur. Today's “blanket
solution” again fails to acknowledge the City’s comnbined need to preserve Coastal access and address
individual local issues — despite your prior advisement t¢ do exactly that.

OPD is the iatest- but not the last - in an arsenal of “wedge” tools devised tp restrict Venice coastal
access since at least 1988, The illegal beach nighttime curfew imposed in 1989 was promoted as a tool
tg ease crime enforcement and pravent homeless persans from sleeping on the beach. It worked,

That thegal law was the "camel’s nose under the tent” — now grown into a thirty-five year “winking eye”
for the City that it could get away with measures that appaared to De syrplom-serving and short-
sighted, all the while masking a long-term goal to commandeer our Venice Coast from the public realm.

n 201G, you allowed the City to proceed with the Overnight Vebicle Qrdinange as a six-month
experiment to fund a “Vehicles to Homes" program for RY dwellers.

't warked. Some yenetian RV dweliers moved away. Some transitioned to hormes withaut wheels, all
are gone. At the same time, fatigued travelers in recreational vehicles can no longer park at night on
110 YWerite plotks, This restriction can scale to the other 90% of venice blocks at any time.

ln 2011, the City expanded implementation of its filegal beach curfew to include Oceanfront Walk —in
arder to aradicate impacis of overnight homelessness there, 1T worked. At the same time, Venice
residents whose front doors open to the Oceanfront Walk can no [onger walk hame within sight of the
keach late at night. Visitors cannot leave by the front door to walk to their own homes or cars.

Now the same QPD proposal is befere you a third time, offering existing public parking spaces as if they
were new [and as if they complied with our Land Use Plan, which they do not), offering parking space at




RE: DENY application for Venrice Overnight Parking District; CPD 8-10: OPD 523; CDF 8-11: OPD 526
led Pauker
June 13, 2013

a time of day when none is needed, making promises for some future time and — critically - failing to
iimit the scope of coastal access restrictions which you are being asked to approve,

On OPD’s heels is the 24/7 Preferential Parking District {(PPD) scheme ~ which you do not see teday only
hecause the proposal mizsed this month’s submission deatiine. Complete privatization of Coastal Zone
parking —this is the next step for OPD promoters,

The Venice Stakeholders Association’s publisher mission statement includes “protection of the limits of
the Venice Locof Coastal Specific Plan” and *increased parking for residents”
{http:/fwww.venicestakeholdersassaciation grgl,

The malformad first segment, with the title "Venice Loco! Copstal Specifit Plan,” adroitly piaces together
two differant planning document titles into the title of ane imaginary decument. In daing so, it pursues
multiple legerdemains: 1} to encircle all of Venice's Coastal Zone with a single Specific Plan {We have
two); 2} to mix in pur *deferred” Local Coastal Program - the imaginary land use docurment that Los
Angeles has yet to present to you for review and approval and 3) to emphasize protection of the plan’s
Yirnits rather than its empowerment ang unigue planning goals.

The “increased parking for residents® reference is obvious — it is why we must invest energy and
taxpayer funds a third time en this issue. The powers driving the QPD effart are relentless.

A technically minor note exemplifies aur City's faillure ta maks itz case regarding available parking

spaces: The City has yet to provide 2 full accounting and remevai of unauthorized Coastal "No Parking’
ret siriping which received public attention fram all 1ocal parties in 2010. The City could recover some
unknown number of Coastal parking spaces by completing its simple inventory and follaw-up. Despite
news, letters and civic canversations, the City did not pursue this simple issue te its positive conclusion.

4

Los Angeles has now failed twice while following the flawed and litigious lead of 3 former land use
kebibyist whin hides, this time, behind the 1abel of a non-profit to pursue a private Coastal Venice. All the
while, you gave the City ail the rope it could pull. Amid all of the accelerating contentiousness, duplicity
and human turmoil over this issue throughout the worst econgmic times that most living Americans
have sver known, gne simnle saying applies: "The third tirne's a charm.”

Twice, you told Los Angeles 1o approach its sociz) challenges and coastai access mandate with equal
fairness and respect for all. Twice, you fulfilled your mandate to protect pur unigue Coastal commurity
fram a deeply flawed and ill-intended proposal. Today — the third time, you can take your final action to '
preserve your Coastal charge’s chacm for all wha resida and visit frere, setting sccourmabiiivy for
resolving our Jocal issues where it belongs — with us,

Sixteen million Venice visitars per year - on average, hearly 44,000 daily tourists — outnumbering us
Venetians by fifteen percent every day ~ await your decision. Now that we all must revisit this issue, [
urge yvou to fulfill your mandate — one last time — and jain us in waltoming wisitors 1o a free Yenlte coast.

Armid all this, | apgreciate and thank yau fac your dedicated public service,




| RE: DEMY application for Yenice Quernight Parking District; CPD 8-10: OPD 513; CDP 8-11: OPD 526
Jed Pauker
| June 13, 2015

| Sincerely,

Jed Pauker
Far identification purposes only:

Member, Yenice Neighborhood Council Communications Commlttee F
| . Cao-Chair, Venice Neighborhood Council Venige Past Office Task Farce, 2011-2012
Cammunity Qificar, Yenice Meghbornood Counct Board of OFicers, 2010-2012
Co-Chair, Venice Neighborhood Council Food Truck/Abbot Kinney Parking Task Force, 20010
| Chair, Venice Neighborhood Council Board of OFicers Fences and Hedpes Ad Hoo Committee, 2008
Member, Verice Neighbarhaod Council Land Use and Planmng Committee, 2006-2010

| PS5 - Understanding the constraints and time challenges of this process — and partictiarly how Coastal
Cammission staff has surely been hombarded with angaing and repeated reguests for akl kinds of

| information, direction and support, provision of six days for the public to review final materials

| regarding an issue that has, to a great extent, been considerad behind closed doors for nearly three
years seems patently unfair, even if it is unavaidable.
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CHATTEN-DROWN & CARSTENS
TELEPHONE (31 79%-2400 2200 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY
FACSIMILE: (316} 798-2402 SUITTE 318
HERMOSA REACH, CALIFQRN1A 90254
www, cheoarthlaw, com

Jane 6, 2013 | RECEIVED

South Coast Region

E-meil:
DPCECRCEARTHLAW. 0K

Catifornia C.‘na.afal Commission

South Coast Area Office JUN 06 2013

2 Oceangate, Suite 1000

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISEION

Re:  Opposition to Reconsideration of Previously Denied Yenice Ovemight
Parking District; Agenda ltem Th10a on June 13, 2013

Honomable Commissioners,

Qn behalf of the Venice Community Housing Corporation, we object to the
reconsideration of application number 5-08-313 and appeal number A-5-YEN-08-343
pertuining to the request to establish Ovemnight Parking Districts (OPDs) with early
morting parking regtrictions on public streets in Venice. This matter, which was
previously denied on June 11, 2009 and again on June 10, 2010, iz scheduled 1o be heard
for the third time at the June 13, 2013 hearing. The request to establish OIDs should not
be reconsidered, and iF i€ is, it should be denied.

As hes been explained by Mr. Ralph Faust in his lefter to the Commission dated
June 5, 2013 on behalf of the Venice Action Alhance, there is not substantial evidence to
support the conclusions that the OPDs would alleviate the concerns expressed by
proponents of the OPDs end that the OPDs comply with Venice's Land Use Plan, Mr.
Faust expiained the following deficieucies: 1} the City’s illegal curfew on Venice Beach
supersedes the public access limitations of the OPD and the curfew's validity must be
determined prior to the OPD's consideration'; 2) no evidence supports the Commission
stafl’s proposed findings that on-strest parkemg is scarce for the reasons stated; and 3) no
anelysis has been conducted to determine how the proposed OPDs confarm to the
nolicies of Venice’s Land Usc Plan, which requires replacing displaced pubiic parking at
& minimum 1:1 ratio. We concur with Mr. Faust’s analysis and Tequest ihal the
Commission deny the application.

Furthermore, the Coastal Commissinn Staff Report states chat the Coastal

Carrespondence 10 the City Attorney's office from the Coastal Commission’s Enforcement Analyst,
Executive Direclor, and Scnior SwafT Counse! establishing the illegality of the cusfew is atnched as
Enclosores 3, 3, and 4 to this leter, The City Atorney's responee i2 Enclogure 2,

1
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Califormia Coastal Commission
June 6, 2013
Page 2

Commizsion is toking “de novo review™ of Application number 5-08-313, despite the
slaff’s acknowledgment that this is the same application thet was previously denied
twice. Since 1his mamer hag already becn decided by the Commission, it is precluded
from setting aside, reconsidering, ar modifying its prior denials without a new
application. However, ihe Staff Report states that this reconsideration is being
undertaken pursuant to a settlement agreement in the lawsnit filed by the Venice
Stakeholders Association (Fenice Stakeholders Assaciation v. Californic Coastal
Commission, 1.0s Angeles Superior Court cage ao. B§122073 ) (California Coastal
Commission Staff Report, p. 2.) An agency has no inherent pawer to rescind an order
once it is Dnal, (Heap v. City af Lag Angeles (1936) 6 Cal. 24 A05; Talma v. Civil Senvice
Com. (1991) 231 Cal. App. 3d 210.) In the abgsence of express statutory authority, an
administrative agency may not modify & delesmination made on the facts presented at a
full hearing once its decision hus become final. (ive Proration Program Committee for
Ofitve Praratian Zene No, I v. Agriculiural Prorate Commission (1941) 17 Cal. 2d 204;
Save Oxnard Shores v. California Coastal Com. {1986) 179 Cal. App. 3d 140; Guilbert v.
Regents of University of California (197993 Cal. App. 3d 233.) The Commission’s
June 10, 2010 denial of the current OPD applicatiun is now final.

As pointed out by Steve Clare, Executive Director of Venice Community Housing
Corporation in his letter of June 3, 2013 to the Commissian, the Commission previously
found that “proposed parking restrictions in the early moming hours would adversely
affect the public’s ahility to ulilize public street parking thuat supports access to the beach
and othar ¢oastal recreation areas.” (Clare letter, p. 2, citing 2010 Staff Repori: Revised
Findings, Page 9.} The Commission also previously found that “The proposal to reserve
anstreet parking only fur residents with parking pennils is noi consisient with Venice
LUP policies. . ." ({d. atp. 6, emphasis added.) These findings have not been set aside
80 they are stil] valid. .

The Venice Land Use Plan (LUP) policies such as those requiting replacement of
displaced public parking spaces with new public parking nt a minimumn one-to-one ratio
are not meye guidelines. The LUP is part of the City’s General IMan. “The term “Jand
use plan” in Public Resources Code section 30108.6 is defined in Public Resources Code
section 301085 as follows, ““Land use plan’ means the relevent portions of a local
govermment's general plan, or locsl coastal element which are sufficiently detailed to
indicaie the kinds, Jocation, and intensity of land uses, the applicable resource protection
end development policies and, where necessary, a listing of implementing actions.”
(Ross v. California Coastaf Com. (2011) 199 Cal App.4th 900, 923-924,} The General
I"lan, and thus the Venice LUP, is a “charler for [uture development” within @ city or
county. {Lesher Cammunications, Inc. v. City of Walnur Creek (1990} 32 Cal,3d 331,
540.) It embodies fundamental policy decisions to guide futare prowth and development
so virtually all local decisions affecting Jand yse and development must be consiatent
with the general plan. (Federation gf Hiflside and Cunyon 4ssociations v. City of Los

Raceived  Jun-06-13 §3:49gy From= To-California Coastal Paga 009
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Califomja Coastal Commission
June 6, 2013
Page 3

Angeles (2000) B3 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1259-1260.) The Commission must not approve
OPDs that would violate the Venice LUP.

In addition tn the comments by Mr. Ralph Faust and My, Steve Clare, we aiso
supporn and join the comments submitted to you by the Surfrider Foundation West
LA/Malibu Chapter and by the Narional Lawyers Guild Los Angeles Chapter opposing
the OPD proposal. '

Finally, we note that once OPDs are authorized, they may be set alang any sireet
when the 11™ District City Couocil Office notifies the City’s Department of
Transporiation 1o post them. (Swiff Report, p. 7.} Although staff reports that “The City
hag indicaled™ it would require o petition hy 2/3 of the affected residents on a block
before implementation of » permit parking system (Staff Report, p. 7), there are no such
requirements for this in (he Special Conditions (Staff Report, p. 5) or any other similarly
proteclive procedure. This promise to proceed by way of block by block petifion was
apparenlly made by Councilmember Rosendahl who is leaving office on Jime 30.
Councilmember-Elect Bonin has made no similer promise of which we ate sware. As
currently written, the OPDs could be created immediately and without input from
affected residents or others.

Cooclusion

In summuary, the Coastal Commission’s June 11, 2009 and June 10, 2010 denial of
the present application for OPDs is final. Since the Commissioo should not modify this
denial, as recommended by slaff, we request the Commission deny approval of the OPDs.
If the Project is not denied, the agenda item should be continued unti) the Commission
addresses Venice’s illegal beach curfew and determines whether the problems for which
the OFDs were griginally proposed have been remedied through enforcement of oversize
vehicle parking restrictions. The Copunission should direct the City to lifi the illegal
beach curfew immediately and to file 2 new application for a Constal Development
Permit before attempring to enforce the curfew or adopt Ovemight Parking Districts.

Thank you for your consideration of thesc views,

8i ely, .
/452;5;::5L==:==F‘*
ouglds P. Carstens

Enclosures;
{1) Coastal Comunission Lester 1o Recreation and Parks dated August 26, 2010
(2) City of Los Angeles Letter to Andrew Willis dated Qctober I, 2010
(3) Coastal Commission Letter Lo Deputy City Attomney Sato dated November 8, 2010
(4) Coastal Commission Letier to Deputy City Attorney Sato datad February 3, 2011
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August 26, 2010

Mark Mariscai

City of Los Angeles, Department of Recreation and Parks
Superintendent, Pacific Regicn

1670 Palog Verdes Drive Moth

Harbaor Ciry, CA 50714

Bubject: Imposition of an ordinance eatebliching g beach curfew
Dear Mr. Meriscal,

Public access to and along the Califormia coast and coastal welers is a right guaranieed by
California's Constitution and the Coaatal Act When public agencies indiinte and institule sctions
designed and intended to placo & limitation om public accesa 1 the coast, such as, but not limited
impositlon of & beach curfew, such Hritations must be reviewed before taking cffect under the
palicies of the Coaaial Acl tyrough the coasts) developmen pormil process.

Ouwr sttt has canfinmed that the City of Los Angeles eswablished 8 beach curfew, found in City of
Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 63.44{B)14)(h), for city beaches via Ordinance No. 164209,
adopted on November 22, 1988. Saextion 63.44(B)(1 4Xb) stales:

Ng person sholl ender, revaing sigy or iolier be gup pack whick consistr gf an pean area, beack or pler
betwewn Hha hours of 12000 midnipht and 3:00 ¢ clock a.m. of the following day or such oeher haurs oz the
Councii may wsiablish for aack suck park by ordingnce. On ary park which consinis af an ocean aras,
feach or pler sublect vo this Secrion, the supervising emplayee af sich siie may exrend the closing ome ro
accommedate special evEm stich af pranien rnr and oiker svemty approved by the Depuoriment of
Recreavion and Parks or the Lox Angeles Courty Depertvent of Bogohes, gy appilicable. Provided, howaver,
thart ne person akall enter. ramain, stay or- loltar on Royal Pabns 8each beivesrn the Rours of 8:08 o 'clock
B and 5:00 o'clack am. of the following day.

The impositon of this beach curfew, as is its clearly sated intent, restricts publlc access to the sea,
The Coastal Act defines “development” (Public Resources Code Section 30106) requiring & coaswl
development permit from either the Commission or lecal govemment, where 2 Local Coastal
Program has been certified, er whetr the local povernment issues copsin]l development permits
pursoant o the Coastal Act, w include a *., .change in the ... intensity of uge of land..,change in the
inlenuity of wee of water, or of access therew.™ In addition, the Comunission and loca] governments
ere mandated ynder the Cosstat Aet (Section 30210) 10 enswre that * . .maximum access ... and
recreational opporiunities shall be provided for ali the peaple consiglent with public mfety noeds
and the need w protect puhlic Hghts, righis of privele property owners, and nanmal resource areas
from overyse.”

Comuuission slaff have researched our permit files and concluded ther ne coastal development
permits have been issued for this particuler public access restrictinn. in this perGcutar case, the

» T
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City of Las Angeles
Augus 26, 2010
Page 2 of 2

closure of beaches within the City's coasial developmeni permit jurisdiction woutd require a local
coastal developmnent permnit from the City, as well 28 the Commissinn, since City beaches are
located in the “dull permit jurisdiclion.™ lmplementation of an ordinance aflecting access to the
Commission's area of original jurisdiction, i.e. State tidalands or public trust fands, would also
require a coastal develapment permit from the Commissian, In the abgence of cush Coastal Act
review, such resirictions an public eccess constitute a violation of law exposing the responsible
agency to possihle enforcement actions.

While the Commission undersiands and appreclames the mamy pressures on public sgencies,
espesially locel government 1o ensure public salely, preserve resident conwenience apd
neighborhinod amenities, end carry omt lend wanapement responsibilities within comstrained
budgets, we are concernad becanse many of (these restrictions on lawful public tights of use have
been institued without benafit af coastal development peomils required by the Coastal Act. The
Cormemission bas a long history of reviewing these types of public cogatal access restriclions and has
rpproved rhase that are narowly dmwn io effectively address proven public safery issums and
coneerma.  Unfortupately, many access restriolions thet infringe on prolacted legal public sights ae
drawn and applied in en overly broad manner, often because of political expediency or ease of
adminigtration by implemienting ar enfurcing agencies.

