STAFF REPORT

TO: PLANNING COMMISSION
FROM: Caorey Simon, Senior Planner
DATE: September 11, 2007

SUBJECT: Public hearing to review proposed zoning lext amendments to the
Martinez Municipal Code Chapter 22.36; Off-Street Parking. Proposed
changes include modifying the regulations governing the storage of
vehicles and the parking of recreational vehicles (“RV's") within a
minimum required front yard.

The Draft regulations to be reviewed by the Planning Commission
incorporate changes resulting from the Commission hearing of April 24,
2007 & Community meeting held by Staff on July 19, 2007.

RECOMMENDATION

Review proposed regulations, formulate recommendation(s) to City Council and direct
staff to prepare resolution making recommendation for or against adoption of an
QOrdinance amending Title 22, Chapter 36 of the Martinez Municipal Code regarding
front yard and recreational vehicle parking.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposed text amendments are categorically exempt from the requirements of
CEQA under 15305 — Class 5; Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations.

BACKGROUND

The Planning Commission last discussed this item on April 24, 2007. The Commission
did not take action on a recommendation at that time, and directed staff to: a) provide
greater public outreach, such as through City Newsletter, of proposed regulations; and
b) continue to modify the draft regulations to provide a greater accommodation for
limited parking of AV's in front yards. Staff refined the idea of allowing parking pads
between the driveway and the nearest side property line, and presented this option at a
public meeting held on July 19, 2007, in the Council Chambers. As per the
Commission’s directions to staff, the public meeting was widely advertised, with an
article in the City's newsletter, as well as being publicized by stories in the Record and
Gazette. With over 70 people attending, many speakers reiterated their desire for no
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restrictions on RV parking. In contrast, others found the draft regulations too lenient.
But those RV owners willing to entertain some form of compromise offered further
refinements to the “parking pad” concept. Incorporating these “size limits” thresholds
offered at the public meeting, the regulations as currently proposed are illustrated in
Attachment A, the full text of the proposed zoning code amendment is provided as
Attachment B. The following discussions are focused on the changes made since the
April Commission hearing and as a result of the public meeting. The February 27,
2007, staff report and minutes are provided as Atachments C and D; the April 24, 2007,
tachments € and F. Correspondence and
| 24, 2007, Planning Commission meeting
RV parking in neighboring cities, such as
hment G.

DISCUSSION

PART 1: OVERVIEW OF CHANGES TO DRAFT REGULATIONS SINCE
APRIL 24 HEARING:

(TEXT OF PROPOSED ZONING CCDE CHANGES IN STRIKREQWEF AND HIGHLIGHT FORMAT, PROVIDED AS ATTACHMENT B)

» ALLOWANCES FOR PARKING OF RV'S IN FRONT YARDS ON “PARKING PADS”
BETWEEN THE DRIVEWAY AND THE NEAREST SIDE PROPERTY LINE.

While parking of any vehicle would still be banned on what most people consider the
“front yard,” the small area located next to the driveway usually in front of the utility
gate into the side yard) could be used for long term {i. . over 72 hours) parking of
R\'s with certain size limitations:

« A special subset of RV's with the proposed definition of “Small
Recreational Vehicles” {not to exceed 22’ length, 10" in width, 7' height)
could be parked on the parking pad with no “setback” from sidewalk.

e  The parking pad could also be used for standard RV’s, but such vehicle
could be no closer than 5’ from back of sidewalk. The “setback” from
back of sidewalk is for the safety, and aesthetic perspective, of the
pedestrian. Given that the distance between the back of sidewalk and the
curb will vary, a setback requirement from “back of sidewalk” will
inevitably create differing parking opportunities for RV owners (e.g.
owners on sireets with “planting strips” may have a shorter length
avallable for parking.) As with any zoning standard, such variations are
unavoidable.

. The definition of “Oversized RV” has been increased from 30’ 1o 35, so
owners of vehicles of up to 12° high, and 35’ long can potentially park
within a side yard or on a parking pad.
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> ADDITIONAL PARKING OPPORTUNITIES AVAILABLE TO OWNERS OF
RELATIVELY LARGER LOTS (e.g. over 10,000 sq .it.);

Since the beginning of staff's development of the proposed regulations, the focus of
the new regulations was on the “typical suburban” lot of betwaen 6,000 sq. ft. to
10,000 sq. ft. in size. It is within this typical size range where RV owners - and
neighbors of RV owners - have expressed a conflict. Therefore the draft regulations
are focused to finding a compromise that will work on such sized lots. But Martinez
has several neighborhoods of larger lots, where there is a greater opportunity for RV
parking without being in conflict with neighbors. While it would be impractical to
write regulations that would be unique to a specific lot size (as was suggested by a
speaker at the public meeting), the regulations would be somewhat “self adjusting”
to provide opportunities where lot size and or home placement allows for more open
area on the lot:

« In any R- and RR- Residential Zoning District, parking of recreational
vehicles a distance of 50' or more behind the property line is permitted
within the front yard.

e Oversized RV's would only be prohibited in the minimum required side
yards (typically 10’ to 20’ on very large lots.) On large lots, much area
would remain for parking of Oversized RV’s, albeit closer to the owners’
residences toward the center of the lot.

. In the RR- Rural Residential Zoning Districts, the above restrictions do
not apply to the parking of vehicles used for the transportation of horses.

PART 3- DISCUSSION OVER GRANDFATHERING/AMORTIZATION OF
30+ LEGAL “FRONT YARD PARKING PERMITS" ISSUED
SINCE MID 1980'S:

While only a fraction of the RV's currently parked in the City's front yards may have a
legal permit issued from the mid 1980’s though 2003 (when the City stopped issuing
them), any new regulations would need to address what “grandfathered” right, if any,
the City will extend to these permit holders. If the City is to adopt such new regulations,
Staff would not recommend that old “parking pad” permits be grandfathered indefinitely,
as the continued presence of these RV's could undermine enforcement of the new law.
Conversely, the continuing presence of the few legally permitted RV’s could be
necessary if a compromise is reached. At this time staff is recommending:

Existing permits be grandfathered indefinitely for original permit holder,
but only for the original vehicle or vehicle of equal or lesser size.

Grandfathered permits would terminate upon sale and/or vacation of
occupancy of original permit holder. Right to park will not be transferred
to new residents.
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Any recammendation the Commission chooses to make toward the adoption of new
regulations should address both a) period of amortization for current permit holders and
b) any possible extensions to the normal “effective 30 days after adoption” period for
new zconing regulations.

ATTACHMENTS

A. lllustration of allowable parking areas

B. Full text of existing and proposed regulations in “strikeout/redline” format

C. February 27, 2006 meeting minutes

D. Staff report for meeting of February 27, 2006 (without attachments)

E. April 24, 2006 meeting minutes

F. Staff report for meeting of April 24, 2006 (without attachments)

G. Correspondence and newspaper articles (received/published since April 24, 2007)

F «Conmunity Developmental PrapcaMunicpal Coce Changes'Fronl Yare & AY Qarung:FyParkingRevd-PC APT 2007 09 |1 dox
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ATTACHMENT B

PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT, SEPTEMBER 11, 2007

FRONT YARD & RV PARKING ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT
(REVISED DRAFT — September 11, 2007 Planning Commission)

WITH CHANGES SINCE JULY 2007 WORKSHOP

PROPOSED NEW TEXT SHOWN AS: Proposed new rules
PROPOSED DELETED TEXT SHOWN AS: Jexie-be-deteted

22.04.362 Mobile Storage Container [NEW DEFINITION]

“Mobile Storage Container” means any enclosed or partially enclosed unit, including
but not limited to “PODY” units, that is intended for delivery to a customer’s site for
loading and unloading, but is stored off site.

22.04.442 Recreational Vehicles (“Definitions™)

"Recrealional vehicle” means a—beat—teaiare 2 otemale oo pecking ST
sotoreyele—ornany—otherohicle  a motorized or non-motorized vehicle, other than
passenger vehicles and trucks, primary manulactured for the expressed purpose of
providing rccreational activiues, including but not limited to motor homes, trucks with
cab-over camper shells and unmounted camper shells; as well as licensed camper &

travel trailers 5 wheel trailers, horse trailers, all terrain vehicles, dirt bikes, boats,
ski jets; and any licensed trailer used fo transport such recreational vehicles.

Recreational Vehicle, Small [NEW DEFINITION]

“Small recreational vehicle” means any recreational vehicle, including any trailer used
for transport, that in total does not exceed any of the following dimensions: a) height

of €7’ b) length of ' 22’ or ¢} width of 10,

22.04.443 Recreational Vehicle, Qversized [NEW DEFINITION]

“Oversized recreational vehicle” means any recreational vehicle that either: a) has a

height over 12’ k) a length of aver ~ 357; ¢) is a “commercial vehicle” pursuant to
the California vehicle code.

Pagc 1 of 6



22.04.600 Yard, Front.

"Front yard” means a yard extending across the full width of a sitg, the depth of which
contains all areas between the front property line back to the wall(s) of the building
which are parallel or generally face the front property line. The minimum required
front yard is \he minimum required horizontal distance between the front property line
and a line parallel thereto on the site {Ord. 822 C.8 § 2 (part), 1975: prior code §
10,102 4(59).)

22.04.630 Yard, Street-Side Side [NEW DEFINITION]

“Street —side side yard' means a yard extending from the front yard to the rear
property line, the depth of which contains all areas between the side prope  line of a
corner lot back to the wall(s) of the building which are parallel or generally face the
side property line. The minimum required side yard on the street side of a corner lot is
the minimum required ho ontal distance between the side property line and a line
parallel thereto on the

22.36.080 Parking--Design Criteria. [AMENDED SECTION]

A Off-steect parking lacilities provided in compliance with this chapter shall meet the foliowing
design and dimension criteria.

