  


                                                                           
          
          July  26, 2005
FROM:
Dennis Rudd
R.V.'s United For Fair Play (RVUFFP)/ Good Sam R.V. Club
rvuffp@san.rr.com

 CPC,
  
The R.V. community has presented its views and opinions on the original draft (pre April 20), and has worked in this focus group furthering this discussion.  The results have been less than hoped for.

Let this letter serve as notice that RVUFFP cannot and will not support the draft notice currently in discussion. 

This draft is bad for many of the small businesses in San Diego and will definitely put the city on record as being R.V. unfriendly.

Our position, and it has been from the start, is that the enforcement of current regulations should be sufficient to thwart violations now in discussion.  We do not advocate the violation of the 72-hour maximum parking period for ANY vehicle, nor do we condone the living in any vehicle on the city streets.

The RV owner pays registration and sales taxes, as does the owner of ANY vehicle to the state of California.  This gives the RV owner the SAME rights (and no less), as every vehicle that travels and parks upon its roadways.

The early mention of a permit system was keyed to identifying a vehicle to a legal residence.  This simple concept has blown into a confusing, bureaucratic boondoggle that will burden and enrage the community.  Limiting the number of 'permits' is an attack to the freedom of movement and choice the constitution grants us.

You acknowledge the limited resources in storing vehicles, yet are so eager to strike the pen and make criminals of citizens.   The permit system will only confuse and enrage the R.V. owner. 

Even the stringent enforcement of existing regulations will not have an overnight success.  It will take months and years, several years in fact, to lessen the presence of oversize vehicles on the streets of San Diego.

I would encourage the CPC to view enclosures provided:

1.  California Vehicle Code 22507(a)  “ordinance shall not apply until signs or markings giving adequate notice thereof have been placed”

2. City of Roseville, Transportation Commission Meeting, July 19, 2005.  “Staff recommends that the City Council continue to use the current parking requirements”

3. Homes on Wheels v. City of Santa Barbara (shortened).  “The city did not comply with section 22507 because it did not give adequate notice of the parking restriction.

4. Ocean Beach Planning  Board, INC, letter dated March 22, 2005. “The current draft proposed parking / large vehicle ordinance is NOT a proper solution for our community”.

5. City of Encinitas City Council, Agenda Report, April 27, 2005.  “…Parking Permits to be issued to residents on an annual basis with unlimited use….”


We encourage you to set aside this draft and embark on an avenue that will provide steady results.


Respectfully,

Dennis Rudd /RVUFFP
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