Beach curfews or closures heve been problemalic o occaston in the past. However, working with
local agencies in the context of the coastal development permif process, we have wbalty been able
10 achieve a mutually acceptable resolution 1heal protects both public sefery and public apcess to
beaches and State walars. We want 1o work in cooperstion with ynu o achieve this dual mission i
the most efficient and effeclive manner and 1o avoid potential conflict and conroversy over law
enforeesmen TequireneTms.

In conclusion, it is the pesition of Commission sraff that implementation of the beach curfew
vrdinante identified above quelifles a= deveiopment under the Coastal Act and therefore requires a
coestal development permit. If the City wizshes 10 implement a beach urfew, it would fimt peed to
obtain authorization for such restriction through issuance of both a local coastal developmem permit
and a coastal development permit from the Commission SlafT feels that by working togethar within
the coastal development permit context, we can achieve a pesitive resolution to this matier that is
consistent with the Coastal Act, Plaase comtect me ot South Const Disriet Maneger Teresa Henry at
{563) 390-5071 within two weeks of the mailing date of this letler in ader b discuss any questions
raised by this letier und how we con work together 1o reach a mutually ecoeptable solution io this
imporiant meder affecting craeial aceess.

Sincerely,
. L S
Andrew Willla
District Enforcement Analyst

o Councilman Rosendahl’s office
lack Ainsworth, Depuly Director, CCC
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CARMEN A, TRUTANICH
City Atiumney

Qclober 1, 2010

VIA U.8. MAIL & FAX (562) 590 5084

Andrew Willis

District Enforcgment Analyst
California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area Office

200 Oceangate, Suite. 1000

Long Beach, Californis 20802-4302

HE:  LAMC section 83.44(B) 14)(h)
Dear Mr. Willis:

We have considered your letters and accompanying documents regarding your
invegtigation imto the laws of the City of Los Angeles concerning beech hours.

Picase be advised that LAMC section 63.44(R)(14)(b) is a duly-adopled ordinance
and iegw of the City of Los Angeles, As such, the ordinance is not io need of a coastal
development permit or any other written permission of the California Coagtal
Commission for ils continued existence and enforcement. The City of Los Angeles will
therefore not be applying for a coastal development permit from the Commisgion,

You would have the Comumission exercise the powers of a super-legislature or
courl with powers o effectively veto or nullify the laws of Charler Cities. The Ceoastal
Act sirply cannot be interpreiad that way. lndeed, your interpretation of the Caosgtal Act
13 conirary 1o the separation of powers defined by the Constitution of (he State of
California,
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Andrew Willis, Diswict Enforcement Analyst
Rli:  LAMC section 63.44(B){14Kb}
October !, 2010

Pape 2

Additionally, a duly-adopted municipal ordinance or law regardless of its subject
matter is not a "development” as that word is used in the Coastal Act. A “development”
in the Coastal Act always refers to physical structures and things: bujldings, walls,
fences, etc.

| If the Commission believes that City law vialates state or federal law, the
Conamistion has \he same £ivil capacity a5 individuals and other legal entities to raisc

! thal issue in a judigial proceeding, Bui the Cammission is without jurisdiction to

; adjudicate the merits of its own legal conlemions ebout local law. Agam, the

i Commission is not a court,

‘We trust that the concept of the democratic process is not completely lost on the

| Commission and its stall. Therefore, you ere respectfully reminded that the Commission
- end/or its swaff cin engege the political process in an efford 1o persuade the City Couneil

: of the City of Los Angeles to change its law regarding beach howrs or any other subjecl.

It has not escaped our notice that you have proceeded with your "investigation"
into LAMC section 63.49(B)X14)(b) oniy affer the City initiated an administrative
mendate proceeding in the Superior Court to challenge the Commission's decision
i regarding ovemnight parking dismicts in Venice. IF the City had not taken the
: Commission to cour, the Commisaion and 1s staff would not now be investigating a law
I cancernipg beach hours which has existed in some form for more than three decades,

: The Commission pbvicusly intends its investigation to herass the City into abstvdoning ity
l! litigation against the Comemission, The ongoing investigation is totally unjustified,
without any fegal merit, and represents retaliation against the City of Los Angeles for
exefeising its constinmional right to seck redress in the court against the Commission's

i abuses of discretion, We therefore demand that the investigation be terminated farthwith,
You are requested to send ug writegn confirmarion of this teymination by the end of

i business Qctober 11, 2010,
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Andrew Wiltls, District Enfarcement Analyst
RE: LAMC section 63.44(B)(14)(0)
October 1, 2010

Page 3

Please conyult lega! counsel about the matters discussed abave. Your immediate
altention to this matter is cequested.

Very truly yours

CARMEN A, TRUTANICH, City Atlorhey

CAT:OMS:sf
{213) 4736875

i ‘Wyula Sinsn-Tribe, Deputy Attarnsy Gensml
Rill Resendsh!, Mernber of the Chy Coungll, Clty of Log Adpeies
Janice Hahn, Momiber of the City Council, City of Los Angéles
Jon Kirk Mukri, General Maneger, Repuriment of Recreadon and Parky
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
45 FREMOHT STAEET, SUNE Z000

BAM FRAMIAGIO, LA SasDE-1343

VOICE AND TDO (#15] BedFa00

Navember 8, 2010

Gerald M. Sato

Deputy City Attornay
City Hail East

200 N. Main Street
Raom BQl

Los Angeles, CA 80012

I| Subject: imposltion of an ordinante establishing a baach curfow withaut the
required coaatal development permH

I Dear Mr. Sato:

B | am writing this lettar in response to your Dclober 1, 2010 lettar ta reiterate what my

staff has aiready expressed regarding our dasire to work with the City of Los Angeles to
| reach an amicaple resofution to the issue of the City's imposition of a City beach curfew
. {via LAMC Section £3.44(B)(14)(D)) without the reguired coastal development parmit.
| As you know, Commisgion staff has offered {o work with the City to procees the required
__ coastel development permit in ordar t address the Ciy's public safety andior other
| concems while still protecting and preserving public access o public beaches, as

required by the Coastal Act. Instead, the Gity's position, as exprepsed in your fetter, s
| \t dispute the appiicabllity of tha Coastal Acl in this matter.

! You assect in your Oclober { letter thai imposiion of the subject beach curfew
5 ordinance does not require a coastal development permit because an ordinance is not
i devalopment pursuant to the Coastal Act. You claim that “development’ In the Coostal
_ Act always refers ta “physical structures and things: buildings, walls, fences, etc.” Thus,
i you argue that in reviewing the beach curfew ordinance, which you assert doss not
constiute devetopmen, throuph the coastal development permit process, the Coastaf
| Commission would be acting as “super legislature of ¢ourt,” inconsisternt with the
separation of powers dafined by the Conetitution of the State of California. :

! Contrary to the assertions in your October 1 lefter, the term *development’ in the
\ Coastal Act is not Iimitad to physical striuctures. The Courl of Appeals has repeatedly

rejected simitar claims, most recently earlier this year. %g_g igla_Fegtivals
| i u i - (2010} 183 Gai.App 4™ 80, B8, myiew danied
(dune 8, 2010). “Development’ is broadly defined by Saction 30106 of the Coaslal Act
as: :
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"Devaiopment™ means, on land, In or under welet, the piacemont or
erection of any solld material or structure; discharge or disposal of any
dredged material or of any gaseous, liguid, solid, or thermal wasgte:
grading, removing, dredging, mining, or extrectlon of any matarials;

change 1;! gﬂﬂ ggnsﬂ' or fgge_q.gﬁg af {he use of mgg, including, but not
fimite givisfe : ) Ner PR ING
with Sgcﬂnﬂ Eggm af thg Goy_gmmgnt Code}, and gnz oithar divislon gf
fand, inciuding lof splits, except whers the land divisian js brought about in
connection with the purchase of such land by a publlc sgency for public
recreational use; ch in_the intansily of o or of agce

thereta: construction, reconstruction, demoiition, or siteration of the size of
any siructure, including any facility of any privefe, public, or municipa!
utlity; and the mmoval or harvest of major vegelation other than for
agriculturef purpnaas, kelp harvesting, and - timber
operations... [underining added] '

Consisient with this definition, the Coastel Commisslon routinely requlates development
that does nat (nvolve physical structures, as il is clearly authorized ta do, and the courts
have roufinely uphald this. See, e.9., %M&MMMMM&E
Co. {1880} 113 Cal.App.3d 579 {affiming the Commission's jursdiction over conwversion
of an apariment mmplax into & &tock cooperstive); La Fe, Inc. v. County of Los Ahgejes

(1968) 73 Cal. App. 4™ 231 (affirming the Commission’s juriediction gver iat line
adjustments). Gualgia_ Festivals Commijiles, supra {affirming  the Commission’s
jurisdiction aver a propesed fireworks display). As a change in intensity of use of land
and actess to waler, a beach curfew ordinance restricting public access cedainly s
development pursugnt to the Coastal Act, and tharefors, reguites a coastal
development pemmit.  Our letter dated Saptember 17, 2040, and its atachments
documented some of the Commissign’s long history of rawaw[ng aanesa regtrictions
=such as beach curlaw ordinances.

Imposition of the beach curfew ordinance clearly constibtes davelopment since it
restricts public access to the sea. Pursvant to Saction 30800(a) of the Coesatal Ast, any.
persen wishing to perform of undertake development in the Coasta! Zone must obtaln a
coastel development permit, In addition to any other pernit requiretd by jaw. The
subject beach curfew ordinance lacks the requlred coasfal development permit. Thus,
far from acting as a “super-legisiature or court,” in notifving the City that its beech
curfew ordinance requires @ coasta! development permit, the Commission is seaking lo
ensunz protection of coastal regourcea by administering the permit program thet state
iaw reguires # ™ ymplament. Nor do we agree with your contenton that # the
Commission weare abie to review the laws of charter eities, it would creats a aeparation
of powsr problem. Indeed, tha fundameantal struclure of the Coawlal At (honored in
countleas casea over more than 30 years) gives the Commission review autharity over
lacal governmenis’ ganeral plans and zoning ordinances. Sge Chaptar § of the Coactal
Att {Cai. Pub. Res. Codse (“PRC"} §§ 30500 ef 324.), and in paricular sections 30512,
30513, and 30514 (“ordinances, reguiations, and other actions may be amendad by the
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appmpﬂat& local government, bat no such amendment shal! ke effect untl) it has been
eertifled by the commigsion”), and PR sections 30708.6 and 30108.5."

Since fmposltion of the beach curfew omdinance is properly subjecl to the permit
requirements of the Coastal Acl, a8 explained in the previous paragraph, # ie
unnecessary for the Commission to address this matier through the judisiat or political
process, avenues to resolution of this lssue that your letter suggests the Cormmiagian
cunsider. As you Know from our prior sommunications, we are more than wiliing te wark
with you via the coastal development permit process te analyze the situation regarding
whal wouid e approvable under the reievant Coastal Act provislons. Furthermore, as
expiained hereln, the Commission certainly has the statutory right and responsibility to
enforce the permii requirements of the Coastai Act.

[ You esser! in your letter thal the Comwnission s requining the Chy 1o obtaln a coastal
- development permit for developmeant the City has underteken because the Ciy and
[ Commission are engaged in (digation ovaer the leeue of ovemight parking districts m

Venlco. Although it is aftogether unforlunate in terms of both of our staffs' time and
i resoumes that the permlt process did not resolve that izsue, desplte both of our =talfs
l agraeing to a proposed resolution of the matter, | essure you that the Commiesion
I staff's investigation of the instant matter is independent of the Venice overnight parking
district dispute and 15 not intended, as you put it, to “harase the City info abandoning He
litigation against the Commission.” Again, out September 17, 2010 |etter demonstrates
the Commission's . historical focus on access restriclions such ae beach curfow

ordinancas.

We carnot stress encugh that the significance of the coastal resource affected by the
subject beach curfew ordinanca warranls a8 considerable efforl by our agencies 1o werk
tegether to reach & mutually acceptable selution. Protection of public access In the
Coastal Zone is among the higheat priodty nolicles of the Coastal Act; the Cornmission
and local governmants are mandated under Section 30210 of the Coaslai Act to ensure
that “...maximum accese..amd recreational opporunities shall be provided for Al
people cansistent with public safety needs end the need to protect public rights, rights of
privals property owners, and natumi resource areas from overuse.” A8 the papulation
n comsiaEt regions continues o grow, beaches and coastal parklands have beoome
more popufar and vital everywhere ae visitor destinations for rewreational use
throughout the day, nigM, and year. Increasingly, coaestal comwmunities have
experienced an intgnsification of conflicls between residents and visitors resulting in
impasition of a variety of restrictions on public accese 10 or uee of public beaches and
coastal public recreation areas. The eontemporary situation demands the Commission
take spacial care lo address local ectione pertairing to beach access,

! Similar arpoiments were alse rajsed whh respiedt o the Commlssion's predecessor’'s permitting auth'urity {thzt jt
wis an “invalid state intrusfon into municlpal 6fairs of charered cities™ afier the pasiege of Proposicem 20 (tha
gredetessor i the Corvml Act) in 1972, 2nd Lhe couns rojected thore rrguments ss well, Jex CEPED v, Californis

Lsmservation Gomm'n (1974) 43 Cal.App.3d 306, 320-324.
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As you afe no doubt aware, use of public
urbanized coasfline such as Los Angeles
racraational netds [ imMense. Any potemtial infringernent upon these oppertunities must
be considered as a poterdially serious threat to public aceass to the coast and
addressed accardingly. We bekeve hal through the coasta) development permit
process, the Ciy's conceme can be addressed, and haurs of use may be legally
estabiished for City beaches cansistect with Coastal Acl provisione. Bhould the City
decida lo pureue the coastal development permit route, Commission staff ig immedlately
avaijable for consuitation. However, should the City take the positien that no further
aclion is required, or olharwise ignore the coastal development permit requirements of
the Coasial Act, Commission staff wili have no choica but to pursue formal anfarcemant
action 1o reeoive this matter. Pieasa note that although we strongly prafer 1o resolve this
matler through the coasial development penmill process, Coastal Act Section 30800
stetes that If tha Ewecutive Direttor of the Commission determines that any pamaon
(defined in PRC section 30111 to include a “locel government") ot govarnmen! agency
has undertaken, or ig threatenlsg to undertaks, mivy Bctivity thal requires a permit from
the Coastal Commission wihoul fNret securing a permit, the Executive Director may
i8sus an order ditecting that person 10 cease and degiet, Coastal Al section 30840
#tates that the Coastal Commiselon itacll may also issue a cease and desist orger.

besch access opportunities along a heavily

We remain hopetful that an amicable resolution ta this matter can be achieved and are
commitied to warking with CHy siaff to that end. | respectiully raquest your reply by
November 23, 2010 with an Indication of how the City intends to proceed. i you have
any questiona in the irterim, pleese do not hesitate to contact Andrew Willle at {662)
5B80-5071 or me at (415) 590-5202.

)

PETER UGLA%

Exacutive Director |

Johin singworth, Deputy Director, COC

o
Lisa Haage, Chief of Enforcement, GOC
N. Patrick Veesart, Enforcement Supervistr, Southern Districts, GGG
Andraw Willis, South Coast Distrct Enforcemant Analyst, COC
Alex Halparin, $taff Counesl, CCC
Tecesa Hanry, Stulp Coast TheWct Manager, CCC
Gary Timm, Coastal Frograms Manager, SCC
Counciiman 8% Rosendahl, District 11, City of Los Angelan
Counclwoman Janige Hahn, Distrct 15, Clty of Los Angeles
Fecmived Jon-06-T3 DZ:;40pm From To-Califorala Coastal Faga Q16

by its many reaidents {and visitors) for {hair

#MDEE P.OTErr35 A




—— e —

Frami: o /08,2010 15:3a #OES5 p.O1A/018

ETATR OF SALIFERMUL.. HATUALL, RERCAUMDES ADENDH TE LN . AROWH, FE., . Dobfmor
m_

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
d& FREMONT ETREET, JUrTE 2900
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© Pebruary 3,201t
VIA FACSIMILE (213-473-6818) AND REGULAR MALL

! Cerald M, Sawp

'] Deputly City Adworney

; City Hai! Eam
200 N. Main Strect, Raom 800
l.os Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Losg Angeles Mupicipal Code seation 63,4413 K 14)(bY
Doar Mr. Sain,

The last lertet in the txchange of cormespondence between California Coastal Commission
("Commission™) staff and you regarding the above-referenced Los Angeles Municipel Code seotion
(the “Beach Curfaw™) was a November 8 lotrer from the Cotunission’s Exeoutive Ditectos. Later
that month, you indicated 10 our Exacutive Director that you intended Lo arrange for him 10 theet
with your City Arttorney to discuss this matier. However, Commission stalT subsequently made
several, unsuecessful attempiy 1o reach you to follow up, and we have received no responge, [t
Ltherefore appears that iy such meeling is (o take place.

[ Given our apparent sizlemete on tbis isue, and conmistent will; our Execurive Director’s
slaterpents in his November § letter, our Enforcement Division is currenly preparing 1o wmke the
appropriale next steps.

Pending resoiution of this matier, this letter is intended to convey our position regarding he
satus 0f the Beach Curfew. As we explained in our initial letter (dated August 26, 2010}, the
adoption, implementation, and cnforcernent of such & curfew, which restricts Becess 10 the sea,
censtitules "development™ uy that term is defined in the Califomin Coastal Act {fee Cal. Pub. Res.
Code § 30108), and any sweh development Tonst be suthorized pursuani to the Coastal Aet to be
volid (see id. at § 30600). Because no such authorization has been granted, it is the position of the
Commmssion's Legal Dhvigion that the Beach Curfew is curently of no legal fore or 2ffect.

Plcas¢ conlact Andrew Willis (562-590-5071) ar me (af lhe mumber ebove) by February 11,
- 2011, if you would like to discuss ap amicable resohntion of this marler, And feel free Lo contact me
i you heve any gucations.