L. Each parking space ~hall be not less than 20 teet n length and 9 feet in width exclusive of
aisles and access drives. except that a parking space required o be located in an enclosed
garage shall be nol less than 200 feet in length and 10 feet in width, exclusive of wtility
areds

rJd

Lach parking space shall be accessible from a sireet or alley

3 Entrances and exils shall be provided at locations approved by the City Traffic Engineer
and the Ptanning Department

4. The parking arca, aisles and access diives shall be paved so as w provide a durable,
dustless sutlace and shall be so graded and drained as to dispose of surface water

. Wheel stops shall be provided only where needed for safety ar to protect property

6. Lighung provided in off-sireet parking areas shall be directed away fiom adjoining
premises and streels such that 1t does not cause off-site glare and nuisance  The type and
location ot luminaries shall be approved by the Planning Director

7. Where a parking area adjoins a street or another site. 1 lundscaped strip not less than § feel
1n depth shall be planted with plant materials not less than 5 teet in heighl and permanently
maintained, except that within 50 teet ot a street. inersection the height of plant materials
including earth berms, other than trees shall be nor more than 3 feet above the curb
elevation
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[DISCRETIONARY FRONT YARD PARKING PAD PROVISION - TO BE DELETED]
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Parking areas may be not located within yard areas, as Sfollows:

roperties: For properties in all
Zoning Districts, other than R-and RR- Residential Districts, no
parking area may be located in a minimum required front yard or
minimum required street-side side yard.,

b.  Restrictions for residential properties: For properties within K- and
RR- Residential Districts, and for any property nof in a R- and RR-
District with residential use, no parking area may be located within a
front yard, or strect-side yard, with the Jollowing exceptions and
restrictions:

1. Driveways. Licensed and operable vehicles may be parked on
a residential driveway conforming to the requirements of
Section 22.36.090, which prescribes a maximum driveway
width aof 24’ width and that a driveway is not to exceed 30%
of the width of any lot; and subject to the Lmitation
prescribed in  Section 22.36.085.B; Parking—Recreation
Vehicles and Utility Trailers.

u Parking pads. Licensed and operable vehicles may be parked
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12, Vehicles on such a pad must be parked perpendicular to
the street, and such vehicles may not block access to garage.

m Street-side side yards. Parking of a vehicle may be permitted
within street-side side yard of a Iot, subject to the screening
requiremnents and Iimitation of Section 22.36.085; Parking—
Recreation Vehicles and Utility Trailers.

iv Deep front yards. Notwithstanding the limitation prescribed
for parking pads in subsection ii above, parking on paved
surfaces in front yards areas that are 50, or more, behind the
property line is permilted

Parking on  non-paved  surfaces __is ___ prohibited.
Notwithstanding the parking of vehicles in streei-side side
yards behind requiring screening, parking on-unpaved
surfaces is prohibited. For parking pads, permitted surfaces
may include gravel andfor decomposed granite in addition to
concrefe and asphall surfaces.

22.36.085 Parking—Recreation Vehicles and Utility Trailers [NEW SECTION]

A,

Frant yards and street-side side yards . No recreational vehicle or utility trailer

shall be parked with the front yard or street-side yard of any property with a
residential use for more than a 72-hour period, with the following exceptions

and restrictions:
1. Parking pads. A single Small Recreational Vehicle, as defined in

vection 22.04.443 may be parked adjacent to the driveway on a paved
pad, as permiited section 22.36.080.A.8.b. Excluding the parking of
Oversized Recreational Vehicles, such a pad may also be used for the
parking of a single Recreational Vehicle (as well as Small Recreation
Vehicle specified above), provided that the Recreational Vehicle is
parked a minimum of either #¢° 5’ behind the back of sidewalk, or 10’
behind the front property line in cases where there is no sidewalk.

Street-side side yards. Recreational Vehicles may be parked within a
Street-side side yard where such vehicles are behind a 6 feet tall solid

fence, in locations where such required screening is permitted by

Section 22.34.090; Fences, Walls and Hedges.

Deep Front Yard, Notwithstanding the limitation prescribed above,
parking of Recreational Vehicles on paved surfaces in front yards areas
that are 50°, or more, behind the property line is permitted.
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B. Other than where permitted in [ront and street-side, side yards above,
Recreational Vehicles may only be parked within side and rear yards.

C. Notwithstanding subsections A. and B. above, Oversized Recreational Vehicle,
as defined in Section 22.04.443, may be nol be parked within any minimum
required front, side or street-side side yard, nor may be parked within 5’ of a
rear property line.

D. Neo RY may be occupied for living, sleeping or any other purposes while parked
per the limitations listed above; other than a visitors’ RV which may be used for
the guest’s accammodations for not more than one week.

E. In the RR- Rural Residential Zoning Districts, the above restriciions do not
apply to the parking of vehicles used for the transportation of horses.

22.36.086 Parking— Mobile Storage Containers [NEW SECTION)]

No Mobile Storage Container shall be parked on any property with a residential use for
more than a 72-hour period. A Mobile Storage Container may be not be parked on a
residential property for more than 4 times in a calendar year. Long term use of Mabile
Storage Container for on-site storage may be permitted within side and rear yards,
subject limitations prescribed in Section 22.12.265; Accessory Structures.
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ATTACHMENT C

PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT, SEPTEMBER 11, 2007

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES

CITY OF MARTINEZ
PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
Fcbruary 27, 2007

A regular meeting of the Martinez Planning Commission was called to order by Chair
Mark Hughes at 7.00 P.M on Tuesday, February 27, 2007, at City Hall Council
Chambers, 525 Hennetta Street, Martinez, Califorma.

PRESENT: Commissioners Allen (alt ), Avila, Burt, Busby, Glover, Hughcs, Kluber,
Korbmacher

ABSENT: Nong

STAFF: Codc Enforcement Officer Bill Dillard
Senior Planner Corey Sumon
Deputy Dircclor Community Development Albert Lopez.

REGULAR ITEMS
REGULAR ITEMS
2. Front Yard & RV Parking Ordinance

Public hearing to review proposed zoning text amendments to the Martimez,
Municipal Code Chapter 22 36; OfI-Strect Parking  Proposed changes include
placing limitations on the parking of recreational vehicles within the minimum
required front yard of residential lots. The Planning Commission will make its
recommendalions to the City Council, which will consider the possiblc
amendments at a futurc dale 1o be announced.

Senior Planner Corey Simon presented the staff report, clarifying what will be included
under the ordinance (boats, campers, trailers, elc 3, background on the ordinance, and the
recommendation ol the City Attorney that the Cily stop 1ssuing RV parking permils
because of the discretionary standards. He also discussed possible elements of the
ordinance as well

Chair Hughes asked whal the City Attorney’s opinion was regarding existing RV pad

permits. Mr. Simon said they could be grandfathered or there could be an amortization
period followed by a sunset of permits.
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Commissioner Burt asked why not grandfather the approvals. Mr Simon said it could
make enforcement of [uture regulalions diflicult because of the perceived precedent.

Code Enforcement Officer Bill Dillard acknowledged there were not too many existing
permits so grandfathering shouldn't create an onerous burden. [le felt there might be
equity 1ssues with an amortization penod.

Comumissioncr Allen asked about the origin of the new ordinance, specifically whether 1t
was at the instigation of a citizen group. She felt the existing ordinance was specific.
Mr. Simon cxplained dilficultics in determining when a "neighbor feels harm" as a result
of an RV pad permit.

Commissioner Allen said the current RV approval process seemed similar to the variance
process, with the same appeal rights. Mr. Simon clarificd that the vanance process 1s
more halanced, whereas the RV ordinance is more subjective.

Commissioncr Korbmacher asked the City's stance as to how preactive the enforcement
will be Mr Dillard said it most likely would be complaint-driven, with an 1nitial grace
period Lo allow [or citizen compliance However, U statt observes an obvious violation,
the City would take action on its own initiative.

Commissioner Allen asked aboul impacts in planied unit developments (PUDs) with RV
pads built as part of the original development. Mr. Simon said they could also be
erand fathered.

Public hearing opened

JERRY ANSELMI, member of the commiltee that developed the current RV ardinance
in 1982-83, explained the background of the ordinance, the rationale behind its
components, and the application and approval process. He also noted it was supposed lo
be a no-fee permit. He read from a 1990 article related to the legal opinion that limits
city authority to enact resirictions on RV parking

EMILY ANSLOW said she has had an RV parked at her residence since 1979 She
applied for a permit in 2003, but slill has not heard from the City (hat it has been
approved or denied. She noted there is not enough storage in and around Martinez [or the
number of recreational vehicles in the City.

ROLF LINDENIIAYN said the real issue is how to make the City of Martincz a better
placc 10 live (in terms of aesthelics and property values). He observed that the City has a
responsibility to protect the health, safety and welfare of the residents. He discussed
impacts on his neighborhood from a long-parked boat nat cven owned by the property
resident. He expressed support for the erdinance as a step toward making Martinez a
better place to live.
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HELENE PARIS, 38-year resident, said people should be allowced to park their vehicles
on their own property as long as it is not blocking the sidewalk.

RUSS HOLT, resident since 1939, asked whether his RV parked in lus side yard would
be illegal. Mr. Simon said as the new ordinance is written, yes. Mr. Holl asked that the
ordinance be amended to allow side yard parking, even without a fence in place. He also
said one neighbor's complaint should not be sufficient for denial of a permat

SUZANNE FOX expressed concern about the delinition of driveway and frant yard, as
well as difficulty in applying the ordinance to nonstandard lots, which hers is.

ADAM HOWARD guestioned the necessity for the proposed ordinance, and he
commented on the additional burdens for the City and residents, because of insufficient
enforcement staff. He questioned whether property values would be that impacted either
way He was nol in favor ol the ordinance.

SUE GUSTAFSON said she supports some revisions to the RV ordinance. She noted
that Concord has one, and its enactment has improved the appearance of the city. She
commented on her observations of her neighborhood and visual impacts from RVs. She
fell something should he done about sizing, at least. She was especially concemed about
eyesores from derelict vehicles not being used at all. She indicated that the revision of
the ordinance would cnhance the appearance of the City.

JON & DORIS PURTELL expressed concern about unreasonable restricions  They
noted Lhey have never had complaints from neighbors about RV or boat parking. They
expressed concern about the added cxpense of RV storage, especially for those on fixed
incomes. They were opposed 1o the new ordinance.

JOIIN WILSON, [ormer Planning Commissioner, suggesled the City do a census to see
how many vehicles would be impacted He also noted that 80% of homes in Martinez
would nol have vehicle access to their backyards. He asked the Commission to consider
the necessity and impacts of a new ordinance.

CAROL ROCHA responded to an earlier speaker about health, safety and aesthetics,
suggesting that the oil relinerics have a larger impact on all of those than RVs do. She
agreed one neighbor alone should not have the right to imit the rights of others She also
agreed that RV storage lots are not a viable option due (o costs and the potential for theft
or vandalism. She thought the requirements of the currcnt ordinance regarding
maintaining vehicles in good condition would eliminate mosl of the acsthetic problems.

JERALD KELLY, pad permil owner, explained why he needed an RV pad, and the
difficult process involved. He agreed with Ms. Rocha about the risks in using RV slorage
lols Hc was opposed to the ordinance.

DEE HULETT noted that some developments have planned RV parking. He discussed
the impact of Pittsburg and Antioch RV ordinances and the distance some have to drive
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now to store their vehicles. He questioned whether there would be sufficient storage
space nearby He urged the Commission to seek compromise where pussible,

Mr. Anselmi read provisions from the 1983 ordinance.

Mr. Holl asked about enforcement of new ordinance provisions Chair Hughes said that
was still to be determined, but he acknowledged it would probably be complaint-driven.

Mr Lindenhayn confirmed that the process for establishing the ordinance would allow
adequate opportunity for public comment.

