Presented to Councilman Faulconer

By RV’s United For Fair Parking / Good Sam 

To Councilman Faulconer pertaining to R.V. parking problems.  Residents of the city of San Diego share the following.  
Suggested Ideas ………
Inform public of:

A: 
72 hour MAX parking period on city streets for ALL vehicles (motorcycles, cars, trucks, trailers, & motorhomes).

B:
San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 14: General Regulations §142.0510 General Parking Regulations , Paragraph (g): Parking in Required Front, Side, or Street Side Yards. Within the RE, RS, and RX zones, on lots with a side yard of less than 10 feet, with no access to the rear yard, and with no other on-site parking areas located outside of the front or side yard, one of the following vehicles may be parked outdoors in the required front, side, or street side yard subject to the requirements contained in Section 142.0510(f)(1) and (2): recreational vehicles, travel trailers, trailers, boats, all-terrain vehicles, motorcycles, and similar equipment. 
This removes the vehicle from city streets and curtails the safety issue.  Informational literature could be sent out with the water bills from the city treasurer.

Require that ALL parked trailers be attached to a towing vehicle.  Unattached trailers could be cited.

Initiate a one time permit to identify a Recreational Vehicle to an address.  Non- residents cannot get a permit.  Out of town visitors with RV's can get a permit for up to 7 days to visit a residence.  Keep the permit process as cheap and simple as possible.

Require that RV owners keep their window coverings open so police can see inside.  This would make it obvious that they are being occupied.

Efforts should focus on developing a new enforcement method, rather than simply making criminals of OVO owners. 
We do not need any new laws, just enforce what we have.
Additional parking enforcement would be called for if the parking enforcement officer’s pay is revenue neutral to the city, (previous council meeting as stated by Donna Frye).

In areas where there are visibility issues, we can red curb the sidewalk.  If we have a problem area that is a block or two long, it can be converted to no parking 2 AM to 4 AM.

Identify by neighborhoods, streets, alleys etc where problems exist.

Apply appropriate restrictions to only those areas due to narrow streets, winding roads, steep streets, insufficient parking on street for residents, etc.
As was quoted to Craig Balben, Chair, Sabre Springs Planning Group by RVUFFP,  CVC 22507 is the tool you can use in your efforts to control parking.  Addressing key problem areas first is suggested.  
The city should work with home owners associations within their jurisdictions to resolve individual parking problems.

Identify the safety hazards, and tailor a solution with even handed enforcement.

End the 72 hour parking limit without moving a vehicle.  It does nothing except consume fuel, add to hazards on the road and air pollution.  

The city should establish an affordable secured storage area, with in and out privileges and live on site security.

Open up the dozen or so parking lots at the city's recreation / beach areas such as Fiesta Island, South Shores, Dog Beach etc to overnight parking for RVs.
Allow RV’s to park in industrial areas at night.

A major problem are itinerants.  Perhaps a small task force could be created to do nothing but handle those who create problems for public safety and health hazards.

Establish a viable complaint process to handle those who insist on violating the 72 hour law.  Better use of today’s technology could document such violations.
Questions / Comments
Does the business community have a real notion of what the OVO really means to them?
Why is OVO bad?  

Five years of being in draft status mean something?  Anti smoking and beer restrictions haven’t taken as long.

CVC 22507 says it isn’t if the city wants to spend 2 million dollars to post it.

 
In the docket council minutes 9/15/09 (page 11), supporting information: “The proliferation of oversized vehicles, recreational vehicles, and trailers…has risen to a level detrimental to public safety and quality of life issues”.  

QUESTION:  How does restricting parking from 10 pm to 6 am help safety issues?  There is little traffic or children playing at 3:00 am.

The city needs to document cause and effects to any regulation.  This has NOT happened in ref to the OVO. On Monday September 15, 2008 Councilman Tony Young, District 4, asked several questions: 

1. Has there been a study on the IMPACT of this ordinance? 

2. How many people would be affected? 

3. Where are they supposed to go? 

4. Is there available storage? 

5. At what cost would future storage be?

This was followed by dead silence from the whole city council. 

More transparency of behind the scene input.  Present data: who is doing the complaining, where they live, and are the same people calling repeatedly?  Any action should be based on viable, sustainable data.

NEW INFORMATION 

Regulations based on aesthetics proved unconstitutional …………………

The case of "city of Euclid v. Fitzthum, et al.,48 Ohio App. 2d 297, 357 N.E. 2d 402 1976.  The city adopted an ordinance prohibiting the parking of  any type of truck, trailer, auto trailer or trailer coach" in residential areas on either private or public property unless in a completely closed structure.  In 1974 nine RV owners were cited for parking their RVs on their property.  they fought the fines and the municipal court found the ordinance constitutional and upheld the fines.  The RV'ers appealed to the Ohio court of Appeals who found the ordinance unconstitutional in Feb. 1976.  The City of Euclid subsequently petitioned the Ohio Supreme Court and then to the U.S. Supreme Court.  Both appeals were denied and the opinion of the Ohio

Court of Appeals is final   Their opinion stated that in Ohio, zoning

restrictions for purely aesthetic reasons are unconstitutional and for an ordinance to be constitutional is must be a valid exercise of police power to regulate for the public health, safety, morals and welfare.   This was supported by the Ohio and U.S. Supreme Courts.  This was tested in Euclid Ohio again in 1998 and found to still be valid. 
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