Sincerely, s

ALEX -HELP%
Sentor Staff Coundel

Califormia Coasial Commission
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Jatmes R Smith gy
533 Rialto Avenue sﬁﬁgj};:gm
Uenice, CA 90291 °d

June 8, 2013 LEORNIA
Dear California Coastal Commissioners,

This is a plea from a long-time Venice resident and
homeowner that you vote to reject the proposed
settlement of the lawsuit, Venice Stakehoiders Assn. v.
CCC.

This lawsuit seeks to force pay permit parking on those of
us who live in the coastal zone. It is a restriction of access
and a violation of the Coastal Act, Arlicle 2.

Further, if the Commission accepts this settlement it wili
mean the erasion of your ability to control nat only parking,
but also development in the coastal zone. It will be used
by developers and others who wish to desfroy all coastal
protections and restrictions of development.

Sincerely,

-y 43

James R Smith




Posner, Chucki@Coastal

From: David Ewing <serigusbusi@acl.com>

Sent: Thursday, Jure 06, 2013 3:58 PM

To: Posner, Chuck@ Coastal

Subject: David Ewing letter and addenda
Atlachments: Y3A Flver.pdf Correspondence re curlew,zip

Mary Shallenberger, Chair
Coggtal Commissioners
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San [rancisco, CA 94105

Diear Chair Shadlenberper angd Coastal Commissioners;

Re: City of Los Angeles proposal for Gvermnight Parking District in Venice, to be heard on June 13, 2013;
agenda item # 102

I am writing in some disiress at the circumstances under which ihe Coastal Commission is making a
determination on this application. It should never have come to this thitd bile at the apple, and the process by
which i did has not been an admirable one,

The litigants who have forced this back 1n front of you have had three years lo develop this application behind
closcd doors as 4 sctllement proposal since their last atlemp in 2010, The ctlizens of Venice and other
communities in and around Los Angeles whose coastal access will be affected by your determination have spent
three years chasing shadows, as whispers have emerged from the City Council office, from the City Attorney’s
Qffice, from the LA Dept. of Transportation (LADQOT) office, and from the CCC office about what was te be
included in the set{lement proposat. These have ranged from a “global setlement” including a Preferential
Parking District for Playa del Rey to the south of Venice, to & negotiated compromise on the City’s beach
curfew ordinance, which applies to beaches from Venice to San Pedo. Most recently the City attempted to
insert Preferential Parking Districts for YVenice into the settlement agreemaent, which would have conferred on
the City the power, in conjunction with the OPD, to impose twenty-four-howur parking restrictions on nearly the
entire Venice Coastal Zone. According to LADOTs Yadi Hashemi, who helped crafl 1he ierms of the
settlement agreement, CCC siaff wisely advised the City that such a scheme might not be appropriate to include
in the settlement. LADOT had ahready made a power-point presentation to the Venice Neighborhood Council
about the OPD and PPD together by the time it received this advice from Coastai stall. Nevertheless, the City
plans to bring it before you in the near Auure. In March we finally received a document titled “Preposed Venice
Beach OFD Final Compromise™ from Hashemi, but this turned out not to be the final document, On May 20,
Coastal staft provided us with Draft Venice OPD Project Description, but this was not the final document,
either.

Afler three years of chasing this largely Widden, constantly moving target, we finally linally got the staff report
on May 31%, This was not staff”s fault. They were working on it up to the deadline. However, this allowed the
affecrad public only six davs to analyze it, develop legal arguments, organize our community, and submit our




responses. While the hearing is on June 13, the cul-off for submission of malerials to be included in the Staff
Report addendum, and thereby into the record, is today, June 6th.

Meanwhile, the group on the other side of the 1ssue, because of its willingness to pursue you collectively and
individually in court, has been privileged to shape the application with (he cooperation and assistance of City
personnel. They have taken [ull advantage of this private relationship, shielded from the sunshine statutes by the
attormey/client privilege, to come up with plans that go bevond the Ovemnight Parking District before vou today,
but of which the OPD is part and parcel

All of this may or may not be legal, but in any case seems an extremely poor public pracess by which to arrive
at an important Coastal policy decision.

Even so, you might have expected the applicants to have used their time to conduct a basic parking studies to
determine the necd for an OPD as well as the possible collateral damage. You brought up this deficiency in the
past, but the City has not scen fit to do one. Instead it insists on a passing grade without doing a lick of
homework :

It is imporant that you be aware that the OPD is part of an ongoing, decades-long project to limit public access
o the Yenice coastal zone ag an accclerating gentrification has created demands for exclusivity.

This has been pursued through various means, inciuding nighttime closure of parking areas that had been
available to residenis and visitors alike, including our three major beach parking lots, as well as several of the
lots the City is olfering to re-ppen as mitigations for the OPD’s restriction of beach access. This makes a
mockery of the Venice Local Coastal Program Certified Land Use Tlan, Ancther major component of this
project is the City’s beach curfew, in place since 1989 without benefit of a Coastal Development Permil, which
was brought to Coastal stalfs attention in 2007. It was raised as an issue when the OPD epplication was
brought before you in 2010, since OPD parking mitigations were rendered meaningless by the outright
prohibition of access to the beach. The Ciiy’s responsce was arrogant and provocative, both in correspondence
donying your jurisdiction {see appendices) and in action. In January of 2012 the City extended the
application of the ecurfew to include Ocean Front Walk, also known as the Yenice boardwalk, posted new
curfew signs and markedly increased the vigor of its enforcement. The deployment of the Oversize Vehicle
Ordinance (OVO) lo purge the Coastal Zone of campers and RVs has been another prong 0 this seige on
coaslal access.

You as 8 Commission have been put in a position like one of the blind men in the fable where each is asked to
deseribe an elephant according the part he is able to touch, Each has a very different image, because one only
feels only the trunk. one feels a tusk and one feels a leg. In this case, you are asked to make a determination
about the OPD application without having the opporunity to examine the other pars of the whole, which are
desizned to work together in common parpose.

In a few weeks, we will have 2 new City Attomey and a new City Councilman representing Venice. Neither has
a stake in moving the OPD forward, and neither has the hubris of their predecessors. If you feel the need (o
negotiate further with the Cily, we fecl confident that you will find a more reasonable negolialing pariner.

We hope, though, that you will do the right thing and reject this application

Yours truly,

David Ewing

Venice Action Alliance




WOULD YOU LIKE TO HAVE
MORE PARKING AVAILABLE
ONYOUR STREET?

If s0, please send the enclosed

postcard supporting Overnight VENICE
Restricted Parking to the Califor- STAKEHOLDERS
AS50CIATION

nia Coastal Commission today.

Venice residents have been fighting for ocver 25 yvears for preferential parking for residents. At
its June 12-14 rmeeting tn Long Beach (exact date and time TBD), the Commission will con-
sider a settlement in the lawsuit brought by the Venice Stakeholders Association that will allow
residents the opportunity to implement Overnight Restricted Parking (OPDs} from 2:00 AM to

5:00 AM on thair blochks.

The program would be voluntary; in order to establish an OPD on their block, the block's resi-
tlents would have to secure two-thirds of the signatures on the block, Annual permits are $15
per vehicle and four-mgnth visitor permits are 310, Once you obtain a permit at the West Los
Angeles office of the Depactment of Trangportation, renewals can b handied online or by mai.

The object of OFDs is to secure street parking overnjght for residents by preventing naon-resi-
dent vehicles from parking on your Diock for extended periods. 1t would stop people from hving
in vehicles at night an your street and would remove cars stored by LAX-bound travelers, auto
garages, rental car agencies, Boardwaik vendors, and visitors at [ocal hotels (wha can afford to
pay for off-street parking).

We have enclosed a postcard for yau to support (OFDs, Please sign it, add your addresz and 2
stamp, and mail it today to the Coastal Commission,

PLEASE MAIL THE POSTCARD BY WEONESDAY, JUNE 5.

On the reverse we have providad answers 10 commonly asked questions about OPDs and links o
City websites for more information.

Please also join us in person at the hearing to support OPDs; the date and time wilf be posted at
www venicestakeholdersassociation.org.

Thank yvou!
Mark Ryavee, President Stewart Qscarg, Co-Chair, OFPD Commitiee

Venice Stakeholders Association Venice Netghborhood Council




OPD

Q&A

Q. Can only the residents of a block with
overnight restrictions park on that block?

A Anyone with the $15 annual permit can park
on any block with the overright restriction.

Q. Who can sign the petition to set uvp restric-
tions on my block?

A, Any resident, which is defined as homeown-
grs and renters,

Q. Are there separate OPD districts in which
only residents of a district can park?

A, Mo, there is only one district for Venice
west of Lincoln and any resident of Venice
with the $15 permit can park anywhere in
Yenice.

Q. Will the Coastal Commission's approval of
QOPDs result in all Yenice residents having 1o
get a parking permit?

A. No. The program is volunkary. The Depart
ment of Transportation has found in other
neighborhoods that OPDs are not adopted
universally, The requirement to abtain two-
thirds of the signatures on individual blocks
will also limit adoption. For example, when the
“Mo Oversize Vehicle” ordinance was passed,
only 110 of about 1,000 blocks in Yenice
opted for the signage, and even residents of
many heavily impacted biotks, such as Market
Strect, never opted for the limitation. OPDs
tend to get imp-emented only where residents
feel @ very strong need to address non-resident
vehicles taking up street parking at night.

Q. Why is the OPD restriction only from 2:00
to 5:00 AM when residents really need help
securing parking earlier in the evening?

OPDs are a form of preferentia! parking;
adopting therm sets the precedent that Ven-
ice is eligible for preferential parking de-
spite being in the Coastal Zone. As Venice's
experience with the “No Oversize Vehiclg”
signs shows, if a non-resident cannot park
on a street from 2:00 to 5:00 AM, they fre-
quently will not park there at alf, as no one
wants to get up at 2:00 AM to move their
car. Also, the 2:00 to 5;00 AM restriction
will ericourage empioyees and patrons who

- plan to leave bars and restaurants at 2:00

AM or later to park their cars elsewhere, 50
OPDs will provide sorme relief to residential
streets near commercial corridors,

Q. How will beach access for early morning
visitors be enhanced by the Coastal Commis-
sion/GCity/VSA legal settlemant?

A. Several City parking lots that are now closed
at night to non-residents will be opened early
in the morning to allow visitors, such as jog-
gers, fishers and surfers, to park. Alsa, 351
metersd spaces and other spaces in front of
commercial and government buildings {(e.g.,

a schoo!, the MTA lot, a park) near the beach
will be ineligible for overnight restrictions. As
Bdardwalk visitors depart these spaces in the
evening it isaves thern open for early morning
visitors. The settlement terms assure they will
remain ¢pen in the early morning.

Links for information on OPD permits:

http:/ Awwwlacity-parking.orgMlaopm/annual_overnight_permit.nimi
http://www. lacity-parking.org/lacpm/visitor_overnight_permit.htm|
http:/ /www.lacity-parking.org/laopm/guest_overnight, permit.htm!

If you have a question, please contact venicestakeholders@ca.rr.com

If you would like to support the VSA&’s efforts to pass OPDs, you can make
a contribution by PayPal at www.venicestakeholdersassociation.org,




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: David Ewing <5eriausBuc@acl.odm»
| Sent: Wednesday, June (5, 2013 11:51 PM
Ta: Posner, Chuck@Coastal; Staben, Jefi@Coastal
| Cc Syivia Amoth; Steve Clare
Subject; MOPD petitipn
| Attachments: NOPD petitions.pdf
|
Hi Chuck:

| Here is a4 PDE of pevitions against the Vermice OPD. There are 31 pages; hard copy to foliow, I've sent to Jeff Staben alsa in
case there are any prablems with servers, email programs, ete.. If you have any guestions or difficulty opening, please
motify me by phote at 310/335-08458. 1 be out of the office, but one of the others |'ve copied should be able to resend
or whatever needs to he done.

Thanks,
David Ewing
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Pebrtion po Califormis Coastal Commirssron. Coancrlman 811 Rosendahd antd Councilman-Elect hike ﬁﬂ "EE.I'QN

We the undersigned, believe an Cvermight Farkeng Districl For the Venice Coastal Zone 15 a bad ides For Venice and for ail of
us whin lave tha Beach,
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\\,@;‘r Venice Action Alert ,

. No on OPDs |

Crate: _ ng J‘rj

Feritor tw California Coaslal Commission. Councilman Bl Rosendaht and Councilman-Elect bike Bognine

We, the undersigner, believe an Overnight Parking Digtrict for the Venice Coastal Zone fs a bad idea for Venlae and far all of
us whior fave the Beach

i e Email Address Signature
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\\\v: Venice Action Alert p

No on OPDs

e S/24%

Fetition 1o Daliforria Coastal Comemssion Councifman Bill Rosendahl and Councilman-Elect Mika Bonir:

We . b undersigned, belieee an Orerinigh Farkorg Distnc Tor Yhe enice Coastal Zone is 2 bad 1dea for Venice mnd For all of
us who lowe the Beach
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No on OPDs

Date. 5/78/13

Petition te California Coastal Commission. Councilman Bill f#osendabl and Councilman-Elect Mike Bonin:

We, the urdersigred. believe an Crvarnight Farking District for the Venice Coastal Zone is a bad idea for Venice and For all of
us who love the Beach.

Marme Ermail Address Signature
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Date:  SAAF___

Petition o California Coastal Comemissinn, Cauncilman Bill Rasendahl and Councilman-Elect fike Borin:

e, the undersigned. beliee an Overmaghe Pavking Thatriet for the Venice Coastal 7one is a bad idea for Venice and far all of
us who imvy the Beach

Narme Emai Address Signatyrs
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\\,,,,:‘*]r Venice Action Alert

No on OPDs

Date ; ‘Sﬁfﬁ],_
Petitizn :o Califorara Coastal Commission. Courcilman Bill Aoserdahl and Councilman-Elect Mike Bonin:

Wiz Lhe underugnad, beliowe an Owernight Parking Dhsarict for the Vemice Coasial Zone 15 a'bad 1dea For Venice and hor all of
s who loug Lhe Beack.
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No on OPDs

Dare - ;/t?/f’f

Perition to California Coastal Cormmission. Councilman Bill Aosendahl and Councilman-Eiect Mike Bonin:

W, the undersignad, believs an Overnight Parking Distret far the Venice (oastal Zone s a bad 1des For Vertice and for ail of
us who lave the Beach.

Mamge Email Address Signa-ture ‘
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No on OPDs

Chate ‘_‘.JA{f ¥

Pet:tion w California Coastal Commussion. Councilman Bill Rosendahd and Counciiman-Elect Mike Bonin;

‘We the undersigoed. ivelese an Dvermight Parking Gistrict for the Venice Coastal Zone is a bad 1dea For Visnice and for all of
us whi bove the Oeach
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No on OPDs

Date ‘5’/%3 B

rJ
Bat i ar b Califaree Cowctal Comaigeian, Councilman Bl Bosendah and Cooncitmen Elest Wike Somiry
Wiz, the undersigned, beiieve zr Overmicht Parking District for the Venice Coasial Zone is a bad idea For Venrce and for all of
ws wha love che Beach,
M arms Email Addrass Sigmature

¥ N - \ r e, 1, -
Nieostl Sween - Hyon g 0 Jupay 1 G2 W "D
Ey a
Sases D/ Qae s B K7 B jatd fwné:
ra
£




KEEP VENICE PARKING FREE

oue. G017

Perit/on ta Califurnia Coastal Commission. Councilman Bill Rosendahl and Councitman-Elect Mike Banin:

Wi, the undarsigned. boljgve ar Guemight Parking District for the Wenice Coastal Zone is 2 bad idea for Yenice and for ali of
a5 wheo |ove tha Beach.

Signature Zip f.ndp
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Flease return completed pet‘lﬁons o Venice Action. 1234 Proston Wey, Venice, CA 90291
A2 later than June B. Thank you for your support.
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No on OPDs |
Cate : é_!ﬁ?féi_
Petition Lo California Caastal Commission. Councilman Bill Rosendahl and Councilman-Elec Mike Ronin:
Vie. the undersigned, believe an Overnight Parking District For the Venice Coastal Zone is a bad idea for Venice and for all of
ris wha dove the Boach, )
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Perition ta California Coastal Commisgon. Cagaciliman Bili Rosendabl and Covncilean-Elect Mike Bonin:

We the undersi¢ned, belisv= an Cvernight Parking District fer the Venice Coastal Zone is a bad idea for Menice and for all of
us who [gve the oach
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Date : __{-zf_fjﬁgjb

Petition o California Coastal Cornmission. Councilman Bil Rosendahl and Councilman-Elect Mike Banin:

We. the undessigred, believe an Overnight Parkiog District for the Venice Coastal Zone is a bad idea for Yenice and for all of
us wha love the Beach.
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No on OPDs |
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Petition to California Coastal Commission, Councilman Bill Rosendahl and Councilman-Elect Mike Bonin:

We, the undersig.ned, believe an Owernight Parking District for the Verice Coastal Zone is a bad idea for Venice and for all of
s whio laue the Beach,
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No on OPDs

Date ; "f’l":i f_}_?__

Peritiar: to Califoraia Coastal Commission. Souncilman Bilk Rosendahl and Councilman-Elact Mike Bonin:

We. the ardersigned. believe an Overnghe Parking Districe For the Venice Coastal Zone is a bad idea For Venics and for all of
uz who love the Beach.
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\\vf Venice Action Alert
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Date ds - 1= 175 | o

‘ Prtition to California Caastal Commission, Councilman Bill Rasendahl and Councilman-Elect Mike Bonir:

We. the undersigned. believe an Gvernight Parking District for the Venice Coastal Zone is a bad idea for Venize and for all of
us whe [ave the Beach.
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Petition o Califomia Coastal Commission, Councilman Bill Rosgndahl and Councilman-£lect Mike Banin

We, the yndersigned. believe an Overnight Parking Oistrict for the Venice Coastal Zone is @ bad idea for Venke and Forall of -
us who love the Beach.
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Patitean to Cariformia Coastal Commission. Councilman Bill Resendaly and Councilman-Elect Mike Bonin:

We. the undersigred. briieve an Dverrught Parking District for the Werice Coastal Zone is 2 bed ides for Venice and for ot of
us whi love the each,
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N,  Venice Action Alert

No on OPDs |

Dhte _@/ ﬂJ /ffL

Faution to Califprma Coastal Comenission, Councilman Bill Resendabl and Councilman-Elect Mike Borin:

. .
We. the urdersigned. believe an Cvernight Farking District for the Venice Cgastal Zone is a bad idea for Venice and for afl of

us who lgve the Beach
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Petition kb California Coastal Commission, Councilenan Bill Rosendahl and Councilman-Elect Mike Bonin:

We, the undersigned, believe an Owernight Parking District for the Venice Coasta! Zone is a bad idea for Venice and for sl of
us whe love the Beach,
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Petition to Califormia Coastal Commission, Councilrman Bill Aosendahl and Councilman-Elect Mike Bonin;

We. Lhe undersigned. believe an Chwemight Parking Ditkrick for the Venioz Coastal Zore is a bad idea for Venkcz and For oll of

«, Uus who love the Beach.