Ms Purtell commented on the many RV owners who were unaware of the need for a
permit Mr. Purtell asked if any on the Commission owned RVs Chair Hughes said he
did, and Vice Chair Glovcr said he had a boal.

Mr. Howard said common sense would lead owners to park in the side vard if possible
Mr. Hulctt asked why revisions to the ordinance were needed al this time

Ms. Rocha said she has always parked her cars in the garage and checked with neighbors
about RV parking. She was concerned that any change to the ordinance would negatively
affect those who alrcady have RVs, etc.

Commission_Comment

Vice Chair Glover asked if parking an RV in a driveway is allowcd currently. Mr. Simon
said there are no rulcs dictating what can be parked in driveway; earlier rules said no
parking in the front yard setback area He acknowledged the need for some clarification.

Commussioner Bushy thanked the public for their input  She commented on the situation
in her neighborhood with large motorhomes. She urged both sides to seck compromise

Commissioner Allen asked if (here was a prohibition on parking RVs in driveways Mr.
Simon said no RV pad permits have been issued for driveways, but there has been no
citing of vehicles parked there either.

Commissioner Busby asked whether vehicles are cited currently only when a complaint
has been received Mr Dillard said currently none are being cited, since the City
Attorney expressed concern about equitable application of Lhe standards  He explained
ihe previous code enlorcement and permit application processes.

Commissioner Allen was concerned about why the issue has come up at this time,
particularly aller reading the article in the Gazctic. Commissioner Busby cxpressed

concern about the Gaectle being a source of information

Commissioner Avila commented on the need for morc information, noting that from a
population of 36,000 only 24 are here tonight Lo discuss the issue. She suggested a
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survey be done to assess the full impacts She agreed there was no scnse in enacting
regulations without sufficient enforcement capability.

Commissioner Korbmacher noted that ordinance also regulates utility trailers etc. e felt
the wholc city should have been notified of the proposcd ordinance and more information
presented to the Commission. He questioned whether the new ordinance would apply to
large lots

Commissioner Busby commented Mr Anselmi’s delay in applying for a pad permit, even
though he had worked on the original ordinance

Commissioner Avila said there needs to be better outreach and cducation

Commissioner Burt noled (hal "[gnorance of the law is no excuse," but she acknowledged
the need 1o start the process over, considering grand{ather provisions, a census ol existing
conditions, current Attorney General Vehicle code opinions, enforceability of the
provisions, fulure precedent, unintended consequences, size l[imitations, more information
gathering and public discussion.

Commissioner Kluber agreed this is an issue thal needs o be discussed, but therc is much
more that needs to be considered before the Commission takes action  He discussed his
efforts with a responsible neighbor who responded [avorably to Commissioner Kluber's
concerns about screening his boat. He expressed appreciation for those i atiendance
who have been responsiblc and reasonahle neighbors. He also acknowledged the need to
look al the 1egulations in equitable manner

Vice Chair Glover suggesled some survey of what olher cities arc doing, storage
possibilities, City registration of RV and boals, and adequate enforcement
Commissioner Busby suggested using the City newsletter to ensure adequate notification
of the issue. Commissioner Avila said registration of the vehicles could be done at the
same (e

Mr. Simon commented on the need to take action at some point, either in support or
against the propesed ordinance Chair Hughes said more information is needed before
the Commission can make a recommendation.

Commissioner Busby asked how muny pending applications there were. Mr Simon said
not very many. Mr. Dillard said the City is still receiving about 100 calls a month

complaining about RV impacts, as well as some inquirics about getting a pad permit

Commissioner Burt asked the origin of this ordinance  Mr Dillard said it was based on
the number of complaints received.

Mr. Lopez said the Couneil held neighborhood meelings lare last year, with many
complaints about RVs addressed Lo them  He also noted that the Planning Commission
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recommendation to the City Council does nol have to have all the provisions nailed
down.

Commissioner Kluber said information from Mr. Dillard regarding the number and type
of complaints would be helpful Mr. Lopez commented on difficulties in surveying,

Commissioner Avila said she was not comfortable approving the changes to the
ordinance without more information. Commissioner Burt concurred.

Commissioner Allen sugeested using RV or boal organizations, DMV records, or aerial
surveys lo create a database of interesied parties  She also agreed that alternative parking

possibilities is a compelling issue, and (hat cnforceability needs to be considered

Commissioner Burt said past Planning Commission recommendations to the City Council
usually include any necded ordinance

Commissioner Busby asked about the code enforcement process  Mr. Dillard said it is
now possible to review and sort complaints bascd on various criteria.

In responsc to a question from the audience, the Commission confirmed that the City has
only one code enforcement officer presently

Chair Hughes suggested a study session or workshop, or formation of another committec
to research the issues.

Mr. Lopez reviewed the additional information requested by the Commission — numbers
and type of complaints, offsite RV parking possibilitics, cxisting RVs in the City, current
Attorney General vehicle code information, other cities ordinances, intercsted

organizations, and DMV records.

Commissioner Avila asked about current pad permit applications Mr. Lopez said the
need for permits still exists, but most violators will not pursue the issuc

Commissioner Busby reviewed possible next steps in the process. Stall confirmed the
additional research could be done within 120 days

Sue Gustafson made suggestions about development of a databasc of RV owners.
Mr. Anselmi cautioned the Commiission to be sure Lhe new ordinance 1s enforceable.

Mr. Purtell confirmed with the Commission that he did not need to apply for an RV pad
permit.

By consensus, the Commission continue the item to a later date for staff to provide
additional information.
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ATTACHMENT D

PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT, SEFTEMBER 11, 2007

STAFF REPORT

.
-ﬂ\;&‘:; e ‘;
-_;"‘l-
TO: PLANNING COMMISSION
FROM: Corey Simon, Senicr Planner
DATE: February 27, 2007

SUBJECT: Public hearing to review proposed zoning text amendments to the
Martinez Municipal Code Chapter 22.36; Off-Street Parking. Proposed
changes include modifying the regulations governing the storage of
vehicles and the parking of recreational vehicles ("RV's") within a
minimum required front yard.

RECOMMENDATION

Review proposed regulations. formulale recommendation{s) to City Council and direct
staff to prepare resolution making recommendation for or against adoption of an
Ordinance amending Title 22, Chapter 36 of the Martinez Municipal Code regarding
front yard and recreational vehicle parking.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposed text amendments are categorically exempt from the requirements of
CEQA under 15305 — Class 5; Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations.

BACKGROUND

The Planning Commission last discussed this item in November 2006 study session
While the Commission could not reach consensus in 2004 (when a new regulations
were last considered), the City Council has requested that the Commission revisit this
Issue, as residents have requested the Councit consider placing greater restrictions on
the parking of RV's on residential lots.

For the purpose of this discussion, the term “RV" inciuded such items (and the lrailers
that transport them) as boats, jet skies dirt bikes, as well as motor homes and travel
trailers [NOTE: Such a definition of "Recreation Vehicle” is included in the draft
regulations and will be further discussed below ]

The following is an overview of existing regulations, and some of the concerns that have
lead the Council to consider new regulations.
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EXISTING REGULATIONS: There is not currently a code section specifically
regulating the parking of "RV's" in front yards. Related regutations are listed below:

s Parking on Driveways Parking of vehicles on driveways is unregulated, and
iherefore under current rules, the parking of both “passenger vehicles” (cars,
SUV's light trucks etc.) and “RV's" is permitied.

« “Front Yard Parking Pads Permits.” Prior to 1883, the parking regulalions simply
stated lhat parking areas were not permitted in a “required front yard * From the
mid 1983 until 2003, the City 1ssued discretionary “front yard parking pad
permits” (22 36 080 A.8) to aliow RV parking on a “RY parking pad,” 10" in width,
within a minimum required front yard

The permit allows homeowners to pour a 10’ wide concrete pad in front of their
home, in addition lo the exsting driveway, for the sole purpose of parking
“operative automobiles, recreational vehicles, boats an ficense trailers and
licensed travel trailers” This permit was intended to allow RV parking in front
yards, but prevent parking on dirt in the front yard for any type of vehicle (RV or
old car} Because this permit approval was subject to adjacent neighbor
appraval {protesl-only permits) and there were no performance standards

issued any since The existing permits (approximately two dozen)} have been
unaffected by the City's Attorney's advise. These permits were: a) generally for a
specific vehicle size specified at the time of application and b) “runs with the
land” and lheoretically may be used in perpetuity. The complete text of the
current regulation 1s provided as Aftachment “B." Notices of the Planning
Commission s hearing have been sent to all permit holders on record

e Parking in Side and Rear Yards Parking of vehicles in side and rear yards is
unregutated, and herefore under current rules, the parking of both “passenger
vehicles" (cars, 8 V's light trucks etc.} and "RV's” is permitted.

o EVALUATION/COMPLAINTS OVER EXISTING CONDITIONS:

Since the current process of permitting “front yard parking pads” was adopted over 20
years ago, residenls have continued to be in conflict over this issue. The City's Code
Enforcement Officer and Council members continue to frequently receive complainis
over the ‘unattractive” appearance of RV's parked on neighbors properties. The
common thread of such complaints may be that the community may be placing a higher
priority on neighborhood preservation - with a heightened sensitivity to what some might
define as "blight” - than il did 20 years ago Thus:

o« The G Front Yard P Permits F
with Incoming Residents Expectations. Once a “front yard parking pad’ was
granted, the right to park became permanent, and “runs with the land.” But while
the residents who received the permits may not frequently move, the ownership
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of surrounding properties may change and residenls who once felt they were not
‘adversely impacled” (the grounds far protest of onginal permit applications and
findings for permit demial) may be replaced with those who feel that they are.
The resultant conflicts lead to inconsistent anforcement of City standards, where
a large RV may be “permitted” where a smaller RV one block away may be seen
as “unacceptable ' An effective neighborhood improvement/code enforcement
program needs lo have zoning regulations that are easy to understand and that
can be consistenlly applied The retention of these "permitted” vehicles could
make the City's enforcement appear to be arbitrary - those seeking permission
for parking are denied while others around them were previously approved — and
‘eyesores” that today would not be permitted, cannol be cited because they
already have a permit.

s rkin on Drnive should b differently that the
Parking of "Reqular’; Passenger Vehicles. To those “offended” by RV parking
within lhe fronl yard, the placement of the KV on a parking pad along side the
driveway, or on the driveway makes no difference; if the City is to restrict RV
parking, it would need to be restricted throughout the whole front yard area. In
such jurisdictions where such restriction have been adopted, RV driveway
parking, but only for @ maximum 72 hour period, is excepted, allowing RV owners
to have access to vehicles immediately before and after use - but then octherwise
the RV must be parked either in the garage, off-site ar within the rear and side
yard

Some seek requlations of RV Parking with Side and Rear Yards. While most of

the "complaints™ ocver RV parking concerns the appearance of neighbors’ Front
Yards, others, (including some Planning Commissioner's at previous study
sessions), have expressed concerns over how very large and tall RV's would be
visible to adjoining neighbors across rear and side property lines lssues raised
include the applications of setbacks to motor hames that to the neighbar, appear
as a "structure ©  Were such vehicles to be considered “structures’, minimum
setbacks for light, air and privacy would be applied

o NOVEMBER 2006 STUDY SESSION:

The Commission was generally supportive of revisiting the 2004 Draft, with the following
key ideas:

=

RV parking would be prohibited with alf front yard areas, except for a 72-hour period
to allow for loading/unloading and preparing for road trips etc

The Definition of “RV’ would be expanded as discussed previously

The ability to use side and rear yard areas for RV parking, if behind a standard €'
fence, would continue to be allowed.

CURRENT RECOMMENDATIONS:

Staff has modified the 2004 draft as outlined below If the City is to adopt such new
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regulations, Staff would not recommend that “grandfathenng” of old “parking pad”
permits. As discussed above, the continued presence of these RV's could undermine
enforcemenl of the new law. Should the Commussion wish to recommend that such
new restriction on RV parking be adopted, bul wished to provide some flexibility for
existing RV and/or parking pad permit holders, it could recommend that the Cily Council
defer the “effective date” of any such ordinance (e.g instead of the normal 30 day
period, defer the effective date f r 12 months), allowing RV owners to make alternate
arraignments (e.g. clearing out arages, back yards and/or securing off-site storage
area) before the new regulations would be enforced.

Allowable parking areas are illustrated in Attachment AT

PART 1. NEW DEFINITIONS:

The definition of RV's has been modified to be more inclusive. Slaff has also proposed
adding a new definition of “oversized” RV's 10 address the supplemental “minimum
setback” regulations for the parking of such vehicles in rear and side yards

22.04.442 Recreational Vehicles (“Definitions”)

other than passenger vehicles and ftrucks, primary manufactured for the
expressed purpose of providing recreational activities, including but not fimited
to motor hames, trucks with camper shells and unmounied camper shells;
as well as licensed camper & travel trailers, horse trailers, alf terrain
vehicles, dirt bikes, boats, ski jets; and any licensed trailer used to transport
such recreational vehicles.

22.04.443 Recreational Vehicle, Oversized [NEW DEFINITION]

“Oversized recreational vehicle” means any recreational vehicle that either:
a) has a height over 12’ b} a fength of over 30’; ¢c) is a “commercial vehicle”
pursuant to the California vehicle code.

PART 2: NEW “GENERAL RULE” FOR PARKING OF ANY VEHICLES
WITHIN A MINIMUM REQUIRED FRONT YARD:

When initially adapted in the 1980's, the current “frant yard parking pad” provision
{Seclion 22 36.080 A B) replaced an important “general rule’ stating that minimum
required fr nt yard areas are not to be used for parking (e.g. in multifamily or
commercia site design, the minimum required fronl yard is to be for 1andscaping and
driveways only) The proposed revisions restore this prehibition of using front yards as
parking, clarifying however that parking on driveways is permitted. Code enforcement
staff has also requested that this section be clarified so that parking of any vehicle (RV
or passenger) anywhere within a front yard, must be on a paved surface:
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SECTION 22.36.080.A.8, AS AMENDED:

8. No parking area may be located within a minimum required front yard
or street-side side yard, with the following exceptions:

a)

minimum yard requirements.

b)

PART NEW RESTRICTIONS ON RV PARKING IN FRONT YARDS
(ALLOWING MOST RV's IN SIDE AND REAR YARDS) AND
RESTRICTIONS AGAINST “OVERSIZED” RV's IN SIDE YARDS

The proposed RV parking restriction allows most single family property owners the
Akilite, be ctars the mnet somman sized RV's on their property, while ad ressing the

¢ mmunity. Additional restrictions have been proposed for the parking U iaigest wr
RV's {over 12' in height, over 30' in length), where such vehicle could not be parked

within a minimum required side yard. Rear yard parking of such vehicles would be
permitted

EW SECTION]

No recreational vehicle or utility trailer shall be parked on any property with a
residential use for more than a 72-hour period, other than within a side or rear
yard where the vehicle is behind a 6 feet solid fence, in {ocations where such
required screening is permitted by Section 22.34.090; Fences, Walls and
Hedges. In addition to the abave requirement for parking behind a fence, no
Oversized Recreational Veblicle, as defined in Section 22.04.443, may be parked
within any minimum required side yard.

NT
liLe®Tration
ull text )
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ATTACHMENT E

PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT, SEPTEMBER 11, 2007

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES

CITY OF MARTINEZ
PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
Aprl 24, 2007

A regular meeting of the Martinez Planning Commission was called to order by Vice
Chair Bob Glover at 7:00 P M. on Tuesday, April 24, 2007, at City Hall Council
Chambers, 525 Ienrietta Street, Marlinez, Califomia

PRESENT: Commissioners Avila, Burt, Busby, Glover, Kluber, Korbmacher
EXCUSED: Commissioners Allen (Alt ), Chairperson Hughes

STAFE: Assistant City Manager Karen Majors
Deputy Director Community Developmenl, Albert Lopez

Scoior Planner, Corcy Sumon
Code Enforcement Officer Bill Dhllard

REGULAR ITEMS
2, Front Yard & RV Parking Ordinance ZA #04-01

Public hearing to review proposed zoning text amendments to the Martinez
Municipal Code Chapter 22.36: Off-Street Parking. Proposed changes include
placing limitations on the parking of recreational vehicles within the minimum
required front vard of residential lots. The Planning Commission will make its
recommendations to the City Council, which will consider the possible
amendments at a future date to be announced.

Senior Planner Corey Simon presented the staff report dated Apnl 24, 2007 Hc
recommended that the Planning Commission review the proposed regulations and
formulate recommendation(s) to the City Council and direct sialT (o prepare a resolution
making reccommendation for or against adoption of an Ordinance amending Title 22,
Chapter 36 of the Martinez Mumicipal Code regarding front yard and recreational vehicle
parking.

Mr. Dillard commented that some of the concerns had arisen from the way the Municipal
Codc and ordinance had been allered sinee 1975 with a permit process that had been in

place for a short period of time which had given the perception to the public that it would
be acceplable 1 some instances and not in others  Thal had been based on the fact that if
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one wanted 1o park a recreational vehicle (RV) in a front or side yard, and no one
complained. a permit would be issued by the Code Enforcement Officer.

Mr. Dillard noted that such a process had nol been equitable and the City Attomey had
directed him not to enforce the current Municipal Code since 1t was not fair to all
cifizens As a result, over the past two years the Fronl Yard & RV Parking Ordinance
had not been enforced with no permils having been issued leading 1o the proposed
modifications to the ordinance to ensurc it was clear, specific and equitable to the entire
communily.

Mr Dillard explained that complaints with recrcational vehicles were citywide and not
situated in a particular neighborhood. Currently, there were specific guidelines for the
parking of such vehicles which was specific requiring any recreational vehicles to be
parked on a hard surface and which may not encroach into the public right-af-way.

Mr. Simon added (hat the Planning Commission had previously requested information on
RV and boat storage facilities and how the issue of RV and boat parking was handled 1n
other communilies, which had been provided to the Commission for review.

Commissioner Burt inquired whether or not the definition of a front yard would include
additional space adjacent to a dnveway that may not be in {ront of the home, but on a
side yard.

Mr Simon cxplained that the vehicle code defined the area in the front yard as essentially
the plane of the home  He also clarified that vehicles weie allowed to park on a public
strect for a maximum of 72 hours without being required 1 be moved  Staff had
identified exemptions to the ordinance as outlined in the April 24 staff report

Commissioner Korbmacher thanked staff for the background information and associated
materials. He otherwise clarified with staff that as leng as the RV ar object did not
protrude [rom the front of the home or garagce, and was situated on a paved surface it
would be allowed on-site.

Mr. Simon affirmed. when asked, that the public hcaring had been adequatcly posted
including posting on the City’s website and local cable channel

Public hearine opened

SHELDON SLAD, 412 Pine Park Court, Marlinez, explained that years ago the City had
required him to submit an application for a permit to allow an RV or boat to be parked at
the side of his home. In his casc. his permit had been demcd while the City had issucd a
permit 1o a resident who lived two blocks away [rom this residence. At that time, he had
been informed that his permit had been denied and that he would have to wait for the City
Attorney to act on the matter. He emphasized that he has been waiting for the past four
years for the City Attorney to retumn his phone calls
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Mr. Slad added that when he had purchased his home seven years ago the listing had
identified that the property included RV parking which was one of the reasons he had
purchascd his home. He expressed his disappointment that 1t had taken the City so long
to resolve the situation.

In response to Commissioner Burt, Mr. Slad advised that his RV was parked at the side of
his home in an area where lic had added to the side ol his drveway measuring six feet
wide. The area had been customized with cement to accommodale his boat and RV. He
owned another boat that was localed inside his garage. Currently his RV was in his
driveway behind his truck He clarified that he owned two registered boats, one RV and
aregistered trailer.

Mr. Slad explained that he was a member of a hunting club where the RV was kept for a
period of around three months and then brought home Oftentimes the RV was kept on
his trailer behind his truck to be ready for immediate use. He commenticd on the number
of activitics in the area where people used their RVs and boals

BRYAN MORTENSON, 415 Pine Park Court, Martinez, questioned what was fair and
cquitable. He commented on his background as a Regional Park Supervisor [or Martin
Luther King Park and his expetience wilh code enforcement. He suggested that the Cily
had good tools and suggestions to consider for the ordinance, although he expressed
concern that the meeling had not been properly noticed to the public. He pointed out that
Comeast did not serve all Marlincz residents and that he had not been notified of the
meeting by the City but had learned of the mecting from another resident  He suggested
that the Planning Commission did not have enough perspective froni the citizenry Lo
make any recommendations to the City Council on the matter. e poinicd out that the
City of Antioch had conducted a mass mailing to its residents when it had considered
modification to its same ordinance.

Mr Mortenson questioned the enactment of regulations without adequate enlorccment
capabilities rather than imposing more laws He would like to see common sense prevail
where one could park their RV or boat on their own property He emphasized thal he
paid taxcs to the City and questioned the City imposed regulations on what people could
do on their own property.

Commissioner Kluber guestioned whether or not Mr. Mortenson was of Lhe opinion that
the mailing that the City of Antioch had done for its residents conslituted adequate
outreach.

Mr Mortcnson suggested that based on the way people now reccived information that
was the only way to adequalcly reach an entire community He suggesied that Martinez
should also consider mass public noticing for the topic under discussion.