MName Email Addmess Signature
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Petition to Califomnia Constat Commission. Councilman Bill Rosendaht and Coundlman-Elect Mike Borin:

We, Lhe undersigned, believe an Overnight Parking Districy ko the Venice Coastal Zone is a bad idea for Werice and o all of
us whi love the Bearh,

Marme Emnail ' Address Cignatune
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Petition to Cafifemia Coastal Commission. Councilman Bill Rosendabt and Covneilman-Clect fMike Bonir:

We. the undersigned. beliew: an Cvernight Parking District for the Venice Coastal Zone is 3 bad ides For Venice and For all of
us who layve the Baach,
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Petiticn & Califarnia Coastel Commissicn, Councilman Bill Rosendahl and Councilman-Elact Mike Bonin:

e, the urndersigned. believe an Overnight Parking District for the Venice Cogtal Zone is a had idea for Venice and For all of
us wha love the Beach,
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Petition 1o Californla Coastal Commission. Councibman Bil Rosendahl and Councilman-Elect Mike Bonin:

We. the undersigned. believe an Qweimight Parking District for the Venlee Coastal Zone is 2 bad idea For Venice and for all of
us who love the Besch,




Fetition to Califorvia Coastal Commission, Cayngilmarn Bill Rgsendahl and Councilman-Elect Mike Bonin:

W, £ne undersigned. believe an Cvernight Parking District for the Venice Coastal Zone is a bad idea for Venlce and for all of -
us whao love the Beach.

Mamme Ernail Adrdress Slgnalure
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Petition to Califormia Coastal Cammission. Counciiman Bl Rasendahl and Cauncilman-Ehocg Mike Bonin:

e, the undersiyned, believe an Overnight Parking District for the Venice Coastal Zone is a bad ides for Venice md for ail of

us who [ove the Beach

MNare Ernail

No on OPDs

Address Signatum
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Fatiticn to Califarmia Coastal Cammission, Counciiman Bill Bosendab! and Caungilman-Elect Mike Bonin:

We, tre undersigned. beligve an Cvemight Parking skt for bhe Veruce Coastal Zone is 2 bad idea for Vienice and for 3l of
us whe love the Beach,
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Petition to Califormia Caastal Cammission, Counolman Eill Rosendahl and Courncilman-£lact Mike Bomin;

We, the undersigned. believe an Qvernlght Parking District for the Venice Constal Zone Ig a bad idea for Venie and For afl of
us who love the Beach,
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Pativen  California Cogstal Cornmission, Cruncilman B Rosendakl and Councllman-Elect Mike Bonir;

We, the undersighed. believe an Overnight Parking District for the Menice Coastal 2one i+ a bad idea for Venice and For all of
us who |ove the Beach,
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Petiticr to Califarnta Coastal Convmission, Councitnnen Bl Rosendabl and Councilman-Elect Mike Banire

We. the undersigned, believe an Gvernight Farking District For the Meniop Coastal Zone is a bad idea for Yenice and for all of
us who lowe the Beach,

Marne Email Address Slgna:ure
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Frank Lutz
P.0. Box 1078 RECEIVED

. Yenice, CA 90294 - USA Sauth Const REQED]‘I &
Ph. (310)396-9342 FAX (310)399-9206
Frankl.i@pacificnet.net JUN 06 2013
May 20, 2013
CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

Dear Mr. Posner,

I am a forty-five year resident, property owner and property manager here in
Venice, CA, | am strongly opposed to any proposed OPD parking requirement for
Venice.

The OPD gunarantees no one a parking place in Venice; it would be simply punitive S
and an imposed tax on residents. It would only guarantee that we can continue fo

circte the neighboring streets looking for a parking space, which we do now, at no

cost to us other than the various property and local taxes we already pay. I have

never had parking for me or my tenants, except on the local streets. At a time when

there is more demand for parking than there are available spaces, the City and the

CCC should be seeking ways to expand public parking, not consirict it, as the

proposed OPD would do. It makes no sense, and is a money-grab with no benefit to

the public. There is plenty of land available here 1o create local public parking

spaces, including subterranean areas.

It makes no sense to try to abate the opposition to OPD's from those of us who live ¢
within two blocks of the beach by exempting our areas; that would only create

more pressure on our area by folks who live east of Main Sireet and who are

opposed to the QPD’s |, thus refusing {o pay for 2 permit. They would then come to

the beach areas looking for parking, creating a worse problem for us here.

The recent problems we had by over-night parking of RV’s and over-size vehicles
has been abated now, due to a code change, and by good enforcement by the LAPD.
Please continue the good work of the CCC, and vote No on the OPD proposal.
Sincerely yours,

. -+
Z The Marrisen Apariments
14 Westminster Avenue

Suite C

Venlce, CA 90291-USA




. Posner, Chuck@oastal i 4

Fram: Aley Thevenot «<alenthevenoi@grnail.com:
Sent: Wednesday, June 05, 2013 3:20 FM
To: act@thepeoplesheach.com; Staben, Jeft@Coaslal; Posher, Chuck@(Coastal;

esanchezcec@aol.com; daynabochco@bochcomediz.com;

robert.garcia@longbeach.gov; brian.brennan@ventura.org; mmeclure@co.del-

. norte.ca.us; carclegroom@comeast.net; skinsey@co.marin.ca.us;
mkshaltenberger@gmail.com

Subject: Ma GPD in Yenice

Hi There,

| Alex Thevenot and Christing Ross oppose this measure and want to keep Venice and Los Angeles beaches open for
public access as stated in the costal commission ardinances and therefore are voting against the OPD measure 1o restrict
the parking issue hear the beach with this castly restrictive measure.

We vote No to OFD,

Thank you for listening,

Alex Thevenot & Christina Ross
{Yenice Residents since 1997)




Posner, Chuck@Coastal
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Erin McMorrow <erinmcmorrow@gmail coms»

Thursday, June 06, 2013 12:57 AM

act@thepeoplesbeach.com; Staben, Jeff@Coastal; Pesner, Chuck@Coastal;
esanchezcco@aol com; dayna bochco@bochcomedia.com;
robert.garcia@longbeach.gay; brian.brennan@ventura.org, mmeclure@co.del-
ROreca.us; carglegroom@comeast.net; skinsey@ co.marin.ca.us;
mkshallenberger@gmail.com

MNo OPD in Venice

Exclusionary parking policies will redefine the lundamental
charactfer of our community. The creativity of Venice is
lugled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Help us stand

up for freedom and access to the coast in Venrice for all people.

Please Keep Venice Frec. Say No to OPD, Let's work together to find better solutions,

Sincerely,

Etin Mehomow

Venice Resident




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: Gagt Overheff <gogi@ideclogy.com:

Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 12:38 &M

To: Posher, Chuck@Coastal; nopd@veniceaction.org
Suhject: Vote NO on Overnight Parking District for Venice

Dear California Coastal Commissioners,

I am against turning Venice into an Overnight Parking District.

*
It is elitist and gives the wrong impression to those visiting the neighborhood. We are diverse and weicome newcomers.
It creates neeadlgss difficuities for the people who live in houses that do not have garages. Many of the historic craftsman
homes do not have garages.
It is & "turn-cf™ to those visiting the beaches. We should encourage more peopile to experience the beauly and wonder
of our special coastal zane and not create additional hoons that discourase wisitors.
Fhease land ahand to the many of us who are trying to keep Venice diverse, funky and open to all, regardless of ahility to
pay.
Please honor Section 30001.5 (k) of the Califarnia Coastal Act, which states that one of the "basic goals of the state for »
the coastal rane is to "Maximize public access to and along the coast ard maximize public recreational agportunities in
the coastal zone."
Please protect Vanice's snecial social chemistry, which makes it 8 "Sensitive coasta) resource areg” as defined by
California Coastal Act, Section 30116:;
{e) Special communities ar neighborhoods which are significant visitor destination areas.
{f] Areas that provide existing coastal housing or recreational epportunitias for low- and moderate-income persons,
Thank you very much for your time and consideration,
Gog
707 Broadway, Venice, CA 90291 .




Pasner, Chuck@Coastal
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Fram: anne murphy <amurphy2008@&4gmail.com:
Sent: Wednesday, June 05, 2013 3:35 PM
, Ta: Pesner, Chuck@Coasial s
Subject: Opposition to Venice OPD
Aftachments: Letter of Opposition to Venice OPD.doc

Dear Mr. Posner,

Please find atiached my letter of opposition to the Yenice OPD. T am a longtime Yenice resident and
homeopwner and [ am strongly opposed to this OPD proposal.

Thank you. If you have any questions, please contacl e at this email address.

Arne Murphy




Anne Murphy a
732 ¥ Sunset Avenue 5 wt Cndi't Rag‘-ﬂ
Vonice, CA 90291 JUN 08 1043
June §, 2013
WA
RE: My opposition to Venice OPDs CAU‘FOP]:I:MS&DH

CORSTA-CO

Dear Commissioners and Staff,

I am 2 longtime resident end homeowner in Venice and [ am swongly opposed to the Venice

OFPD. The OPD restricts beach access and does not add any additional parking spaces for ’
residents. Section 30001.5 (b) of the California Coastal Act, states that one of the "basic

gonls of the state for the constal zone is to "Maximize public access to and along the coast

and maximize public recreational opportunities in the coastal zone,”

Moreover, us a longtime resident, | am furious that I would be required to pay to park on my own
sireet, 25 well as for permits for my visitors. This is an unnecessary expense. Maybe the rich
can afford this, and maybe the City needs the revenue, but it huns middle income households
like mine. Isee no benefit to OPDs; they will not help with the parking problems,

The push for the Venice OPD 13 very mean spirited, It is so transparent in its heartless attempt

to displace un-housed persons and appease the newly arrived gentrifying homeowners, that |

have seriously thought about leaving Venice, That is how angry and upset | have become .
throughout this process. I have been to community meeting after cemmunity meeting and have

found the process to be such a sham, giving a strong voice to those who would build a security

fence around Venice if they thought it could keep the homeless out of their sight - and out of

Venice,

[ moved to Venice to be part of & community that was benier than this, a community that cared
about the human condition. 1did not mave to live behind 8 toot fences and security gates. |
moved 1o Venice specifically because of the openness, and diversity of the community, [ moved
for the beaches, the drum circles, and for the people who cared about their neighbors,

Piease proteet Venice’s special sense of community and charm. I'beg you to siop this nonsense
with he OPD. Please provide atcess to our wonder(ul Venice Beach community 1o everyone, #
not jusli the rich.

Smncerely,

Anne Murphy




Posner, Chuck_@;t:uast_all
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From: Mark Rago <markragol@yahoc.com:>
Sent: Wednesday, June 05, 2013 3:41 PM ‘
To: Staben, Jeflf@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal; esanchezecc@aol.com;

dayna.bochco@®hochcomedia.com; robert.garcia@longbeach.goy;
brian.brennan@ventura.org: mmecelure@co.del-nore.ca Us; carolegrogm@comeast.net;
skinsey@co.marin.ca.us; mkshallenberger@gmail.com

Sub)ect: venice Beach OFDs

To eyeryone jn the Coastal Commission,

After thoroughly reading the proposal sent forth by the VSA regarding parking permits in Venice Beach, 1

have to say this would be the most detrimeantal thing to happen to residents, community supporters and

locai visitors of the area in the 14 years I've lived here, 1 cannot fathormn how this proposal has even o
gotten any attention at all given the inevitable drawbacks to residents that will certainly ensye onge it is
implemented. Actually I do know - the residents who are in favor of permits are being misfead and iike

many issues, they aren't being informed of the disadvantages that would ensue if this action fs put Into

plate. 1 will simpiy expiain....

I hava no doubt that these parmits will create a backlash domino effect for aii residents.

[ have no douht that most the residents who think they want them wilt change their mind once the policy
is in effect and they realize the many more troubles, frustrations and inconveniences that the parmits
ultimately present.

I have no doubt because some of my neighborly friends believe that permits are needed until L
explain to them the entire cguse and effects of these permits. Because of our small beach-side
touristy community and the increase of population and tourism it receives, just about all Venfce residents,
obwviously and justifiably, immediately think "Permits! What a great idea! Brilliant!", Of course they do -
gven 1 gid until i started talking to pecple that live in other beach-slde communities that have to deal with
permits on thejr streets and understanding what would entail for the average resident in Venice: More
moneay out of cur pockers, more time consumed engaging with the issue, extreme inconvenlences for our
guesks, our friends, aur neighbars and sursaelves, How these permits are supposed o make our lives
better is truly beyond me and this would only be the beginning of what could become much worse in years
to come: Increased costs, limits on quantity, theft of these permits and the hassle of replacing them,
rmore time wasted and more stress for each and every resident, not to mention our beloved friends and
family who currently have no problems visiting us at all right now, as it is,

The parking situation at Venice Beach Is not perfect, but this so-called solution will not change things for
the better for the antire Yenice community, only a seiect few who are mildly inconvenienced after deciding
to live in an area that has virtually been the same for the last 40 years.

I've traveled extensively my entice life and T've always sald Venice Beach is unlike any other piace on
Earth and i chalienge anyone to question that, The city already took steps to kick out the homeless and
permit parking would be a grand leap to the next step of making it more like Santa Monica whfch is one of
the ridiculeus arguments the VSA are using as a reason for having them. It's unfathemably and utterly
ridiculous and I truly hope everyore involved in making this decision realizes that Vanice Beach truly is
unlike any other community on this planet, and although there are prabiems that have been with the
community for many many MANY years, permit parking may be a well-intended attempt o make things
betier, but Utimately is a seifish, 1gnorant ana ill-fated attempt for a solution, It's simply wrong. Change
happens but there is a reason Venice is not Marina del Ray or Santa Monica and everyone I know in
Venice wauld like to keep It that way.

Mark Rago

Thank you for taking the time to read this, 19 E}reeze Ayenueg
Venice Beach resident of 14 years




Posner, Chuck@Coastal
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From: Erin Darling <grindeezy@®gmail com =

Sent; ‘Wednestay, June 05, 2013 2715 PM

Ta: Posner, Chuck @@ Coastal; mmeclurecce@co.del-nonte.caus; zimmercecgdgmail.com;
esanchezrcc@an.com

Subject: National Lawyars Guild opposition letter to Vanice OPD proposal

Attachments: MUGoppositionOPD. paf

Altached, pleasc find a letter voicing opposition to the proposed Overnight Parking District in Venice
{Application No, 5-08-313).

Thank vou for considenng the NI1.G's leter,

Regards,

-Erin Darling
Co-President
Los Angeles Chapter, NLG




Posner, Chucki@Coastal
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From: Todd Hickman <todd hickmangigmail coms
Sent: Wednesday, lune 05, 2013 208 PM
To: Stahan, leH@Coastal Posner, Cruck@Coastal; esanchezeco@ag).com:

dayna.bochco@bochcomedia.com; robertgarcia@longbeach.gow;
bianbrennan@ventura org; mmeclure@codel-norte. caus; carolegroom@comeast.net;
skinsey@ co.marin.ca.us; mkshallgnberger@gmail.com

Subject: Mo to Venice QPD

As a long time Venice Resident, [ feel the exclusionary parking policies wili redefine the fondameral character
of our community. The creativity of Venice is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Help us stand up for
freedamt and access (o the coast in Venice for all people.

Please Keep Venice Free. Say Mo to OPD. Let's work together to find better solutions.

togards,

Tedd

10 east 16th Ave, Yenice CA 90291,




Pasner, Chuck@Cnastal__

i . _ i — P — A
From: Leah Santa Cruz <lesant@microsof.com=
Sent; Wednesday, June 05, 2013 1:56 PM
To Staben, Jelf @Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal; esanchezcoo@aol.com;

dayna bochco@bochcomedia.com; roberl.garcia@longbeach.gov;
brian.brennan@ventura.ory; mmeclure@eo.del-nomg.caus; carglegroom@comeast.ret;
skinsey@co.marin.ca.us, mkshallenberger@gmail.com

Subject: Mo to Venice QPD

Dear Coastal Commission,

Exclusionary parking policies wiil redefine the fundamental character of our community. The ¢reativity of
Venice is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit.

Help us stand up for freedom and access to the coast in Venice for alt people. Please Keep Venice Free, Say
No to QPD. Let's work together to find better solutions.

Thanik you,

Leah Sapte Cruz | Account Manager | Microgoft Advertisicg
Dffice 310-985-7280 | Windows Phana 206 910-0384
lesant@rmicrosoft.com | advertising microsoftcom




Posner, Chuck@Coastal
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From: The Makepeace Brothers <info@makepeacebrothers.com>
Sent; Wednesday, June 05, 2013 1:16 PM
To: Staben, Jeffi@Coastal; Pasner, Chuck@Coastal; esanchezcoc@ aol.com;

dayna huchco@bocheomedia.com; obert gartia@iongbeach.gov,
brian.brennan@ventura.cry; mmcclure@co.del-norte.ca.us; carclegroom@comcast.net;
skinsey@co.marinca.us mkshallenberger@gmail.com

Subject; KEEF YEMICE FREE

Exclusionary parking policies will redefine the fundamental
character of our community. The creativity of Venice is

fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Help us stand

up for freedom and access to the coast in Venice for all people.