In responsc to Commissioner Busby, Mr Mortenson suggested (hat assuming the City

had some recommendations that could be upheld, there were 1ssues as to the lifestyles
chosen by somg residents in terms of owners ol RVs and boats. He disagreed with the
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suggestion that residents should budget lor storage and maintcnance of such vehicles. He
recognized that such equipment should not be parked n the public right-of-way, although
he sought a reasonable and equitable solution to the problem. He also expressed concern
with the calculations for driveways or side yards where such cquipment could be parked
in that limiting the size of the driveway was nol [air as well

Mr. Mortenson emphasized thal no one had complained about his RV or boat being
parked on his property and he guestioned having 1o obtain a permit from the City to
continue what he had cnjoyed at this property for years.

DIANE ESSARY, 360 Kingston Avenue, Martinez, read inte the record a letter dated
April 3, 2007 she had presented to the City Council regarding the Front Yard & RV
Parking Ordinance. Copics of the letter were also provided to the Planning Commiission.
She commented that she had leamed about the hearing from an item in the Martinez
Gazette dated February 22, 2007. She was unaware that there had been previous
meetings on the subject since she had not been informed

Ms. Essary questioned whether or not inquirics to the City about the allowance of RV or
boat storage werc lumped in as a complaint or citizen contact, since she questioned the
number of complaints st[f had 1dentified in the stall report.

Mr. Simon explained that he had received inquires from residents aboul occurrences in
their neighborhood and who had been dissatisfied with RV and boat parking in their
neighborhoods.

Ms. Essary commented that oftentimes RVs and boals were €asy largets for those who
were expericneing other neighborhood issues. She was aware of problems in some
neighborhoods with barking dogs, domestic issues, cxcessive vehicle parking ina
ncighborhood and the like  She noted that stall had indicated in the staff report that therc
were storage facilities within a half hour of Martinez. Howecver, having conlacled such
businesses in Martinez and Concord, they had wailing lists.

Mr Simon advised thal he was aware of RV and boat storage facilities located in Solano
County as well.

Ms. Essary suggested thal it was nol reasonable (o requirc a Martinez resident to travel to
Vallejo or Antioch, as an example, to storc (heir vehicles She also understood thal some
of the storage facilities in the area were not secure. She added that most of the RV
slorage facilities did not have plug-ins for trailers and during the cold period in January
her RV thermostal had been set so that any water in the vehicle did not freeze.

Ms. Essary explained (hat she had reviewed the topic and found that some cities had

solved the problem by imposing a weight limit on parking RVs or boats in front of a

residence.
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Ms Essary added that in order to accommodate her 27-foot RV trailer, the side yard had
been removed and cement poured to allow the RV 1o be parked adjacent to the garage on
a comer lot. The RV had been placed as far back on the cement pad as possible. Around
a third of the trailer was behind the plane of the garage with the remainder visible {from
the [ront, and 10 feet away from the curb, not blocking any access She further
commented that although she may have an opportunity to movc ta another city in the
area, she loved Martinez, the atmosphere and (he people. She suggested the City may
possibly be over legislating and suggested that such regulations were mare likely seen in
the Blackhawk arca.

JERRY ANSELMI, 1122 Morello Avenue, Martinez, advised that he had contacted Good
Sam Club 1o obtain information on RV and boal storage facilities. He questioned
whether or not any of the Commissioncrs owned RVs or boats in that the last time the
topic had been raiscd there were not. He commented that there had been a group of RV
and boat owners and non-RV and boat owners who had met on numerous accasions many
years ago (o formulate an RV parking ordinance, which was the ordinance in place today.

Mr. Anselmi spoke to the current ordinance process which required approval of a permat,
with determination to be made by the Code Enforcement Officer as to where the RV or
boat could be parked. The Code Enforcement Officer would then notify those who could
be visually impacted by the vehicles. He understood that il any one oppesed such
parking in their neighborhood, a decision af the Code Enforcoment Officer could be
appealed. He undersiood that one such case had reached the Supreme Court, where the
courl had determined that the parking of an RV could not be denied due Lo aesthetics and
denial would be madc only on the grounds of health or salcty

Mr Anselnii suggested that any recommendation to be made 1o the City Council should
come from the owners of RV's or boats and those who do not own such vehicles working
together to discuss an RV Parking Ordinance that would appease everyone. Ile sugpesled
that the current ordinance could be modificd and if that meant getling away from the
permit process that should be done. Possibly a variance may be required to afford some
way (0 know when someone was legal or not

Mr. Ansclmi suggested that the only way for that to happen would be for an RV owncr to
come to City Hall to apply for a variance, where the Code Entorccment Officer would
then inspect the property for compliance.  1le also agreed with the need to improve and
expand the public noticing process for the subject discussion which would garner
additional public participation. He too spoke Lo the [act that the City of Antioch was also
discussing its RV Parking Ordinance and had conducted a mass mailing to its community
for lhat discussion. He expressed the willingness to assist with any further discussions o
the matter.

Commissioner Korbmacher inquired of staff whether or not permits would be required as

part of the new ordinance, to which Mr. Simen advised that the new ordinance would not
include a permit process
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EMILY ANSLOW, 1639 Martinedale Drive, Martinez, had an RV parked at her
residence for many years. Although she had applied for a permit from the City n 2003,
she had not received any word from the City whether that permil had been denied or
approved.

RAY RANGEL, 2257 Shasta Drive, Martincz, explained that when he had purchased his
property 20 years ago he had sought a development withoul a Homeowners Associalion
(HOA) so that he would be able Lo park his RV on his property. He questioned how the
City could now take away lhat right. He emphasized that an RV was a large mvestment
and to now prohibit it from being parked on his property while he abided by all laws,
ordinances and had an approved permit was not fair.

PHILLIP CIARAMITARO, Marlincz, noled that there were other concerns 1n the
community such as the lack of maintenance of front yards; issues with children’s toys left
out in front yards, or Christmas decorations lelt out beyond the holiday period. He
questioned whether or not an ordinance should be imposed (v deal with those situations.
He advised that he had previously provided photographs to the City regarding such
properties. 1le commented that people lived a certain way and if it did not cross the
boundarics too much, they should be allowed to continue with their lifestyles, [fa
complaint arose, was followed up and was found that someone had dbused the law, and a
resolution was necessary, then the ordinance would be helpful - However, he expressed
concern thal if one did not like the Lifestyle of another it could resull in the loss of
benefits thal residents had enjoyed for some time. He suggested that the matler was a
simple one that could be resolved and had been resolved withaut an ordinance restricting
a property owner from having to store an RV elsewhere.

LARRY LAMBERT, 710 Wyoming Street, Martinez. a long lime residenl. opposed
restrictions on RV parking on privately owned property

BONNIE RANGEL, 2257 Shasta Drive, Martinez, echocd the comments made by her
husband She commented that many of her neighbors had RVs and there had been no
problems.

KAREN MARTNER, 93 Valley Avenue, Martinez, commentcd that she was not the
owner of an RV, but a boat  While she had no problems with her neighbors and their
RVs, one of her neighbors had what she described as a parking lot.

Ms. Martner recogmzed the need to protect the neighborhoods but hoped that at such
time that she was also the owner of an RV and a boat, she would have the ability 10 park
them on her own property  She otherwise suggested that the idea of restricting RV
parking based on weight limits or being required to be setback from the street was a good
start. She would like to hear more from the community including those represented at
this time in that there could be more people who could be affected and who may wish to
provide input.
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Public hearing closed

Commission Comment

Comnussioner Korbmacher stated that there were some areas of the ordinance he liked
and some he disliked [lowever, he would like to see all residents of the City be notified
of the ordinance amendment to afford more public comment, prior to any
recommendation (o the City Council

Commissioner Avila agreed with the comments made and noted the need for an
ordinance that was all inclusive in order for the City 1o gain some control over aesthetics
in a neighborhood. She recognized that there were responsible owners and others who
were nat

Vice Chair Glover also sought a citywide notification

Commissioner Kluber agreed with an cxpanded notification although he also suggested
there could be a Specific Plan type of workshop where public notice would go out ina
workshop for RV owners who could fine tune what had already been proposed by staff
which could be a good first start. If a workshop was ultimately scheduled, he asked that
Mr. Anselmi help 1o spearhead that effort in order to assisl RV owncrs to rcach consensus
which would atlow the Planning Comunission to then consider the ordinance one way or
another with a reccommendation to the City Council.

Commissioner Burt suggested that such a workshop be scheduled on a Saturday in 4
larger facility than the Council Chambers with a neutral facilitator and expanded public
nolification. She emphasized that the City would not be able to satisfy cveryone although
they could reach a betler consensus or majorily through such discussions

Commuissioner Burt referenced Exhibit A, Public Comment of Adam Howard, Revision
of Off-Street Parking Ordinance, as attached 1o the April 24 staff report which had raised
some valid concems.

Mr. Simon explained that staff had been working internally to create a simple [ormula
that could be applied to the ordinance.

Assistant City Manager Majors stated that staff had received a number of complainis on
RY parking which had led to the current discussion. She recogmized that the City
Attorncy had indicaled that the current ordinance was not enforceable since it was not
equitable to everyone.

While there had heen some really good ideas that had come forth this evening, short of
sending notification to the entire communily, Ms. Majors would recormmend the
formation of a subcomnuttee of the Planning Comnussion, comprised of those who had
raised complaints and those representing the RV community (o possibly resolve the
concerns and formulate an enforceable ardimance.
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Ms. Majors added that the Cily had a newsletler thal would be coming out in July and
perhaps the outcome of the discussions with the subcommittee could be identified i an
article with information on any future discussions before the Planning Commission. She
understoad that the City Council was expecting a recommendation [rom the Planning
Commission. In her opinion, to be fiscally sound, rather than cxpend monies for an entire
citywide mailing a subcommittee should be formed 1o address the maticr,

Commissioner Burt was not opposed to a subcomimittee although she wanted assurance
that there would he adequate public participation. Many of those who were presenl had
been present during pnior discussions, although some who had attended those prior
discussions were not present at this time and may not be aware of 1he current heaning.

Vice Chair Glover noted thar the issue had been one of concern for some time of which
the City Council was aware and which was waiting [or a recommendation {from the
Planning Commission  He would support a continuance wilh public notification to the
best cxtent possible. He thanked staff for the effort thus far in bringing the matter to the
Planning Commission.

Commissioner Burt assured staff and the City Council that the intent was not to drag the
matter oul with (he intent to give the City Council something that could be uscable.

Code Enforcement Officer Bill Dillard commented that parl of the problem was the
perception of Martinez cilizens that County ordinanccs superseded Martinez ordinances,
although that was not the casc  He suggested that 1t was up 1o the local media to inform
residents that the County ordinances were not the mandate in MartineZ.

Commissioner Burt agreed and commented that many who did not TCCClvVe 4 Newspaper
received their news from other outlets and the City must consider improving its public
noticing procedures. However, it was up to lhe citizens to also be responsible and be
aware of the laws in their community.

MOTION

Molion was made and seconded to continue Lo & date uncertain Lhe Front Yard & RV
Parking Ordinance The motion camed by the followinyg vote:

AYES Avila, Burt, Busby. Glover, Kluber, Korbmacher
NOES: None

ABSENT: Allen (AlL.), I{ughes

ABSTAIN. Norie

Vice Chair Glover requested that at the next meeting of lhe Planning Commission staff
altempt to specify the continuance to a date certain
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ATTACHMENT F

PLANNING COMMISSION REPCRT, SEPTEMBER 11, 2007

STAFF REPORT

TO: PLANNING COMMISSION
FROM: Corey Simon, Senior Planner
DATE: April 24, 2007

SUBJECT: Public hearng lo review proposed zoning text amendmenis to the
Martinez Municipal Code Chapter 22.36; Off-Street Parking. Proposed
changes include modilying the regulations governing lhe storage of
vehicles and the parking of recreational vehicles {"RV's’) within a
minimum required front yard

The Draft regulations to be reviewed by the Planning Commission
incorparate changes resulting from the Commission’s previous public
hearing of February 27, 2007.

RECOMMENDATION

Ordinance amending Title 22, Chapter 36 of the Martinez Municipal Code regarding
front yard and recreational vehicle parking

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposed text amendments are categer ally exempt from the requirements of
CEQA under 15305 — Class 5; Minor Alteration in Land Use Limitations.

BACKGROUND

The Planning Commission last discussed this item on February 27, 2007. The
Commission did not take action on a recommendation at that time, and directed staff to:
a) provide additional background information and b) modify the draft regulations to
provide allowance for parking of RV's in front yards in cases where such parking would
not cause an aesthetic conflicl (e g unusually deep front yards and horse properties).
The regulations as currently proposed are illustrated in Attachment A, the full texi of the
propased zoning code amendment is provided as Attachment B The following
discussions are focused on the changes and added information since the February
meeting. The February 27, 2007, staff report and minutes are provided as Attachments
F and G for additional background
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Discussion

PART 1: ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION

e

‘1

v

CITIZEN COMPLAINTS AGAINST EX
requested additiona! background regard
of restricting the parking of RV's in front
the City's Code Enforcement Officer has

illustrate these 80+ examples which have lead citizens to complain  The Code
Enforcement officer has told these citizens that the City has no enforceable
restriction against parking of RV's in the front yards at this time These citizens have
subseguently contacted City Officials and attended Cily Council meetings,
requasting that the City considered an ordinance to restrict RV parking in front yards,
As a result, the Council has directed staff to prepare the draft now available for the
Commission's consideration,

AVAILABILITY OF SPACES AT REGION'S RV STORAGE FACILITIES: Staff has
surveyed availability and cost of RV storage facilities within the greater East bay
Area. A table of costs and availability 1s provided as Attachment D. For
approximately $100, spaces {average 30" depth) appear to be readily available
within an hour lravel time. For those wishing for storage sites closer lo Martinez
and/or for less than $100, space availability appears more limited

OTHER AGENCIEs rewuLaTIONo wur RV PARKhvw vy PRIVATE Piavy o ..
The Commission had asked staff to provide examples of how other nearby agencies
regulate the parking of RV's on private residential properties For the purposes of
comparisons the lerm “parking” means long term; short term parking (ranging from
24 to 72 hrs), is allowed by most all agencies The texl of other City’s regulations
are provided as Attachment E — an overview is provided below:

1. City of Brentwoed, prohibits RV parking anywhere within the front yard
(regardless of depth of minimum required front yard) and requires RV be
behind & fence if parked within side and rear yards

2. City of Concord, like Brentwood, prohibits RV parking in yards regardless of
minimum depth requirements Parking in rear yards is also prohibited {unless
in accessory structure), and parking in side yards need to be behind 6 fence.
Enforcement is strictly on a complaint basis, through a “public nuisance”
hearing process.

3. Cily of Orinda, does not prescribe which yards RV's may be parked in, only
requires that such vehicles be "adequately screensd from view" which is
defined as “substantially screened from view from the street or other property
by a closed garage, fence or landscaping so that the vehicle is not visible or is
barely visible. For vehicles over six feet high, at least seventy {(70) percent of
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the height shall be screened’

4 City of Pleasant Hill_Iike Orinda, does nol prescribe which yards RV’'s may be
parked But unlike Orinda, it does not have a screening requiremnent, and only
requires that RV's be parked on “paved surfaces' - noting that a minimum of
50% of front vard areas must be maintained as “Ylandscaping

5. Cily of Wainuf Creek only prohibits RV from being parked in the “required” front
and street-side side yards Fencing to screen RV s parked elsewhere on the
property is not required,

&  City of Dubiin revisited the RV parking issues in the mid 2000 s, and ultimately
adopled a complex set af regulations that generally permit RV parking in side
and rear yards (if behind 6 fence), and on a front yard parking pad between
driveway and nearest side property line, but will also allow RV parking
anywhere in ihe front yard subject to use permil approval

Neither Pleasant Hill's nor Dublin's approach would appear to respond to the
aesthetic complaint of “frant yard parking” the proposed regulations have been
drafted to address Ang given the relatively smal! “suburban” lot in Martinez, few RV
owners could meet Orinda's “screening standard,” so such an approach would
become an effective ban of RV parking an private property. Something similar to
Brentwood's and Concord' s approach appear to be the most workable if the City is
to adopl restriction against RV parking in front yards

» OTHER REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION BY THE COMMISSION: The
Commission had requesled data on numbers of registered recreational vehicles
within the City; our Police Department responded that such DMV data not avaitable
{o local agencies DMV gueries of that nature are generally limited to serious
criminal investigations

Staff has also confirmed that the "1980 Attorney General Opinion” referenced by a
speaker only addressed local agencies inability to impose restrictions on the parking
of RV's on public strests An agency's ability lo impaose restrictions on private
property was unaffected.

PART 2: OVERVIEW OF CHANGES TO DRAFT REGULATIONS SINCE
FEBRUARY 28 HEARING:

(TEXT OF PROPOSED ZOMING CODLC CHANGES, IN STRAEQF AND HIGHLIGHT FORMAT, PROVIDED AS ATTACHMENT B)
> ALLOWANCES FOR PARKING OF RV'S IN FRONT YARDS IN SPECIAL CASES:
Based on public input from the February 27, 2007, meeting, 2 exceptions to the

propased ban on long term (i.e. over 72 hours) parking of RV's in front yard have
been incorporated in to the draft:
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In the RR- Rural Residential Zoning Districts, the above restrictions do
not apply to the parking of vehicles used for the transportation of horses;
and

In any R- and RR- Residential Zoning District, parking of recreational
vehicles 50' ar more, behind the property line is permitted within the
front yard.

DELETION OF FENCING REQUIREMENT, EXCEPT FOR SIDE YARDS
ADJACENT TO STREETS:

Since the main purpose of the proposed regulations is to address the aesthetic
impact of RV's when viewed from the front yard and or public street, staff does not
believe it is necessary to mandate screening fences for RV's parked within rear and
(interior} side vards Such an approach is more lenient than Brentwood’'s or
Concord’s regulations which require fencing in all locations  Furthermare, the
current proposal is thus clearly different from Orinda's approach (which is trying to
screen RV's from all off-site view points), where the current draft is uniquely focused
on removing RV's from view in the front yards and street — not necessarily from
neighbor’s property

» ADDITIONAL REFINEMENTS IN REGULATIONS:

In further discussion with Code Enforcement staff, some additional regulations have
been incorparated into the draft since the February 27, 2007, meeting. Both of the
proposed clarifications should have little impact on the typical resident andfor RV
owner, but would help the City's Code Enforcement staff more efficiently address
two growing code compliance problems

. No RV may be occupied for living, sieeping or any other purposes while
parked per the limitations listed above; other than a visitors’ RV which
may be used for the guest’s accommodations for not more than one
week.

No Mobile Storage Container (such as P.0O.D.5.) shall be parked on any
property with a residential use for more than a 72-hour period. A Mabile
Storage Container may not be parked on a residential property for more
than 4 times In a calendar year. Long term use of Mobile Storage
Container for on-sile storage may be permitted within side and rear yards,
subject imitations prescribed in Section 22.12.265; Accessory Structures.

PART 3: DISCUSSION OVER GRANDFATHERING/AMORTIZATION OF
30+ LEGAL “FRONT YARD PARKING PERMITS” ISSUED
SINCE MID 1980°S:

While only a fraction of the RV's illustrated in the Code Enforcement Officer's photos
may have a legal permit issued from the mid 1980's though 2003 {when the City
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stopped issuing them), any new regulations would need o address whal
"grandfathered” right, if any, the City will extend to these permit holders {f the City is to
adopt such new regulations, Staff would not recommend thal old "parking pad” permits
be grandfathered indefinitely. As discussed at the previous meeling and above, the
continued presence of these RV's could undermine enforcement of the new law
Should the Commission wish to recommend that such new restriction on RV parking be
adopled, but wished to provide some flexibility for existing RV and/or parking pad permit
holders, it could recommend that the Cily Council consider a period of "amartization”
(such as a three or five year period), by which tme the right of the old “parking pad
permit” will expire

Alternalively, the "effeclive date” of any such ordinance could be deferred for all RV
owners (e g instead of the normal 30 day period, defer the effective date for 12
months}), allowing RV owners to make alternate arrangements (e.g. clearing out
garages, back yards and/or securing off-site storage area) before the new regulalions
would be enforced.

Any recommendation the Commission chaoses to make toward the adoplion of new
regulations should address both a) period of amortization for current permit holders and
b) any possible extensions to the normal “effective 30 days after adoption™ period for

new zoning regulations.
(Her wecups?) Tow 0% (1)

ATTACHMENTS

A. of allowable parkinga s

B. of exisling and pro regulations in "stri tredline” format
C. #hotos of RV's in rds

D ' costs and availa

Regulations from n
1 Brentwood

2 Concord
3 Orinda
4 Flea

o]

Fe ary 27, 2006 meeti
ff report far meeling ebruary 27, 2006 (withoul attachments)
rrespondence and paper articles
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Weekend Edition, April 28-29, 2007

n!l debate could go before
City Council as early as mid-May

Martinez residents,
could be banned from
parking RVs in front
of their homes

BY RICHARD PARKS
Staff Reporter

The recreational vehicles that
festonn the front yards of Mar-
tinez homes will sray put for at
least another litle while. The issue

of whether, where and to whal
extent RVs can park on residential
lots was not acted on al Tuesday
night's Planning Commission
meeting, s0 ho recommendalion
will be brought to City Council for
action until, at the very earliest,
the May |6 meeting.