Please Keep Venice Free. Say No to OPD. Let's work together to find better solutions.

Sincerely,

' Finman Makepeace

The Makepeace Brothers
www. makepeacebmihers.com

www facebook com/makepeacebrothers

W Mysprce com/makepeacebrothers

130 Catamaran 5t Apt 4 Venice CA, 90292




Posner, Chuck@Coastal
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Fram: Ray Rae Goltman <rayraegoidman@yahoo.coms

Sent; Wednesday. June 05, 2013 1:12 PM

Ta: Posner, Chuck @ Coastal

Subject: Please upholt previous ruiings agamst permit parking in Venica,
Dear Sit,

As yvou may aiready know the campalgn for permit parking here in Venice has been a deceptive, wag the dog
campaign from the beginning funded by real estate owners and attomeys with two car garages who are
apparenily now suing ihe commission for “Denying their right o park.” 1t epenly and admittedly targets people
living in their vehicles on what makes up only a smell minority of sireets in Venice, As a 40 year plus resident
of Venice who has long accepted he dilficulty of finding a parking space as part of the privilege of living in 2
coastal commumity 1 urge you io uphold your previous rulings against permnit parking in Venice Beach.

Thank you for your attention in this maiter.
Sincerely,

Ray Goldman

2324 Pacilic Ave.

Venice, CA 90292

310-306-3097

hittp:/fwww. rayraepix.com/

httpffwowow. facebook comprofile phn?id=1637416910




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: EMRoseyiaal.com

Sent; Wednesday, lune 05, 2013 1255 PM
To: Paosner, Chuck@Coastal

Subject: OPDs

Mr Posner;

A5 g venice resident | simply want 1o voice my view against OPDs as they will work a5 a hardship for the residents
and cause unnecessary burdens.

Robert M Rosenfeld




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: Nick Harper <nhwriting@gmail.com>
Sent; Wednesday, June 05, 2012 410 FM
To: Ainswarth, John@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal; billresendahl@aal comm:

mike bonin@lacity.org; Arturo.Pina@|acity.org: Paul Backstromd@|acity.org;
paclavaldivia@lacity.org; tamara.martin@|acity.org; tamara.martin@lacity.org;
Board@VeniceNC org; Board@VeniceNCoorg; Lester, Charles@Coastal; Posner,
Chuck@Coastal; venessa.miller@coastal.ca.gov; skinsey@marincounty.org;
ann@ceresfm.com

Subject: Mo Parking Permits in Venice, CA

Sirs and Madams:

I'live at 403 Venice Way, in Venice, CA, and I oppose the measure proposed by the "Venice Siakeholders
Association" to implement resident-only parking permiis. All five of the members of my household, with three
CaTs among us, do not want permitied parking in our neighborhood.

With the current non-permined parking rules, we are able to park all of our vehicles near our home at most
hours of the day or night, elthough we de sometimes plan ahead or ride a bike in order to avoid competing for
parking dunng summer days.

The proposed parking rules would compel us to pay $15 per car, per year, in order to park ovemight near our
home for the hours between 2:00 and 5:00 a.m. This would be an additional financial burden on us, and would
not improve our current parking situation in any way. The three hours for which the proposed permils would be
required are among the leasi-congested howrs of the day in lerms of parking; furthermore, this plan would not
improve congestion during the only times that I experience it, which is in the late moming to early efiernoon
hours of the summer.

Thank you for taking the time to read Lhis letier. Please consider the five digital signatures below as informal
votes against this proposed parking measure.

Respecthfully,

Nick Harper
Iesident, 405 Venice Way

Signatres:

NICK HARPER
ANDREW HARPER
ROBERT HARPER
JOSH HARPER
BRITTANY CORONA
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Page 2

Likewise, Sechion 30252 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that new develepment should
maintain and enhance public access o the coast by “providing adequate parking facilities or
providing subslitute mecans of serving the development of public trensportation,” California
Coastal Act of 1976 § 30252(4). The OPD proposal would do Lhe opposite; it would take away
public parking spaces without a corresponding gain in parking spaces. Under the OPD scheme,
long-time Venice residents would have to pay for the right o park {or merely look for a parking
space) on public streels they have always used. The OPD proposal itself decreases the rumber of
parking spaces available while imposing a fee wilhout a guaranteed benefit. Even more onercus,
an overnight guest of a long-lime Venice resident would canceivably be required to obtain a
permit from a Venice resident who may not have already purchased & guest permit. In the ideal
scenario for OPD propeonents, the only people who could park at night in Venice are those who
have proven their residency, bought thair permits, distributed such permits to thelr guests, all for
spaces previously free. Simply put, if you do not have money, or you are a guest of someane
who does niot bave money (or Hme) to buy a parking space, you cannot drive to Venice at night,
spend the night, and wake up and 2o to the beach wilhout risking a parking ticket,

It does not take much creativity for a lawyer argue (hat such a proposal violates the
constitutional fight to free association and freedom of movement. In addiron {0 unnecessarily
requiring engagement wilh the perking bureaucracy of the City of Los Angeles and unnecessarily
complicating daily life in Venice, the OPD gravely Lhreatens coastal access becauss it privatizes
public space, an =ffect that mins counter to the letter and spint of the California Coastal Act,

Sccond, proposed mitigation effons are weelully unsatisfactory. Suchk efforts include
preserving 351 on-sirect parldng spaces when the area within the OPD boundary houses around
10,000 people. Ancther proposed modificetion includes the operanion of off-street parking lots
with four-hour fime limits in the name of encowraging turnover of spaces. How would someone
visiting Venice ovemnight, who cannot obtain access to an ovemnight permit for myriad reasons,
sleep in Venice and enjoy the coast the nexr day? A proposal that would have people move their
cars every six hour is pot just ant-homieless, it is anti-Venice visitor, since any visitor lo Venice
who is not senctioned by a host with ap already-purchased guest parking permit would be forced
o engage in an absurd pre-dawn parking shuftlc every four hours, Also, though we applaud all
efforis to encourage bicyeling, adding bike lanes and shared-lane merkings is irrelevant 1o issues
surrounding coastal access for those who live too far from the coast Lo bicycle to Venice. Rather,
the biks [ane modification serves as mere window-dressing to a scheme designed to take away
access to public space near the beach.

Third, as to the perceived homeless problem: just because some members of the Venive
community are homeless does not mean that Yenice i3 not their home. The OPD proposal comes
on the heels of the imposition of No Parking sipns for “oversized vehicles,” which effectively
prohibit pecple living in their vans and trucks from sleeping in their cars while parked in Venice.
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The GPD propesal would merely make life difficult for the most valnerable residents of Venice,
The OPD proposal and the mingations contained therein do nothing to improve the lives of
homeless Yenice residents. In response 1o any behavior cancerns or nuisance issues posed by
people sleeping in their cars, we ask, does the OPD) propasal address those concerns or merely
push the “problem” to a neighborhood fariher from the beach, The Ceastal Commission should
not condone policy proposals rooted in NIMBY senfiments.

It must also be added that the OPD propesal’s inclusion of a provision regarding
attorney’s fees (Paragraph 7, p. 6 of 10, “Califernia Coastal Commission Staff Report,
Application No.: 5-08-313," dated May 31, 2013) raises eychrows and causes concern. It seems
unethicel for the applicant (the City of Los Angeles) io essenfizlly promise to indemnify the
California Coastal Commission against any potential legal fees in order 1o ohlain permission for
its applicafion. Dy agreeing fo reimburse the Coastal Commission in full for costs and attormey’s
fees incurred in defending a challenge to the issuance of this permit, has (the City of Los Angeles
effecively hought the permission of the Coaste! Commission? Furthermore, if the City of Los
Angeles is paying in full the legal fzes and costs assoctated with dafending any challenge to the
OPD scheme, then is the Coastel Commission really retaining compete authority to conducl and
direct the legal defense of any action against the Commission?

We are surprised and dismayed that the Coastal Commission, which has succeeded in
profecting beach access in other parts of Los Angeles County, such as Malibu’s Carbon Beach,
and has historecaliy gone to great lengths to protect the relationship betwsen the Califomnia
coastline and the Califernia public, would be willing @ rasict coastal aceess in Venice. We
understand that the Coastal Commission’s task of preserving coastal access to all Californians is
ncreasingly difficult in an erm of skyrocketing coastal property values and economic
polanzaton, Yet the estabiishment of the OPD would only diminish access and runs counter to
the Commission’s longsianding legacy as public guardian of the Califarnis coast. With that we
urge you to vote no to the OPD permit proposal.

Respectfully,
-~ i e
FErin Darjirg
Co-T're os Angeles Chapter

National Lawyers Guild




Posner, Chuck®<Coastal
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From: christina Ross <christinag® | ove-fed com=>
Sent; Wednesday, June 05, 2013 2:45 PM
To: Staben, JeH&@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal: esanchezcoc@aol.com;

dayna.bochco@bochcomedia.com; robert.garcialongheach.gov;
brizn.brennan@ventura.org, mmeclured@co.del-norte.ca.us; carplegroom@cgimncast.nat;
skinsey@co.marin.ca.us; mkshallenberger@gmail.com

Ce: Alex Thevenot
Subject: Mo 1o Yenice OPD
»
Iixclusionary parking policies will redefine the fundaments]
character of our community, The creativity of Venice is
fucled by its diversily and inclusive spirit. Help us sland
up for [reedom and access to the coast in Venice for all people.
Mease keep Venice Free, Say No to OPD. Let's work topether to find better solutions.
Thank you for listening,
Christina Ross- resident
r
L3




Posnmet, Chuck@Coastal
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From: Oan Samvicens <dansanvicers@gmail come
Sent: Weednesday, June 05, 2013 2:34 pi
Ta: Staben, JeH@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal; esanchezece@anl com;
dayna.bochco®boch¢omedip.com; robert.garia@longheach.gov:
brian.brennan@ventura.ong, mmeelure@co.del-nore.ca.us, carolegroomi@comcast.nat;
skinsey@co.marin.caus; mkshallenberger@gmail.com
Subject: No to Venice OPD
Dear Coastal Commission,
As a Venice tesident, afier learning about the proposed OPD plan and its implications on the freedoms and
unique spinit of the area, I stand resoluteiy against it. ?
Exclusionary parking policies will redefine the fundamenta! character of our community. The creativity of
Yenice is fueled by its diversity and in¢lusive spirit. Help us stand up for freedom and access to the coast in
Veunice lor all people.
Please Keep Venice Free. Say No to QPD. Let's work together 1o find better solutions.
Regards,
Dan Sanvicens
Venice
#




Posner, Chuck@Coastal
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. From: Danieia Ardizzone <werockvenice@gmail com:
Sent: Wednesday, June 05, 2013 2:27 PM
| To: Staben, Jeff@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal; esanchezcce@anl.com;

dayna.bochco@bochcomedia.com; robertgarcia@longbaach.gow;
brian.krennani@ventura.org; mmeclure@co.del-norte.ca.us; carolegroom@comcast.nat;
skinsey@co.marin.caus; mishallanberger@gmail com

Subject: please no to OPD in Venice Beach

As & Venice Beach rasidernt and leader of the artist group Dogtown Arfists United fwww. facebook com/dogtonwartists) -

and like many other Venice residents - | really do not welcome OPD in Venice,

| It il kil the precibus crealvity that has been the main attraction of Venice for years and the main reason why we all
like to live in Venrice.

| Please re-cansider the parking palicies and do not let QPO ruin the spirit of Venice heach,

Thank you,

Daniela &rdizzones
Dogtown Artists United




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: kappy715@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, June 04, 2013 457 P

To: Posner, Chuck@Coastal; nopd@veniceaction.org
Subject: Mo o QFDs

Dear Califerma Coastal Commissianers, Ovarnight Parking Districks are not good for Venice.

I'do not want to pay for parking in front of my own house. | do not want ta pay for 2 guest © stay over. | do not
wish o have to plan guest visits in advance. The parking on our streel and nearbye are fine,

Why create more pioblems. Things work just fine as thay are,

Some residents may have a hardship paying for this, And heaven knows if we FORGET our pass, wea'll
be penalized with & ticket every timea.

what if we have to park a few blacks from our house? Wil we need a gues! pass?7??

PLEASE OO ROT BUPPORT OPDS.

Thanks,

Olga Kaplan




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: kappy?Lli@aolcom

Sent: Tuesday, Jupe 04, 2013 4:51 PM

To: Posnes, Chuck@Coastal, nepdEveniceadtion.org
Subject: o OPDs

Dear California Coastal Commissioners, Overnight Parking Districts are not good for Venice. They create a necdless
headache and expense for residents without solving any of our real parking problems. This is not about anyone having
trouble finding & parking space. This is abou an ongaing effort to reghape Venice into an glite enclave. Like most
WVenetians, | chose to live here largely because of its exceptional openness and diversity for a beach comimunity. Please
do not cater to those few who see in an OPD the epportunity to restrict access (o our beachside neighborhoods. Pleass
profect Venice for all of us who love it because itis Wenice, not in spile of il Abool Kinney, Venice's Tounder, calted it “the
Feopie's Beach." We like it that way, and we think it's worth protecting, It's been the source of Venige's creative energy for
over a century. Please honor Section 30001.5 (b} of the California Caastal Act, which states that one of the "bhasic goals of
the state for the coastal zane is to "Maximize nublic access to and along the coast and maximize pubhc recreational
epporntunities in the coastal zone." Please protect Venice's special social chemistry, which makes it a "Sensitive coastal
resource area” as defined by California Coastal Act, Seclion 30116: (8) Special communities or neighborhoods which are
significant visitor destination areas. (f) Areas that provide existing coastal hausing ot recreational opportunities for Yow-
and mederate-income persons. Please protect the Venice we love, Yours truly,

[Qlga and Jim Kaplan
715 Superba ave, venice 90261




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

Frem: Alten Romero <allen@hanglocal us:
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 4:21 FM
To: Staben, Jeff@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@ Coastal; esanchezeec@aol.com;

dayna.bochco@bochcomedia.com; robert.garcia@longbeach.gov,

brian.brennan@ventura org: mmeclure@an del-narte ca.us; camlegroom@comcast.net

skinsey@co.marin.ca.us;, mkshallenberger@gmail com; act@thepeaplesbeach.com
Subject: PLEASE S4Y NC TO OPD

Dear Councilmembers,

've been g resident of Venice Beach for the last two years and have enjoyed both the spirit of community and freedom
that Venice represents.

| do agreed that exclusionary parking policies will redefing the character of our community,
The creativity of Yenice is fugled by its diversity and inclusive spirit.

Helg us stand up for freedom and access Lo tha coast in Venice for alf
pecple. This land and coast is designed to be fres far the people!

Plaase Keep Venice Free and Yot no 1o OPD.
Let's work topgether ta find better solutions.

Thank vou for your consideration.

Allen Romers
913 Milwood Ave.
Venice, CA 902491




Posner, Chutk@Coastal

. From: King, fatherire <king@mumnetudlaedys
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 2:57 PM
Ta: Posner, Chuck@Coastal

' Subject: Mo Overnight Parking Ordinance in Venice

Dear Mr Pasner,

Please enter my cormment inta the recard. | am against an Overnight Parking Ordinance in Wenice because is not
needed and it will cause hassie to me when | have overnight guests, Venice is coastal land and should be availabie to
all—no restrictions.

' Thank you,

, Kathering ¢. King
765 Palms Blvd
Venice CA S0251




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: karl abrams <karljabrams@yahoo.com=
Sant: Thursday, June 06, 2013 3:50 FM

. Ta: Posner, Chuck@®Coasta)

| Subject: Stop OFDs Please!

Dear Commissioners,

. I beg you, please vote to reject the proposed settlemant of the lawsuit,
venice Stakeholders Association vs. CCC.

! This s a mean-spirited lawsuit which seeks to illegitimately force pay
permit pqu1n$ on those of us who Tive in the coastal one. It is a
restriction of access and a gross violation of the Coastal Act, Article 2!

Many are aware that it (OPDs) s supported by individuals and
orgahizatiocns who are motivated to destroy our coastal protections that
; the €CC so carefully defends.

Professor Karl Abrams (Emeritus)
533 Rialto Ave
venice, CA 90291




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

Fram: nbwills@anl.com

Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 3:41 FM

To: Fasner, Chuck@Coastal '
Subject: Venice OPD june 13, 2013 Agenda Item 10 aApplication of 5-08-313/A-5-VEN-08-343

ATTN: Caiifornia Coastal Commissioners and Stalf

Dear California Coastal Commissioners,

Owaminht Parking Districts are not gogd for Venice. They create a needless headache and expense for residents without
solving any of our real parking problems. This is net about anyone having trouble finding s parking space. This is about an
ongeoing effort to reshape Venice into an élite enclave.

Like most Venetians, | chose to live here largely because of its exceptional openness and diversily for a beach

comminity, Please do not cater to those few who see in an QPD the oppartynity to restrict aocese W our beachside
heighborhoods. .

As you probably know, parking for residents of WYenice has atways been 2 probtern for those of us without garages. ),
personally, would love to sse this situation improve —_howewver OPD's will NOT improve the situation,

It is MOT the oversize vetickes that cavse probniems. Far more numeTous are the shoppers on Abbeit Kinney, and
{especially in summer months) the cars fram beach goers and vacationers from all over the country.

GPD's will not ease the parking situation for residents. But OFD's WILL cost residents money and inconvenience,
because of the new requirement for parking permits.