"“We're trying to hash out what
areas we're going o allow people
to park their RVs 1n,” Code
Enforcement Officer Bill Dillard
said.

In the early 1980s, Marunez

adopted an ordinance lo make
parking RVs in front yards
approvable through an easy permil
process. Until that time it had been
unlawful. Recently, residents have
logged complaints against what
they sec as an aesthetically unsa-
vory practice, wilh RV owners
defending themselves and their
vehicles

“QOver the ycars there have
been more people conlacting the

See RVs/Page 16

Continued from Page |

Sumon said that, when it comes Lo Planning
Comnussion meeangs where the public has an
opportunfly Lo voice therr opinion in a open forum,
the RY owners come oul 10 force; the dissenters do
not make such a stron showing.

“The RV owners cnd Lo be more achive,” he

&
Despite that. swicler rules for RY owners would
{ he a maverick move for an East Bay municipal-
y. Simon said.

~Walnul Creek docsn't allow it Brentwood

oesn t allow 117 he said. "Orinda allows it but only

11 5235 Henreuta Stoan Martinesz
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N ANTIOCH:

Regulations proved

contentious as cornmittee

assemnbled in April

couldn’t find comprormise
By Simon Read

[IMES STAFF WHITER

Antioch city leaders will re-
view a coniroversial ardinance
tonight that prohbits homeowr.
ers from parking their boats and
RVs in lheir driveways and side-
yards.

In April, the City Council
formed a subcommittee com-
prised of counal members Brian
Kalinowskl, Reggie Moore and
eight members of the public to
y to iron out a compromise with
Antioch's boat and RY gwners.

The council will provide d1i-
rection ro code enforcement staff
based on the subcommittee’s
findings, though Moore said
things remain “up in the ar."

“[ think the issue wll be go-
ing back to council,” he said. “We
deliberated, we discussed the 1s-
sue, we discussed the pros and
cons We wanred tg reach a con-
sensus that both sides could live
with, hut chere was no agree-
ment ™

‘The RV ordinance is one facet
of lhe city's proactive Campagn
agaimnst neighborhood bhight,
though many have argued thal
recreational vehicles do not con-
stitute an eyesore. Boat and RV
awners have shown up at several
City Council meelings to assail
what they say is an encroach-
ment on the their property rights.

The first voices of discontent
were heard in carly January,
when the city senl out 31,000
maiters warning residents that
trailers, campers and boats
parked in front of homes vioiate
Antioch Municipal Code 3-
1201 (k).

The code slates thar “any
traler, camper, boat or other

TUESDAY. JUNE 195 2007
THE TIMES
S ek e

mobile equipment stored for an
unreasonable period of time in
any yard areas open to view
fram the street causing depreci-
ation of nearby property values”
1s a public nwsance.

Councilman Ame Swnonsen
said the council suhcommitiee
was able to reach a partial con-
sensus on the issue.

"I heard that consensus was
reached with allowing one
licensed RY, boat or trailer 1o be
parked on a driveway as long as
it does not encroach on the city
sasement,” he said. “Some of
the RV people want the number
intreased to two, and that's
where rhings fell ppart.”

Violating the ordinance
could result in a $100 fine if an
RV owner ignores an inuial
warmung from the city. If an RV
owner fails to work with the
city, fines eventually can reach
£1,000. The city, however, has
not issued any fines.

Simonsen satd he is nat op-
posed to recreational vehicles be-
ing parked in pubhc view as lang
as they're properly mamtained
and registered.

Boat owrner Michele Kusliis
helped organize opposition to the
urdinance

“Peaple are basing thewr opin-
jons on aesthetics,” she said.
“They Just dan't like the laok of
hoars and motor homes. [ think
a storage yard lined with boals
and RVs is an eyesore A boat
and an R¥Y m  not be the pret-
tiest thing lo Kk at, but when |
look at mune  think of all the
good times I've had with ldds and
friends "

Husiits said she expects about
500 boaf and RY owners to at-
tend tonight's meeling.

“I've met some wonderful peo-
ple.” she sad. “The support
we've had is cverwhelming.”
Siman Read covers Antioch
Reuch him at 925-779-7166
ar sreadr cetimes cam
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Concord gets strict on RV parking

s Mayor initiates order to enforce code as wrltten

By Helhie Applen
STAFF WRITER
Contra Costa Tuimes

Aot e ogoaono DA 20T U 1 M PDT

CONCORD -- Residents are ne longer allowed to park their recrealignal vehicles, boats and lrailers in their drveways for more than a day

As of June 1, Cancord lighlened its enforcament practice In the approximataly two-and-a-half weeks since the new policy took effect, the
cily has issued about 110 notices ta wolators, sad Callie Struggs the city's neighborhond services manager

"People dan't wart to pay for storage,” said Mayor Mark Petersan, "bul i's not fair 1o the rest of the peeple in 1he neighbarhood who don't
wanl Lo look at it”

Petarson inlialed the change afler he discovered Ihat the city's enfarcement practice differed trom city code

cily's ald practice allowed RVs. boats, trailers and the '|ke 10 sil un driveways so long as lhey weren good condiion, uninhabiled,
stered and nat blocking the sidewalk or the line of sight for vehucular traffic

“he cily only cted gwners of run-dawn vehicles or (hose Ihal wers blacking sighl nes afler they had recerved lwo complaints

The enforcement practice was adopted in 1294 by the City Council, Struggs said in response to residents’ somplaints that the code was too
slnct

The council's decis.ocn was based on the realization that some residerls’ side yards were {oo wmall or their backyards were inaccessible by
vehicle, city documents stated Alsa, thare was limited vehicle slorage space ta rant In the county

But Petarson, wha was unaware al the more lement gracica unlil he complained 1o the city about some boals and lraders, asked that the
policy ba raviewed. In March, the Neighbarhood & Community Services Comminiee directed the city manager to enforce the code as wrtlen

Thal means residents may only park therr RVs boats, trallers motor homes campers, camper shells and arplanes Jor 24 haurs befare and
afler a trip

Olherwise. the vehicle must be parked in a rear or side yard behund a 6-foot high, opaque (ence and a 5-foot setback from adjoining
properies V silors may park their vehicles in a driveway for ong week within a six-menth penod

Violalors will receive  "friendly” notice on thair door lo mave Lhe vehicle, Struggs said They have 45 days to comply or face a $100 citatian
and 5153 romnspecton fes

Vice Mayor Bill Shinn said he supports the change bul wishes the maller had been o-ought before the City Councit and mada more public

" support enforcemant of an crdinance, bul whal | doni suppo s tack of public rolfication  he said | parsznally hoped there would be full
nolficaban before we brought on full enforcement

Resident David Current said he 1s pleased the city has tghlenad the rules, as there are three molar Fomes along Fis streel that he would ke
to see moved

"Mayoe | am just a cranky old man, but shil, f you allow a neighborhcza 10 start guing downhil then 1t will continue and just gel worse,"
Current sad

Restdent Theresa Vandehey's son parks his boat and trailer in frant of her house and lakes umbrage with the new palicy She said her son
Jses the boat so much it wauld be a nuisance 19 keep It anywhere else

"I don't think It's fair because my sca uses (lhe boal) every few days,” she said

dent and boat owner Dan Hibbard said he is not surprised al the new palicy, and understands that reighbors might be concerned about
erty values His boat sits covered in frand of his home and he hopes iLis less noticeable because iLis hidden behind some Irees.

hiin 2 une onntrieaceaiimeg caminori letfartnlafhtond tFraamantefment articla tenlarbiclaldA=A TRATL VL cival AAIMIAN7T
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Antioch to put RV ordinance to public vote

By Simon Read
COMTRA COSTA TIMES
Contra Costa Timas

Arl cle Launched 85/20/2007 11 56 04 AM POT
Anlinch leadsars decided lats Tuasday to put @ controversial RV parking ordinance La a public vole, saying the matter has became too divisive
and too big far them to render a decigion on their own

Tempers Rared and emolions ran high at Tuesday might's dty counal meeting as more than 200 people -~ the vas| majorily bewng boal and
RV owners -- crammed the counci chambers to weigh in on the proposed ordinance

*| do believe on mosLissues, the Councit — who are your elected officials -- should render a decision,” Mayor Donald Freitas said, bt thie
issue 19 divisive. We need lo have more discussion and debale in the caommunily "

The issue at hand is whether homeowners should be allowed to park thair boats and moter homes in their drnivewaye and sidevards, or be
required to put them in storege  The question 15 one facel of tha city's praactive campaign against neighborheod blight, Ihough many have
argued thet recrerbional vehicles do nol constilute eyesoras

Councilman Brian Kalinawski, at the baginning of the meeling, was the first 1o suggest tha matler be putlo a public for a vate Kalinawekl
was one ol wo Council memhbers -- ihe olher being Reggie Moore — to serve on a subcommittee to \ry and iron oul a compramise wilh
Anlioch's boal and RV owrers

A public vote on lhe 1ssue Ikety won't come until nexi year

Close Window Send Ta Printer

hitp://www.contracostatimes.com/portlet/article/html/fragments/print article.isp?articleld=6186718&sitel.. 6/20/2007
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“| lurk 1F's kind of tucked back.” Hibbard eald, "but | could tear down the fence and pul it on the side of 1ha house.”

Kellie Applen covers Concord and Clayton Reach her at 525-841-8196 or kapplen@cclimes com

Closa Window Send To Printer
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Times Political Edilor

‘Gangland-style’
politics in Antioch

NTIOCH FOLKS in pur-

suit of life, liberty and
— —the right to park their
motorhomes and boals in their
driveways hit a senaus speed

leading up to Tuesday night's
vole.

To start, opponents pho-
tographed Lhe houses of sev-
eral City Council members and
posted them on a Web site, nat-
ing what they considered code
violations, including cracks in
the sidewalks

And the Bay Area

: s WRUILIGY YR e W e o= -

E)Uu];cfhc scrutiny comes with the bei € on the e rr|'1r:ru ,t,t”',_ﬂut,as
What really

Davis said, wer

ployed that inv

women in favor

nance serving «

ad-hac BY com

council appointed eight resi- B Lty L s eeagy T
dents to the panel — four in fa- 0 Its fate could top the Eaﬁn
vor of the restriction, four ap- "3 ?ﬂ;ﬁ;‘ﬂm in politically
pased — along wih cmliigayor Dona.lcll Freitas pre-
C ilmen Reggie Moare and

zonncmen _Ig_g:i N dicts an unprecedented cam-

lanation is mis- their homes knowing they

ered Anderson.  could park thewr camping

—_— irailers and boats culside
their doors

But she agrees with Freitas

on one thing: There's gonna be
a hig fight thai could make re-
cent Annoch ballot bartles over
Roddy Ranch and a 250-unit
apartment complex look like a
friendly campfire marshmallow
roast
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July - Oclobar 2007

RV PARKING IN FRONT YARDS

for storage of RV

vehicles in the

side and rear

yards, where Lhe

vehicle will be

less visible from

the street. [n

tact, Martinez

prohibited  the

parking of RV’s

in  front yards

until the early

[980°s.  Since

lhen, the laws were changed to provide greater accommodation {0
RV owners. Now, as the numbers and sizes of RV's have grawn,
many residents have recently complained to the City Council that
new rules should be considered.