Please -1 urge you — Do not allow OPD's (o become a fact in Venice!
Sincerely,
Nancy Williamson

238 San Juan Ave .
Venice, CaA 90291

{310} 389-8343




Posner, Chuck@Coastal
L .~~~ "~ " "~ . " " ]

From: htaxwell Harris <mharriss819@gmail.com=
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 3:45 PM

To: Posnegr, Chuck@Coastal

Subject: Fwd: CA Coastacl Carmmission Staff

----+—--- Forwarded message ----——---

From: Maxwell Harris <mbharris381 %@ gmail.cony=
Date: Thu, Jun &, 2013 at 3.42 PM

Subject: CA Coastao] Commission Staff

To; Posner@eoasal ca.gov

Dear Cahfornia Coastal Commissioners,

QOver the years, many peopie have come 10 know Venice because of its uniquenass. Although things
change over time, the collective synergy that drives Venice is one reason why Venice California is ’
known the warld over.

Sight unseen many people from arcund the world dream of visiting her with her unigueness of self
expression of freedom, liberty and life explored in her walk. Imagine what would happen to Venice if
the wheels of restriclion seat on her chest? Restricted Venice yearming {o Be, 1o be free from unruly
government intervention to satisfy the well funded and individualized anarchist.  Is government for
business or is for the people by the people? Some wauld say they both are the earme. But listen o
the people who have been altracled to Venice. Listen to what they say. Despite their former self, they
moved to Venice: Was it an investment or was it for a way of life? Either way, they chose 10 move
closer to her and thus she's to be maintained and developed in a way that remains inclusive and
expanding that's good for all who pass through her bearders and those that aspire to visit her with
their liberty kindled and idealism displayed upon their chest.

For those that see the glass half full and those that see the glass half empty, are both corredt. Yat,
those folks are most likeiy like oil and water in their approach to expansionism. Good governance is
what's needed. Think of the future, resist the immediacy of self gratification and do what's right for the
citizen of Venice and her uniqueness and for those who are yet to know her yet yearns for her

soul. Lat her be nourished and developed for those that see the giass half full and for thosa that see
the giass half emptied.

Governance is necessary to keep us safe and moving forward in the right direction. If not, we wil!
become myriad in petiness and pursue un-punishable ouicormes with wasted life.

Please volte No to OPD, it's not needed today. Restricting the peopla is a vial way o promolie one

social economic group of people over the other. Some would say yes. Let's do that. | say listen, if's

your job to keep the beaches open for off of her pecple, so please be open and understanding what's p
really at stake. Do your job.




For the people foday, fomorrow and forever! Be free.
Maxwell Harris

5818 West Olympic, Los Angeles, CA 50036

Maxwell Harris
{3233 620-1991
(3233 527-1768 Fax




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From:; Margaret Molloy <mmmalloy@earthlink net:

Sent: Thyrsday, June (06, 2013 4:36 PM

Ta: Fosnher, Chucki® Coastal

Subject; Re: Yenice OPD June 13, 2013, Ageada Ttem 10 4. Application of 5-08-313/A-5-
VEM-08-343

Atim: California Coastal Commissioners and Staft
Dear Mr Pasner,

1 believe that a study of “the cumulative effects™ that permil and restrictive parking has had on low
income people regarding access to the California Coastal Zones is due before any further
restrictions on parking are pursued in Venice. This is the equivalent of environmental impact
studies that are required for all large developments.

Bebtween the turning the beach into a park with applicable curfew, the purge of vehicle dwellers with no
mitigating services or parking facilities, and this...it really is a developers war on the poor facilitated by
the California Coastal Commission and the City of Los Angeles.

I have gone to Bruffy's car auction { the official tow company for LAPD in the Venice arga) several 1imes in the
last few months. It is really apparent thai there has been a concerted effort {o target people living in their
vehicles as so many carg at the auetions have pmples entire possessions in thern. Several years ago thai was not
the case. Now it is a weekly reality,

Plcase sav no on OPDYs in Yenice,
Sincerely,

Margaret Molloy

3841 Beethoven Street
Los Angeles, CA 90066
310 560 2523
mmmolloy@earthlink.net




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

- i ]
From: Fiena Lerma <palomal0l190291@yahoo.coms
| Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 4:04 PM
To: Posner, Chuck@Coastal
Subject: OFDNenice

Coastal Commision/ Chuck Posner
Please NOPDYs In Venice 't

| Thank You!!!

Elena Lerma




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: Dan Factor «<djusticefactor@gmail.com:
Sent; Thursday, tune 06, 2013 413 PM

To: Posner, Chuck@{ oastal

Subject: WO OPDs

Re: Yenice OPD, June 13, 2013, Agenda Item 10 2. Application of 3-08-313/A-5-VEN-08-343

To: The Califernia Coastal Commissioners, the Coastal Commission Exccutive Director, and
Appropriate Coastal Commissior Staff.

Dear California Coastal Commissioners and StalT,
Plcaze deny the Venice OPDs.

They are not needed in any way and wifl do nothing to provide additioral parking for residents. In the area §
live in there is alveady a restriction for oversize vekicles, and "No Overnight Parking Districts" are not
Recessary, in trying to solve g problem that dees notf exist. They are both part of a moeneymuaking scheme to
balance the L.A. budget on the back of parking enforcement and a vindictive aftemp! fo limit coastal acress
by a few and for a few.

Section WM LS (D) of the California Coastal Act, states that one of the "basic goals of the state for the
coastal zone is to "Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public recreational
gpporiunities in the coasial zone."

The proposed Yenice OPD scritlement does not da thiz, In fact, it vanecessarily remioves aceess. YVenice
does not need OFPDs and the City of Los Angeles has not proven that it does.

Furthermore, the City should prove that it is actnally trying to maximize access irst by removing the
miles of already restrictive street signs it installed without a coastal permit (2-hour parking, ve parking
from Spm to 6am, ete.}. It could also install diagonal parking on some of the very wide sireefs in the
Venice Coastal Zone, It makes no sense¢ to do not do these things first!

The OPDs are also very bad for the walk street residents, who have no say regarding the streets adjacent
to them. A few vocal residents can control many blocks of street parking, This is just not a fair system
for those who do not want to have to bay a permit.

The City says that there will be a petition showing resident support prior to installing an OPD, but
nothing in the OPI) law states that. There’s absolutely no enforcenment mechanism for the average
resident who does not want permit parking, If the ¢ity is serious about requiring petitions, it should
amend the law te include it. And the Ceastal Commission sheuld reguire them {o.

Until these issues can be resolved, please deny the Yenice OPDs,

Sincerely, Dan and Donna Factor

234 Dimmick Ave,, ¥enice Ca, 90291




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Dear Councilmembers,

Trek Kelly =rattlesnaketaco®@ gmail.com>

Thursday, June 05, 2013 2:57 Ph

Staben, Jeff@Coastal: Posner, Chucki@Coastal; esanchezooc@aolcom;
dayna.bochco@bacheomedia.com; rabertgarcia®langeach.goy,
brian.brennan@ventura.org; mmeciwe@co del-norte.ca.us; carolegroom@comeast, net;
skinsey@co.marin.ca.us; mkshalenbergeri@gmail som, ac@thepecpheseach .com
PLEASE SAY NO TO QPD

i have been a resident and business owner in Venice for over two decades. I finnly disagree with this new

parking initiative,

Exclusionary parking policies will redefine the fundamental character of our communily, The creativity of
Venice is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Help us stand up for freedom and acezes to the coast in
Venice for all people.  Please Keep Venice Free. Say no to OFD. Let's work together to find better solutions.
Thank you for your consideration.

TREK T. KELLY




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: randy brook <R78@ maccams

Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 3:10 FM

To: Pasner, ChuckipCoastal

Ce: randy broak; Venice Action Alliance

Subject: "WO" on Overnight Parking Districts in Venice,

"Drear Wi, Bosner:

Mease to NOT support Overnight Parking Districls in Venice, CA. They would create significant proklems far regidents
throughout Yenice, as well as further restricting the public’s access to the beach,

The add ZERD parking spaces for resjdents. On the contrary, residents will have 1o pay to park on THEIR QWN STREET
where they (and the nublich now park Tor fres. W they forget to post their permit, they will have to pay a Fine, and if they
want a guest to stay overnight they will have to decide well in advance and drive downtown to pay for a temporary
guest permit.

They were designed to combat unhoused peaple living in RYs on naighborhood streets, but the Oversized Vehice
Parking restrictions recently implemented have already accomplished this. The vast majority of RV dwellers on Venice
streets {over two hundred vehicles) are gone naw, and have kheen far manths,

The idea that OPDs will solve parking problems is ludricepus. In fact, they will CREATE parking prablams,

Do your job. Protect coastal access and the right of coastal residents and their guests to park in front of thair homes.

Thank you,

Randy Brook
102 Navy 5L, - Apt, 10 - Yenice, 90251
310-399-1052




Posner, Chuck®Coastal ’
L ]

Fram: Rob Dew <robbiedew@yahoo.com: -
Sent: Thursday, Jung 08, 2013 2:53 PM

Ter Fosner, Chuck@Coastal

Subject: Mo OPDs

[ want to voice my opinion against OPDs in Venice. This is en unngeded, unwanted and unwarrented intrusion
in to the beach community that T and thiz community don't want. We defeated this move twice in the past 6
years and | wonder why we have to do so again. Venice is the people's beach - keep it free. Dant let the self
ceniered efforts of Mark Ryaver and the so called Venice Stake holders ruin this community for all. NO on
OPDs in VENICE!!!

Rob Dew A
PO Box 2091

Venice, CA, 90294

310-309-07%52

robbiedew®yghoo.com




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: WENDY PAQUIN <wpagq@msn.comn>
Sent: Thursday. June 06, 2013 2:50 PM

To Fosner, Chuck@Coastal

Subject: No OPDs in Venice

Bear Califorpnia Coastal Commissioners.

I am writing this fo plead that you do not give in te the eiite group who
have unfortunately been attempting to re shape Venice as their type of
community. AsS an almost 40 year resident of Venice I side with

all the other long term residents who do not want OPDs here.

L was at the meeting a few yeors ago where you rejected this as

a ploy to get rid of the homeless living in their cars, I applaud you
standing up To the Coastal Commissions’ Act, OPDs will make it
extremely difficult for the inner ¢ity peopie who want to visit the
beach, My understanding is that Section 30001.5{b} of the Califarnia
Coastal Act states that your godal is to maximize public access and
not take it away as some people do. The people pushing for OPDs
wauld like nothing better thon to have less people coming to the
beach. I object to that and am hoping yau do as well,

Venice is a special community unlike any other and the could this destroy
our sensitive coastal resource. We have an extreme diverse

residency and I feel this would only put an unda burden on many

of the elderly ond less af fluent residents who have lived here

for generations. OPDs are wrong for our community and T believe

will become o ploy to halt beach goers and try To turn our community
infa a private rescurce for the elite few. T implore you to continue

your stance agoinst OPDs.

Please protect our community, Thank you

Sincerely,

Wendy Paquin

2505 Daokwood Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
310.821 5840




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

Frem: Andrew Keegan <andrewkesgan7¢@gmail.cam:
Sent: Thursday, June 08, 2013 1:28 PM
To: Staben, Jeff@Coastal: Posner, Chuck@Coastal; gsanchezocotaol com;

dayna.bochco@bochcomedia.com; robert.garcia@longbeach.gov;

brign.brennan@ventura.omg; mmcclure@co.del-norte.ca.us; carolegroomi@camncast.net;

skinsey@co.marin.caus; mkshallenberger@gmail.com; act@thepepplesheach.com
Subject: PLEASE SAY NO TO OPD

Dear Councilmambers,

As a long time restdent and owner of 3 3 unit buiiding | understand the need for solutions regarding the parking
situation.

Exclusianany parking policies will redefine the fundamental charatier of our community. The craativity of Venice 1s
fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Help us stand up for freedem and access to the coast in Venice for afl people.
Please Keep Venica Free, Say na o QPD, Lar's wark together 1o find batter solutions. Thank you for your consideratian,

With Love,
Andrew Keegan




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From:
sent:
To:

Subject:

Dear Council members,

Wake Hagemeister < matte@nordmeister net>

Thursday, June 08, 2013 1:09 PM

Staben, JeH@Cpastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal; esanchezcoc@aol.com;
dayna.bochco@bocheomedia com; rabed garcia@ longeach.ory,
brian.brennan@ventura.org; mmeclre@co.del-norte.ca.us, carplegroomi@comeast.net;
skinsey@ oo mMannga.us mishallienberger@gmait.com; act®thepeoplesheach.com
please say no to OFD

! appreciate your engagernent in creating a Venice that we all love!

In matter of OPD { just want to let you know how much [ think this is not the right way to solve the challenges
wi face, This is the wrong move - it does not solve problems of parking tor us locals, or even problems with
homeless people Hving in their cars. POD will make tife for us living in this wonderful spot more difficult, and
it will change the face of Venice towards a regimented non welcome place.

1 am a German citizen that lives in Venice. [ came hete because this plece welcomed me itke no other place. 1
am surc you want to help keep this free spirit alive. Let's work together on effective ways o solve the problems

we Tacp.

Thank you for your time and consideration!

Best,

Malte

MEW SHOWREEL: hipufivimes. com/58839003

Malte Hagerreisisr
lLos Angeles, USA
woied nordmeister net
www . Stylophon, com

mobile +4 310 B85 3316




Posner, Chuck@<Coastal

From: Anne Zimmerman <azimmerman@azarchitecturestudio.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 124 PM

To: Posner, Chuck@®Coastai

Subject: PLEASE NO Overnight Parking Districts in Venice, CA

Dear Mr. Posner:

| am writing to strongly request that you NOT support Overnight Parking Districts in
Venice, CA. 4

This creales a major inconvenience for residents throughout Yenice AND
Overnight Parking Districts restricts beach access for and by the public.

Overnight Parking Districts will nat add one parking space for residents and it will require
residents 1o pay to park {or at least deal with the hassle of getting a permit for themselves
and their guests) on their own street. i7a resident forgats to post or have the permit, they may face a fine.

Qvernight Parking Districts privatizes public streets which is not the direction we want to
go to improve our communities and cities.

Overnight Parking Districts will NOT help solve parking problems. 4

Already, the Oversize Vehicie Ordinance (CV(O) has basically eradicated the RV dweller
which | believe is mean spirited and unnecessary. It also means the oversized vehicles
are wasting gas, polluting mors, because they are trying to figure out places to park. This
hurts everyone.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Anne fimmerman

Froperty Owner

939 Amorass Place

Yanize, Ca 90291 |




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: Greta Cobar <gretathegreatg3i@aim.com:
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 1:49 PM

To: Posner, Chuck@Caastal

Subject; Owermight Parking Districts (OPDs) in Venice

Cear California Coastal Commissioner,
As you may he aware, Lhe issue of Overnight Parking Districls (OPOs) will he considered at the June 13 SO0 hagring wn Long Beach.

Flzase take a moment {o read what the local paper, the Fres Yanice Beachhead, has to say aboyt parking restrictions in the Coastal
Zane and paricularly in Venice.

fn the |ast three maonths we published nine arlicles regarding OPDs in Venice, including an imenview with Sara Wan, past
Commissianer with the CCC. Here are the links:

hittp: Hfr&avenrcebeachhead wordpress com/201 A051 venice- Javesrwu nnndsﬁ

ttg Hfregveniceheachhead. wordpréss.comd 201 3/04/01 keep-venice-irge-no- nnds.n’

hitpuiffregvenicebgachhead wordpress. comf201 350 Aell-tha-bullies- to-seek-helu/
h!tp Hireavenicebeachhead wardpress comi2i 1 3063 keon-i
ifreeveniceheachhead. wordprass. comi 2 37 1iane- nere-times
ht!p:ffﬁgaveniceh-eachhead.wardpress.comfzm31054' fa-few-mors-arguments-gaainst-opds-in-yeni
hitp:fifreevenicebeachhead wordpress comyd 013084 1/nopd-nopd-a-thousand-t mes-nopd!

Thanks kor continding to paotect he Coaslal Zone!

Sincerely,
Greta Cobar

Frea Yerice Beachhead

wawnw. venicebeachhead org
free@venicebeachhead. org



Posner, Chuck®Coastal

Frem:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Dear Counciimembers,

keh santacruz@gmail.com

Thursday, June 98, 2013 1:58 PM

Staben, JeH@Coastal; Posnar, Chuck@Coastal; esgnchezaec@aal fom;
dayna.bochcobochcomedia.com; robert.garcia@longbeach.gow,
brian.brennan@ventura.org; mmeclure@co.del-norte.ca.us; carclegroom@comeast.net;
skinsey@co.marin.ca.us; mkshallenberger@gmail.com; act@thepeoplesbeach.com
PLEASE 5AY NG TO OPD

Exclusionary parking policies will redefine the fundamental character of our community. The creativity of
VYenice is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit, Help us stand up for freedom and access to the coastin
Venice for all people. Please Keep Venice Free. Say no to OPD. Let's work together to find better solutions.

Thank you for your consideration.

Leah




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: Everson Marsh <eversonmarsh@gmail.com:
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 2:00 PM
To: Staben, Jeff@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal; esanchezccc@an|.com;

dayna.bochco@bochcomedia.com; robert garcia@longbeach.goy;

brian bierman @venturs. ory; mmocure@co det-nore.ca.us; carclegroomi@comeast.net;

skinsgy@co.marin.ca.us; mkshallenberger@gmail.com; act@thepeoplesheach.com
Subject: PLEASE SaY NO TQ OFD

Dear Councilmembers,  Exclusionary parking poYities will redefine the fundamentat character of our community. The
creativity of Venice is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Help us stand up for freedom and access to the coast in
Venice for all people. Please Kegp Venice Free, Say no to QPD. Let's work together to find better salutions. Thank you
for your consideration,

Everson Marsh




Posner, Chuck@®Coastal

From: mat meCarthy <matcomplate@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 2:04 PM
To: Staben, leH@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal; esanchezeec®@ sol.com;

dayna.bochco@bochcomedia.com; robert.garcia@|ongbeach goy;

brianbrennan @vertuia.ong: mmeclure@ed.del-nerte caus; carolegroom@comcast.net;

skinsey@co.marin.ca.us; mkshallenberger@gmail.com; act@thepeaplesbeach.com
Subject: PLEASE SAY WO TO OP0D

Dear Councilmembers, Exclusionary parking policies will redefine the fundamental character of our community. The
creativity af Venige is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Help us stand up for freedom and access to the coast in
Venice for all people. Please Keep VYenice Free. Say no to OPD. Let's work together to find better solutions. Thank you for
your consideration.

Sincerely,
Matthew McCarthy



Posner, Chuck@®Coastal

From: Ashley Fontaine <ashley@fruitionagency.com:>
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 2:08 P
To: Staben, Jefi@Coastal, Posner, Chuck@Coastal, esanchezooc@ ool com,

tayna.bochcot@bochcomedia.com; robert.garcia@longbeach.gow,

brian.brennan@ventuta.org; mmeclure@co.del-norte.ca.us; carolegroom®@comcast.net;

skinsey@co.marin.ca.us; mkshallenberger@gmail.com; act@thepeoplesbeach.com
Subject; PLEASE SAY MO TG DPD

Dear Council Members,

Exclustonary parking policies will redefine the fundamenial character of our community, The creativity of
Venice is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Heip us stand up for freedom and access to the coast in
Venice for all people.  Please Keep Venice Free, Say no o0 OPD. Let's work rogether w find better solutions,
Thank you for vouy consideration.

Ashley

Ashley Fontaine
5 Westminister Ave PH5
Venice, CA 90281




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: Becki Hardy <beckihardy@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 0g, 2013 2.08 PM
Ta: Staben, leff@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@ Coastal; esanchezcco@aoi com;

dayna bochco®bochcomedia.com; robert.garcia@|ongbeach.goy,

hrian brennan@ventura.org, mmcclure@co.del-norte.ca.us; carolegroom@comcast.net;

skinsey@co.marin ca.us; mkshallenberger@gmail.com; actéthepeoplesbeach.com
Subject: PLEASE 54¥ NO TO OPD

Dear Councilmembers, Exchsionary parking policies will redefine the fundamental character of our community. The
cregtivity of Venice is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Help us stand up for freedom and access to the coast in
Venice for 2ll people. Please Keep Venice Free, Say no to OPD. Let's work together to find hetter salutions. Thank you far
your consideration.




Posner, Chuck@Coastal
E e L

Frem: Judy Branfman <branfman@ucla.edu -

Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 2:08 PM

To: Posner, Chuck@Coastal

Ce: ‘David Ewing’; Judy Branfman’

Subject: Yenice OPD June 13, 2013, Agenda Item 10 a. Application of 5-08-313/A-5-VEN-053-343

Dear California Coastal Comrnigsicners and Staff,
"m writing to request that you deny the Venice Overnight Parking District proposal.

First, | am asking that you postpone your vote until the community has had more time to review this complex
proposal. [ am very concemed that the community has only had six days to review the CPD proposal; this is
not encugh thne 1o read it thoroughly, ask questions and get answers, and think about how to respond. Mark
Ryaveck and the City have been working on this proposal for three years and yet you have only given the
public less than a week to gvaluate a very compley. pmﬁuaal that will impact residents and businesses in many
ways for years to come — and respond before a June 6" deadline for public comment. This seems very, very
lopsided, unfair, and unreasonable.

Second, in Section 30001.5 (b) of the California Coastal Act, it states that one of the "basic goals of the state
for the coastal zone is to "Waximize public access 1o and along the cpast and maximize public recreational
opporiunities in the coastal zone." The proposed Venice OFD seitlement does not do this. |n fact, it
unnecessarily removes access. Venice doas not nead OPOs and the City of Los Angeles has not proven trat it
does. Before putting this burden on Venice residents and businesses, the City should prove that it is actually
trying to maximize access first by removing the miles of already restrictive street signs it installed without a
coastal permit (2-hour parking, no parking from 8pm to 8am, etc.). It could also install diagonal parking en
some of the very wide streets in the Venice Coastal Zone. It makes no sense to do give these things a try first!

Third, in dealing with the Oversize Vehicle ordinance we saw that a few vocal residents can control many
blocks of street parking. This is just not a fair syslem far those who do not want to have 10 buy a permit. The
City says that there wiil be a petition showing resident support prior to installing an OPD, but nothing in the
OPD law states that. There’s absolutely no enforcement mechanism for the average resident who does not
want permit parking. i the c¢ity is serious about requiring petitions, it should amend the law to include it. And
the Coastal Commission should require them fo.

Fourth - Throughout the Venice OPD process, homeless people living in vehicles have been the reasons
stated for creating the Overnight Permit Parking Districta {OPDs). These homeless people haya hot been
acknowledged as heing members of the public nor have they been acknowledged as residents. Some are |ife-
lang Venice residents and are also Venice OPD appellants. They were born in nearby hospitals and grew up
going fo sthoois in Vehice. They not only call Venice home, they absolutely are members of the public. No
person, whether they are homeless or have any other type of status of being, should be treated as somehow
lesg than fuman. Yet these Yehicle Homelsss public members and Venice residents have been treated and
described as less than human, They do not qualify for an OPD permit and they will be denied access by the
Venice GPDs,

Theze are but a few of the problems with this proposal so please deny the Venice OPDs.
Sincerely,

Judy Branfman

535 Rose




Esner, Chucl@nas}i

From:
Sant:
Ta:

Subject:

Kathering Savage <pinkmodena@gmail.com=

Thursday, June 0f, 2013 210 PM

Staben, leH@Coastal; Posner, Chuck{@Coastal; esanchezece@aol com;
dayna.bachco@hbochcomedia.com; robertgarcia@longbeach.gov,
brianbrennan@ventura.crg; mmeclure@co.del-norte.ca,us; carclegroom@comeast.net;
skinsey@co.rnarin.ca.us; mkshallenberger@gmail.com; act@thepeoplesheach.com
PLEASE 5AY NO TO OFPD

Dear Councilmembers, Exclusionary parking poficies will redefine the fundamental character of our community. The
creativity of Venice is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Help us stand Up for freedom and access to the coast in
Wenice for all people. Please Keep Venice Free. Say no to OPD. Let's work together to find better solutions. Thank you for

your consideration,

sent from my iPhone




Pasner, Chuck@Loastal

From: Ev <evanavasili@gmail com»
Sent: Thursdlay, June 06, 2013 2:07 PM
To: Staben, Jeff@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal; esanchezecce@anl.com;

dayna.bochco@d bochgomedia.cam; roberl.garcia@iongbeach.goy,;

brian.brennan@ventura.org; mmechre@co.del-norle.ca.us, carglegroom@comcast.nat;

skinsey@co maringa.us; mksnallenberger@gmail.com; act®thepeoplesheach.com
Subject: PLEASE SAY NC TO OFD

Dear Councilmembers, Exclusionary parking policies will redefine the fundamental character of aur community, The
creatvity of venice §s fueled by its diversity and inclusive sgirit. Help us stand up for freedom ang access to the coast in
Venice for all people. Please Keep Venice Free. Say no to OPD. Let’s work together to find better solutions. Thank you for
yaur cansidaration,




Paosner, Chuck@ Coastal

From: Cindy Chambers <chambers.cindy@gmail.com:

Sent: Thursday, Mne 06, 2013 2:13 PM

Te: Posner, Chuck@{Coastal

Cer Peugy Lee Kennedy, David Ewing; Linda Lucks; Steve Clare; Colleen Sars
Subject: Follow the Law - Keep Venice Beach Access Free & Open to the Public

Dear Mr, Posner & Coastal Commissioneys,

T4l keep this briet as I'm boarding a piane and have Nmited time to respond. In fact, that coneept -- limited time
to respond AND the apparent secret nature of this transection between the Venice Stakeholders Association and
ithe CCC -- 1s part of the disgust I'd like included in the open record of these proceedings. It is nothing short of
a travesty of justice that these activities have occurred all these mont hs WITHQUT public/commmnity
knowledge and muitiple opportunities for input. The faci that I hear today, that any public/community input
must oceut before 4 pm just adds sait to this wound,

As Usaid, [ male this brief. Y'm a 19 year resident of Yenlce living on Pacific Avenue. [ along with my
neighbors, fiends and many Angelenos do NOT support OPDs NOR uming Venice inlo a gated

community, You MUST with all good conscience follow the leiter of the law, put this ridiculous waste of time
and taxpayer dollars to rest and stand up to the VSA bullying! We do NOT change laws, restrict access 10 or
otherwise disenfranchise those not wealthy or white eénough to access the beach. You cannot allow this to
happen.

Please stop OPDs.

Thank you,

Cindy Chambers
Yenice Resident




Posner, Chuck@®Coastal ’
m

From: alessio df giambattista <alessio.digiambatiista@gmail.com»
Seri: Thursday. June 06, 2013 2:14 PM
Ta: Staben, Jeff@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal; esanchezcoo@aol com;

dayna bochco@bochcomedia.com, robert.garcia@longheach.goy,;

frjan brernan@venturaorg, mintciure@to.del-noneca,us: carolegroom@comeast.net;

skinsey@co.marin.ga.us; mkshallenberger@gmail com; act@thepeoplesheach.com
Subject: PLEASE SAY NO TO OPD

Deat Councilmembers,  Exclusionary parking policies will redefine the fundamental character of our community. The
creativity of Venice is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Help us stand up for freedom and access to the coast in

Wenite for a'l people.  Please Keep Venice Free. Say no to OPD. Let's work together to find better solutions. Thank you F
for your consideration,




Posner, Chuck@®Coastal

From: Deberah Lashever <bohemianexchange@gmail.com:
Sent; Thursday, lune 0§, 2013 216 PM
Ta: Staben, Jeff@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal; esanchezece@aol.com;

dayna bochco@bochcomediacam; robart garcia@langbeach oy

brian.brennan@ventura.ong, mmeclure@co.del-norte.ca.us; carolegroom@comcast.net;

skinsey@co.marin.ca.us; mkshailenberger@gmail.com; actgthepeoplesbeach.com
Subject; HNO on OFDst :

Dear Commissionars,

Exclusionary parking policies will redefine the fundamental character of our community. You Know 1his and have turned
OPDs down twice already, and rightly go. Do not let the threat of a lawsuit by self seeking developers scare you into doing
the wrong thing! .

The creativity of Venice is fueled by its diversity and inglusive spirit. Help us stand up for freedom and access to the poast
in Venice for all people.

Keep Venice Free.

Say no o OPD. Let's work together to find belter solutions. They ame many and inexpensive and sasy solutions to parking
problems, for exampis diagonal spaces on all our wide streels,

Tre probiem, as you know is actually the wealthy trying {0 "clean up" Venice Beach and make it inte their private gated
community. Help us stop this Slash and Buin Gentrification! We need to do our developing with forethought and a clesr
head to what is best for ALL people that vist Venice and cail her home.

Thank you for yowr congideration.
Sincerely,

Deborah |_ashevar

1358 Abbot Kinney Blvd

Venice. CTA 30291

08046125

Deborah LaShever
BOHEMIAN EXCHANGE
1358 Abbot Kinney Blvd.
Yenmer, CA 50291
310.396.3044
bohemianexchange@igmail.com




Posner, Chucki@Coastal

¥
From: Joy Rheman <joyrheman@gmail.com:>
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 217 PM
To: Staben, Jeff@Coastal: Posner, Chuck@Coastal; esanchezccc@acl.com;

dayna.bochco@ bochcomedia.com, roberl.garcia@ilongbeach.gey:

brian.brennan@ventura.org; mmeclured co.dei-noneca us, camlegroomd@icameast.net

skingey @co.marin.ca.us; mkshallenberger@gmail.com; act@thepeoplesbeach.con
Subject: PLEASE 5AY NO TO OPD

Dear Councilmembers,  Exclusionary parking policies will redefine the fundamental character of our
community. The ereativity of Venice is fueled by its diversity and inelusive spirit. Help us stand up for freedom
and access o the coast in Venice for all people.  Please Keep Venice Free. Say no o OPD. Let's work together
to find better solutions, Thank you for your consideration.

Joy Rhaman

oy rheman@griail.com

m, 310.601.4177

Twitter - Facebogk - Linkgdin - Inslagram

Egiling Whistlas

"As long as you can laugh at yourself you will never cease (o be amused.” -Anonymous




Posner, Chuck@Coastal
i i

From: Christine Steele <christine@steslepix.com=

Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 2:21 PM

Ta: Posner, Chuck@Coastal

Subject: Please keep pur community free from permit parking




Posner, Ehuck@c_nasteil_

Frem:
Sent:
Ta:

Subject;

Dear Councilmembers,

Andy Stermberg <andysternberg@gmail.coms

Thursday, June 06, 2013 2,21 PM

Staben, Jeff@Coastal; Posner, Chucki@ Coastal; esanchezccoc@acl.comy;
dayna.bochco@bochcomedia.com; robert garcia@longbeach.gov;
brian.brennan@ventura.org; mmeoclure@co.del-norte.ca.us; carolegroom@comcast.net;
skinsey@co.marin.ca.us, mkshallenberger@grnail.com; act@thepeoplesbeach.com
PLEASE SAY NO TGO QPD

Exclusionary parking policies will rede{ine the fundamental chdracter of our community. The creativity of
Venice is fueled by its diversity amd inclusive spirit.

Ielp us stand up for frecdom and access to the coast in Venice for all pecple.

Please Keep YVenice Free. Say no to OPD. Let's work together to find better solutions.

Thank vou for your consideration.




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: Christine Steele <steelepro@me.com:
Sent: Thursday, Jung 08, 2013 2:22 PM
Ta: Staben, JeH@Cpastal: Posner, Chucki@Coastal; esanchezcce@acl.com;

dayna.bochco@bochcomedia.com; robert.garcia@longbeach.goy

trian.brennan@ventura.org; mmecyre@oo del-narte ga s, carglegroomSTomeasinet

skinsgy@co.marin.ca.us; mkshallenberger@gmail.com; act@thapeoplesbeach.com
Subject: PLEASE <A 0 TO QPD

Dear Councilmembers, Exclusionary parking policies will redefine the fundamental character of our community. The
creativity of Venice 1s fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Help us stand up for freedom and access to the coast in
Venice for ail people.  Please Keep Venice Free. Say no to OPD. Let's work together ta find batter solutlons, Thanl you
far your consideration,




Posner, Cluck(?fuast_al

L i . A e e e e S 5 S
From: Matane! Edelson <gaussdog@yahoo.com=
Sent: Thursday, lune 06, 20013 227 #M
To: Pusner, Chuck@ Coastal
Subject: Mo QPD's

HORRIBLE iDE&

Mo OPD's please

Restricts ME

Resyricts MY GUESTS

PASS THIS AND WATCH MY INTEREST IN YOUR JOBS ACTIVITY SKYROCKET FOR THE REST OF ¥YOQUR DAYSIN I'll be the
thoen in the boards side FOR REAL!!

Sent from my iPhome

Mate




Posner, Chuck@®Coastal
. i — A A — |

From: Ernily Bobotas <eabobotas@gmail.com:
Sent: Thursday. June 06, 2013 2:39 PM
To: Staben, leff@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal; esanchezecc@aol.com;

dayna.bochco@ bochcomedia.com; robert garcia@ longbeach.gow;
brign.brennan@wentura.org; mmecclurei@eo.del-norte ca.us; carplegroom@comcast.net;
skinsey@co.marin.ca.us; mkshallenberger@gmail.com; act@thepeoplesbeach.com

Subject: PLEASE SAY NO TO OPD

Cear Councilmembers, Exclusionary parking policies will redefine the fundamental character of our
community. The creativity of Venice is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit.A Help us stand up for
freedom and access to the coast in Venice for ail people,  Please Keep Venice Free. Say no to OPD. Let's work
together to find better salutions, Thank you for your consideration,




Pasner, Chuck@Coastal

Front: lingfaircks@gmail.com
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 2.27 PM
Tor Staben, Jeff@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal; esanchezeoc@aol.com;

dayna.bochco@bochcomedia.com; robert.garcia@longbeach.gov;

biian breanan@ventura arg, muncslure@co del-norecals; tarolegroomBoomeast.net;

skinsey@co.marin.ca us; mkshallenberger@gmail.com; act@thepeoplesheach.com
Subject: PLEASE SAY NQO TO OPD

Dear Councilmembers, Exclusionary parking pelicies will redefine the fundamental character of our cammunity. The
creativity of Venice is fusied by is diversity and inclusive spirit. Help us stand up for freedom and access to the coast in
Venice for all people, Please Keep Venice Free, Say no ta OPD, Let's work togathar to find better solutions. Thank you for
your consideration,

Linda Lucks
310-505-4220




Posner, Chuck@®Copastal
- "

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Dear Councilmembers,

Jay Burke - NPC <iburke@newproductcansylting.cams

Thursday, lune 06, 2013 2:28 M

Staben, Jeff@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@ Coastal; esanchezccci@aol.com;

daynabocho@ bodhcomedia.corm; robert.garcia@ongbeach.gow;
brian.brennan@ventura.org; mmcclure@co.del-norte.ca.us; carolegroom@corncast.net;
skinsey@<co.marin.ca.us, mkshallenberger@gmail.com; act@thepeaplesbeach.corn
PLEASE 5AY NO TO OFD

Exclusionary parking pelicies will redefine the fundamental character of our community. The creativity
of Venice is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Help us stand up for freedom and access to the coast in
Venice for all people.  Please Keep Yenicte Free. Say no 1o OPD. Let's work together Yo find better solutions.

Thank you for your consideration,

Jay Burke




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

R P e e —
From: Jennifer Goodridge <jennifer@bobcentral.cormn:
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 2:29 PM
To: Staben, Jeff@Coastal Posner, Chuck@Coastal; esanchezecc@aol.com;

dayna.bochco@bochcomedia.com; robert garcia@iongbeach.gov;

brian.brennan@ventura.org; mmeclure@co.del-nore.ca.us; carolegroom@comeast.net;

skinsey@co maringe us; mkshallznberger@gmail com, ad@thepecplesbeach.com
Subject: PLEASE SAY NO TO QPD

Dear Councilmembers, Exclusionary parking policies will redefine the fundamental character of our
commurity. The creativity ol Vemice is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Help us stand up for freedom
and access to (he coast in Venice lor all people.  Please Keep Venice Free. Say no o OPD. Lei's work together
1 find better solutions. Thank you lor your consideration.

jennifer.
JENNIFER GOODRIDGE
Lo INDUSTRIES
0 WNW L DM

OFFIGE: . 00,7334
B/ CELL: 323.332.8752




Posner, Chucki@Coastal

' T — P P
From: Matalia Hofrmann <natalia_h20@yahoo.com=
Sent: Thursday, June 08, 2013 2:38 PM
To: Staben, leH@Coastal Posner, Chuck@Coasta’; esanthezcoe@aci com

dayna.bochco@bochcomedia.com; rober.garciag longbeach.gov;

brian.brennan@ventura.org; mmeclure@co.del-norte. ca.us; carofegroom@comcast.het;

skinsey@co.marincaus, mkshallenberger@gmail cam, act@thepeanlesheach com
Subject: PLEASE SAY NO TO OPD

Dear Councilmembers, Exciusionary parking policies will redefine the fundamental character of cur community. The
creativity of Venice is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirlt. Help us stand up for freedam and aceess to the coast in
Venice for all pegple. Please Keep Venice Free. Say no to OPD. Let's work together to find better solutions, Thank you for
your consideration.

Sent from my iPhone




Posner, Ehuck@ﬂiasta'l_r

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Brandan Piety <brandon@partnershub.com:>

Thursday, June 06, 2013 1:00 PM

Staben, JeH@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal, esanchezeco@aol.com;

dayra bocheo@bochcamedia.nam robart gaccia@longbeach goy,
brian.brennan@ventura.org; mmeclure@co.del-norte.ca.us; carolegroom@comcast.net;
skinsey@co.marin.ca.us; mkshallenberger@gmail.com; acti@thepeoplesbeach.com
FLEASE 5AY NO TQ QFD

Cear Councilmermbers, Exclusionary parking policies will redefine the fundamental character of our community, Tha
creativity of Venice is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Halp us stand up for freedom and access 1o the coastin
venice for ail people. Please Keep Venice Free. Say ne to OPD. Let's work together to find better solutions. Thank you for

your consigeration.

Sent from my iPhone

Brandon Piety
Chief Operating Dfficer
PartnarsHub

Maobile +1.310,717.1872
hitp:/ fwitter.com/brandonpiety




Posner, Chuck@Coastal
. P i A
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From: Kieanna Rose <krjolaci@gmail.com=
Sent; Thursday, June 96, 2013 12:55 FM
To: Staben, leff@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Conastal; esanchezoco@acl.com;

dayna bochco@bochcomedia.com; mber.garia@longbeach.goy

brige brannan@yenturs org, mivelure@oo.del-none.caus, carolegtoom@oomeoast net;

skinsey@co.marin.ca.us; mkshallenberger@gmail.com; act@thepeoplesbeach.com
Subject; PLEASE SAY NG TOD OPD

Dear Councilmembers, Exclusionary parking policies will redefine the fundamenial character of our
community. The creativity of Venice is fueled by its diversity and inclusive spirit. Help us stand up for freedom
and access to the coast in Venige for ull people.  Please Keep Venice Free. Say no o OPD. Let's work together
to find better solutions. Thank you for your consideration,

ONE LOVE! <3




| Posner, Chucki@®Coastal

| From: Chris Sage <sage@luma-pictures.coms
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 4:43 PM

| Ta; Posrer, Chuck@ Coastal
Subject: Venice, NGO COPD's

To whom it may ¢oncern.

Overnpight parking in Venice has never been a problem for anvone [ know. There are occagional shortages on
| the nights before street cleanings, buat we have never been unable to find a space 1o park.

| Adding OPD's will not fix the prmary issuc for many Venetians which is the inability to leave the westside on a
summer weekend day for tear of nat being able te park on your return, OPD's force the community to pay for a

| privilege they already have and would greatly discourage friends and relatives from coming to visit during the
evening hours.

There are many areas of Santa Monica that have OPD's and most people [ know actively avoid going to
! restaurants and businesses in those areas because the restrictions create a parking nightmare.

OPD's will slso hurt the communiry events that happen in the evenings like Venice Art Walk and First Fridays.

- PLEASE MO CPD'S in Venice

Thanks
| -Chriz Sage | Yenice Resldent




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

p S, N S -]
Fram: WorkingDemocragy! <workingatdemaocracy@gmail.com =
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 4:48 PM
To: Posner, Chuck@Coastal
Subject: Beach Curefew and OPD's In Yenice lllegal restrict Public Access and Threaten Venice

Beach Prosperity

Dear Commission Members,

I am writing this as a life-long Southern Californian, who first moved to Venice Beach in 1980, For decades
now, Yenice Beach has been a uniquely crealive community; where tolerance, experimentation, openness,
acecess to lhe coast --and us sharing 11 all topether --has been a big part of making it one of California's most
unique, and biggest-cver, tourist destinations.

This renowned and haphazardly created Venice community --tneluding it's homeless, it's beach vagabonds, and
often hippy-van-housed --have always, intereslingly enough, also been a constituency for decades at the
forefront of environmental activism. Not just support --but actual leadership in scores of battles in our
lifetimes: to advance coastal and ocean protection, wetlands protection, and coastal access --among others.

Of course --all these taking the forefront, back then, for these broad environmental inlerests, bigger public
interest battles, and equal access battles --were, pack-then, called mutly. We stood against big money forces,
and established "public officials," and "righteously outraged homeowners.”

Not because they were bad. But simply because they were not looking out --at those moments, at the public
intcrest --and at the long-lerm good.

For all of us.

Nao, it has not been the City of Los Angeles, any of our current Councilmen, or any developers, who really led
o1 these issues --or gven made Venice Beach such a daring visitor success as it is now. Or such a well-known
home for environmental leaders. The best of Lhem, really, were just the few brave enough to have followed

us. Vemce has always been a place for colorful, eclectic and heart-full (and maybe just a litile too-smart) truth-
" seckers who have always lobbicd, implored, cafoled, sat-in, protested, gathersd signatures and even gently
reminded thair public pflicials --that we esteem them for their service to the public --and fidelity to their
mandale --and will always crnihusiasticatly support them for it.

We are the public spirited of Venice --and we are urging you 1o look (0 the greater good here for the public, and '
for Los Angeles, and Venice.

So firstly --we urge you to continue in opposing the impesition of Venice Beach's current illega! curfew --and
now, too, the city's related, increasing, pressure against public parking in the area. It is blatant, special-interest
bullying, by a certain [ew of the past in the City of Los Angeles; and a challenge to your overall Statewide
responsibility to facilitale all the public’s access (o it beaches.

Not to continually aliow any merely local interests to decrease it. Or think that they are too big to pay attention
to Statewide oversight.

In this context then, before you now -- the City of Los Angeles' newest old claim, on top of all this, is that the

1




meager handful of parking spaces it now proposes {rom the past to set eside for future nighttime access to
Venice Beach --will now be enough (o meet the public's future demand. 13ut let me get this straight --first they
close the beach at night --with an illegal curlfew. Then, nearly two years later --they now claim that there is no
need to accommodale public parking (here —-because, according to "their current count” there are now no
appreciable late night visitors to Venice Beach!

And on top of this, after over two years of squads of police now chasing 1,000°s of tourists off of Venice Beach,
each weekend --as early as sunset. This is nol because there is no worldwide tourist demand to visit Venice
Beach —-but, largely under the rational that the LAPD now has a curfew --that they now impose strictly, and
illegally --at midmight, Again, today, this curfew results, practically, in police beginning their closing off of
Venice Beuch at sunset. This is 6 to 3 hours --even before their illegal curfew, All this is to accommodate a
newly-arrived smali minority of local property owners and business interests who chose --recently, to move
adjacent to one of California's most popular beaches --and now, increasingly, want to treat it more and more as
a privale enclave: that they alone can conlrol access to, and shut down each night.

And, on top of this, they sue you 1o bully you?

Becausc you recognize it is vour legal mandate to treat all ¢ilies and special interests that do such things --as a
threal 1o the preater public inlerest-- and balanced public policies of all of this State, its tourists --and the larger
majoaty of all of Los Angeles' people ?

Venice Beach simply, and ¢learly, now needs more public parking, not less.

And OPDs are not the answer --for people who move next to a public beach --thinking that it'll then magically
give them the right to control its gales at night.

Qr the right to increasingly block off all the public parking --on it's adjacent streets.

The proposed settlement is based on a biased analysis of nighttime beach demand in Venice--a nighttime
demand that has been deliberately and wrongly curtailed. It sils behind a plan by local special inlerests to shut
out Venice's thousands of traditionally low-income youth tourists --and replace them with high-end wealthy
ones. The city of Los Angeles can do betler than 1his, The key to Venice Beach’s current success is it's
diversily. Steps to close off certain classes of tourist, such as the homeless, or poor inner-ciiy youth, or beach-
vagabonds does not benefit the worldwide popularity of Venice Beach as a uniquely American example: of a
nation's daring and sometimes entertaining compassion, lolerance, freedom and democracy. Keep Venice

free. Tell the City of Los Angeles that you'll work with the city to preserve it's access to all classes of tourists,
and to increase ils parking and nighttime access responsibly --but that the current proposed serllement is built on
a backwards progression from an illegal beach curlew, to an increasing parking shutdown --and dispinting and
also growing plans to discriminate against the area's traditional access and accommodation to thousands of low-
income youth tourisis. We have many high-end beach destinations in Southern California and Los Angeles we
don't have many low-income ones, Venice Beach is still currently that —-and it is a key to it's worldwide
popularity and cultural and recreational value to all of this region's low-income people. The curfew and the new
parking restrictions wrong-headedly work against that.




Posner, Chuck@Coastal
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From: ruth.ellingsen@gmail.com on behalf of Ruth Elingsen <ruthellingsen@ucla.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, June 04, 2013 12:08 PM
To: Posner, Chuck@Coastal
Subject: Venice avernight parking districts

Dear California Ceastal Commissioners,

As a resident of” Venice for the past 3 years, [ am saddened by the possibility that parking pernmits may now be
required. 1am a graduate student at UCLA with a very limited stipend, and one of the reasons why I chose this
district was due to its affordability and welcoming community {culturally and financially). I would love to
comtinue living here, and while doing so, know that friends and family can visit me overnight with ease.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Ruoth Ellingsen

Ruth Ellingsen, M. A,
Clinical Doctoral Student, UCLA

ruthellingseni@ucla.edu




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: Scott Reynolds «<siphon024@yahoo.com >
Sent: Tuesday, June 04, 2013 215 PM

To: Posner, Chuck@Coastal

Subject: Regarding the opd issue. Please read.

Dear Califormia Coastal Commissioners,

I respectfully write this to you as a concerned resident. I am not olilen involved in what 15 happening politically
within our city, but I believe this is worth voicing. [ can afford the extra cost for a permil, however it's the idea
behind them that 1 disagree with, and this is on behalf of the reason I chose to live here in the frst place.

Ovemnight Parking Districts do not seem to be a benelicial change for this community. They make things more
difficult for those of us that live here and don't solve the parkmg issues..Parking is not that difficult at night. It is
during the day when there are large numbers of tourist that we have an issue, but that is the nature of being a
tourist tewn. The people that live here, the lileblood of Venice, shouldn't be the ones that have to pay becanse a
few people want (o gripe about their parking difficullies. I livé less than 200 leet (rom the boardwalk and the
longest [ have had to look for parking is maybe 5-10 mlni.ltes but most evenings a have litlle problem finding
something close. On weekends | might have to walk a lifle farther, but I don't see this changing with the
addition of permit parking. We will just have to pay for the parking we will be hunting for anyways.

It seems 10 be 2 commen opinion you are trying to minimize the homeless and poor hippy element in Venice,
bui that group of people don't fall into & black end white category. Many of Lthose people are lew income artists
and while they mipght be an element that bothers some of the mere uptight people in our community, most of the
people that come here come here for the culture that these people create. Many of them scrape by on wha they
make and giving them another cost could make the difference in them staying. I'm not saying that the homeless
situation doesn't need some work, but an indirect approach of forcing them out is not the answer, and it doesn't
affect only them. It affects anyone who is low income.

There are plenty of beaches for people to visit, but think about what makes Yenice different. I didn't come to
Yenice and spend my money 10 see posh galleries on Abbot Kinney. I came beeanse 1 was interested in the
diversity, the bizarre people and their crazy an on the boardwalk, the loads of street ar everywhere.

{Check out the blog on this page. This is the general opinion of many people wha [ have heard about this issue
from.
http://spiritofvenice. wordpress.com/nopd/

Please protect "the People's Beach.™ Listen 1o the people that live here

Pleasc honor Section 30001.5 (b) of the California Coastal Act, which stales that one of the "basic poals of the

1




Pasner, Chuck@®@Coastal
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From: Jack Neff <jackreff}L@yahoo.coms>
Sent: Tuesday, June 04, 2013 208 FM
To: Fosner, Chuck® Coastal; Bill.rosendahl@lacity.org
cc: MOFPD@veniceactionorg
Subact: Oppase Yenice Overnight Parking - CC Hearing June 13, 2013

Dear Mr. Poaner and Bill - | am opposed to permit parking in Venice. | also oppose any
parking tax, and say ng to establishing a Venice Overnight Parking District. | have
supported Bill's work fighting homelessness, finding shelters and getting people off the
street. Bill's programs are steps in the right direction, | will not support a reactionary
punitive law punishing the most helpless of people. We need housing and health care, not
a schogl-to-prison pipeline. Thank you.

Jack Neff

jackneff0] @vahoo.com
1408 Brockion Ave., #9
Los Angeles, CA 80025
(310)612-2278




Posner, Chuck@Coastal
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Fram: : wWanda Johnson <wiibird1958 @vahoo.com»
Sent: Tuesday, lune 04, 2013 1:53 FM
To: Posner, Chuck@Coastal
Subject: NOPD - Just say NO

Chuck Posncr,

I'have never wrilten to my congressman belore so don't be offended or take oflense to anything I write. I have
always lived in the communily of Venice, here in Southern California and see no reason at all for these
Ovemight Pay Parking Distocts, WTF. My take: When you let people come into 4 community and take over
they try 10 make cverylhing all about them. That is what the white community has done io Venice, They want
nothing to do with those of us who have always lived here, talk foul o our children, make threats they know
they can't back up, then try to rename everylhing to what they want it. Now they want you to pay to park in yeur
own back vard?

I don't hardly think so. All this needs to stop. Venice has always been a community where people looked out for
each other, but with the influx of whites in a predominately Black and Mexican area, all that has changed. If]
had wanted 1o live in the fucking Valley, Thousand Oaks, Apgoura Hills, Calabasas, etc., | would have moved
there. T didn't want to and yes, before you cven think it 1 could afford it, but these new people are really trying
my patience. Let me hip you lo something. God den't like ugly, Everyone white with an attitude betier wake up
and smelt the coffec. When God decides to get even you people want to say i's Murphy's Law but it isn't. That's
Ged Lalking.

Make it a point to just say NO to NOPD's. Do net pass this into law. [t isn't fair to anyone that has always lived
here to have to suddenly pay to park on their own street in front of their own hause, That is just BS, If whites
want that then they need to go back to the areas they came from and get out of Venice.

Wanda Johnson




Posner, Chuck@Coastal

From: Reshima McKelvin Wilkinson <reshima@hbotmail.coms
Sent: Tuesday, June 04, 2013 12:43 PM

To: Pasner, Chuck@Coastal

Subject: Cvernight Parking Districls in Venice

Dear Mr. Posner,

As z Venice resident, | am writing to ask that you please vote against the approval of an overnight parking district In
Venice. This issue has twice been rejected by the Coastal Commission, | do not believe this measure will provide any
refief for parking grabifems in Venlce, which aocur during daytime and evening hours. It would alsp create more axpense
and inconvenience ta both residents and non-residents. | believe the city needs to work an helping to alleviate parking
and other issues in Venice. However, limiting access to the beach during early marning hours is not a real solution.
Thank yau for your consideration in this matter.

Best regards,

Reshima Wilkinson

Sent from my iPad



Posner, Chuck@®Coastal

From: Bennett, Bill «bbenneti@athietics uclaedu>
Sent; Tuesday, June D4, 2003 2:31 PM

To: Posner, Chuck® Coastal; nopd@veniceaction.arg
Subject QPDrs are not good for Venice

Dear California Coastal Commlissioners,

Overnight Parking Districts are nokt good for Venice. They create a
needless headache and expense for resgidents without solving any of our
real parking problems. This is not abcut anyone having trouble finding a
parking space. This is about an ongoing =£fort to reshape Venice into an
elite enclave,

Like most Venetianzs, I chose to live here largely because of its
exceptional openness and diversity for a beach community. Please do not
cater to those few who see in an OPD the opportunity to restrict access to
cur peachside neighborhoods.

Please protect Venice for all of us who love it hecause 1t is Venice, not
in spite of it. Abbot Kinney, Venice's founder, called it "the People's
Beach." We like it that way, and we think it's worth protecting. It's been
the source of Venice's creative energy for over a century.

Please heonor Section 230001.5 (b} of the California Coastal Act, which
states that one of the '"basic goals of the state for the coastal zone is
Eo "Maximize public access to and along the ceoast and maximize public
recreaticnal opportunikties.®

Bill Bennett
Yenice, CA






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