I'he Planning Commission has been reviewing possible changes
w0 the regulations to find a balance that would prohibit the larger
RV’s bul allow smaller models such as boat trailers and other
~car size” items to remain  The latest draft regulations will be
discussed at a community workshop scheduled for Thursday,
July 19", at 7:00 p.m. in the City Hall Council Chambers at
515 Henrietta Street. Please contact Laura Austin of the Com-
munity and Economic Development Department via cmail at
laustin@cityofmartinez.org, or by phone at (925) 372-35135, to
ceceive a draft of the regulations and further meeting notices.
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Martinez residents taking sides in heated RV debate

] City lrying to find «
compromise belwee
RV ovwners and
ncighbors

BY RICHARD PARKS
StaH Reporter o

In the laest o o series o
allempls (0 Slike @ COMmMPTCL e
belween those who want pour
restriclions on recceanonal weicdle
parking and those whe do net the
City widl hold a wommuty worh-
shop on the contraversial topu Hus
Thursday Should tu twao warring
facuons hind o middle ground, the
Ciry will be onc siep claa o
rewising 2 BV ortbimance Liat Jat s
back o the Reagan c1a

The cucrent munmcipal omdi-
nance, passed 1o ihe caly 1980,
allows RV ovwaess 1o park thewr
vehicles vo Weir own pLoperny
through o sunple permit process
However, neighbors living wistun
close proximry 1w an BY awner's
propercy can block the permit As i
resull, heie is hittle consisicacy o
REY parking regulation thiovghaut
the City There are even in.ins-
tencies within e hounds of a
given peighborhond-for example
lhe number of RYs parked un lront
yards can vary greatly lroen hlok
w block Sull e aun oo e
recenl complaints andicate rest-
dents like Lo have say-so In the
lock of their whole neighborhuod.
not only ther own bleck

Many whe secure the permuals
uncergmoniously deposit then Ry-
i their fiont yards, witt e
intention ol moving the overwized
lawn decorations agam i re.ent
years unhappy ncighbors have
been conlacting thelr represonia-

Sec RV parking/T vy 2

tives 0 Oy government Lo cumplain about 1his
rendenicy, which they say blights their neighbor-
| eads However, at Ciy meelings mosily pro-RV
woiwees have been heard during public comment
Due 1o 1he contiaversial natore of the ordinance,
ctlarts 1o puss anything mto law-(rom as far back
oy M have fallen Nat
Using tplormal discussions amongst Flan-
wire stall s a springboard, the City rafied an
wrdinat e jn February modeled on si ilar ordi-
nuniees 10 elfect in Brentwood, Concord and Wal-
nat Creek  Thosc cilies, setling lhe tone for
vi he Eust Bay municipahibes. essentally do

1ot awl v rrwdenis (o park RWs o therr front

yaltis
A o mecting the drall was attacked by o
number 1 RY owners whose voices far over-

hadowed those ol the dissenters Alter a Plan-
mng Commissint. mecting 1 April that focused
o Lhe a-sue produced similar results 1the Cily
Jue ced to fold the diverse opinions of the cum-
drafl process. Arguments lrom all
spdes were noted at thar me and staff went
bk {0 the drawing boird

Cizy ofticiais have said they hope 10 reach 2
comprom.se i an ordinaace that can he applied
ity wile Another, concomuant goal 15 10 chm-
e what 15 seen as a [luwed permil process

The C ny 1s agam asking the public to wengh
1 on the 1ssue on Thursday might Ideally, the
mecling will produce a compromise 1hat wil be
considered by ke Planning Commission ia
August before going (o the City Counctl for cun-
sideraton ol an ordinance in Seplember

The RY Parkang Community Workshop lakes
plece at 7 pm oo Thursday ac Cuty Hall, located
@t 52> Hemiella Sc in Margncz *

muniLs Lo



City of Martinez

=26 Honrnella Streer. Martingz CA 94553-2394

Jub 1§ 2007

RV PARKING WORKSHOP ANNOUNCEMENT

The City of Martinez has been reviewing possible regulations.
The curreni draft tries to find a balance; where the parking of
larger RV’s would be prohibited in the front yards, but smaller
RV’s such as boat trailers and other “car size” items, could
remain. The latest draft regulations will be discussed at a
workshop scheduled for July 19, 2007, 7:00 pm at the City Hall
Council Chambers, 525 Henrietta Street.

On: Thursday, July 19, 2007, 7:00pm

At:  City Hall, Council Chambers
525 Henrietta Street
Martinez, CA 94553
(925) 372-3515
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Laura Austin

From: gene barrett [genorafts@yahoa com] JuL 18 7007
Sent:  Thursday, July 19, 2007 8:32 AM
To: Laura Austin

nARMALTY neY GEET
Subject: RV Parking Regulations L

Laura Austin,

As a 40 vear resident of Martinez and owner of RV's since the mid 1970's, [ am appalicd at the
continued attach on our rights to use OUR property. Your new Definitions are subjeclive at best. Itis
clear that an individual or a small group having nothing betler to do has brou  pressure on the City of
Martinez to restrict the pursuit of recreation for those of us that have better lh s to do than iry to tell
our neighbors how to live their lives.

A number of years ago 1 had such a neighbor who ¢

time 1o do some fact finding. He documented that t

DECREASED the average speed of traffic on our st

every-ones attention that our street was being used

cnforcement steps to control speed  The high volume of traffic and the specds combined allowed the
blocking off of the strect in the middle to restrict the flow to lhe residents and friends

I still park my 34 foot RV on Lhe sireet when needed, and helieve that all RV owners have the right to do
50.

Your new “definitions” are restrictive and should nol be implemented.  1f you would like some
reasonable guidance for an organization that has dealt with this all over the country, please contact the
GOOD SAM CLUB. The have lots of experience fir

Again, there is a better way 1o deal with the issues. Do the research and ask for help from Good Sam
will create a better outcome for All Martinez residents.

John & Gail Barrent
2259 Spring Lake Drive
Martinez

925 687-3420

Moody friends. Drama queens. Your lifc? Nope! - their lilc, your story.
Play_Sins Storics al_Yanoa! (rames,

7/19/2007
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Laura Austin

From: Carcle Rupf [eloracB@sbecglobal net]

Sent:  Thursday, July 19, 2007 9:06 AM JuL 18 2007
Ta: Laura Austin

Subject: RV Parking

I had hoped to attend tonight's meeting regarding the RV parking rules; howgever, [ am unable to do
so [ hope that the Planning Commisston will not rely solely on those who attend the meeting for
guidance since the majority of attendees will be people opposed to any RV parking rules

[ am a life-long resident of Martinez ... I believe the city nceds strong regulations prohibiting Lhe parking
of RV's, large boats, campers, etc. on streets and in yards where they are visible. Not only are they
unsightly, bul they arc hazardous.

Since [ can't attend the meeting, I am hoping you can convey my "vote" to the Planning Commussion.
Thank you.

Carole Rupf
1405 Stonecreek Courl
Martinez.

7/19/2007
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MARTINEZ RV PARKING ORDINANCE (CITIZEN VE

Mobile Storage Container

offsite
Storage/ Parking of Mobile Storage Containers

Mobule slorage contaners may onl  be parked or stored on a residential property for 72
hours, and such parking or storagc 12y not repeal more than four times in a ycar. Long
term storage of mobile storage containers {on on-site slorage 15 possible but must be
located 1n side and rear yards with limitations and requirerncnls of Municipal Code
Section 22 12 265 applying At no time can they be placed in the right of way.

The [ocus of the recrcational vehicle parking and storage ordinance is to ehminate
unsightly property condirtons caused by large unscreened recreational vehicles, while
prescrve property rights of recreational vehicle owners and balancing concemns of the
general public concerning blight, safety and health 1ssucs related o lhe parkuing or
storage of recreational vehicles on residential properties. This ordinance applics to
residential zoning districts as defined under the Martinez Zoning Code (R and RR
Districts)

Recreational Vehicles Definad

For the pumases relerence in this ordinance, a recreational vehicle includes a
motorhome: a cab-  er camper on or off of a truck; travel tratlers; off the road vehicles
such as “dir bikes,” all termain vehicles and simlar conveyances, boats und other
vessels as defined by the Califomia Vehicle Code, trailers designed or used for the

dered parl of the trailer for the purpose of
measuring its height.

Storage/ Parking Pad Required for R7V storage

A. When a rccreation vehicle is stored or parked on residenual property as allowed
under this ordinance it must be on a prepared parking pad compnsed of permeable or
semi- permeable matenal, concrete ar asphalt. It shall be large enough to accommodate

the length and width of lhe recreational vehicles to be parked and to provide adequate
100m for persons to walk past them on at least onc side,

C. Pads may be located in cither side yard (as defined by the zomng code} or the

garage



22 36 091

22.36.083

D Recreational Vehicles crossing the sidewalk 10 enter a designated parking or storage
area without o curb cut, must assure the sidewalk edge is protected by use of portable
ramps constructed of wood or metal and be of sufficient size and strength to assure
damage (o the sidewalk is prevented. Ramps are (o be remouved immediately after the
recreational vehicle parks to assure safety of other motorists on the sireet.

TFronl Yard Parking/ Storage Not Permitted

At no lime can any recreational vehicle be parked or stored in the front lot of a property,

chapter.
Recrearional Vehicle Sizes and Storage Location Designations

A. Except for incidental parking in a 72 hot
height must park or be stored in 2 side yard !
in the residential zoning district regulations
and gate musl be present (0 screen such vehis
set-back Line. as defined in the zoning regulations

B. Recreation Vehicles less than scven feet in height may park in side yards or in the
prolongation of the side yards into the front or rear yard, providing the vehicle docs not
protrude 1nto the right of way and is at least five [eet from the rear property line

C. Anv recreational vehicle may park in a rear yard bul must maintain fence! gute
screening, pad requirements of this ordinance and a [ive foot cleurance from the rear
property hne. Entry into a rear yard [rom a street on COMET Jots musi be over a properly
prepared surfacc and in no ¢asc over bare soil or loose material that can track into the
right of way

0. Where a slored recreational vehicle in a side or rear yard prolrudes above the
fencing, lrees and/ or shrubs should be planted for screening at the properly line and
lattice on top of the fence is permussible as an additional screen exiension, upon
agreement with the affected neighbor

screening uf the recreational vehicle.

F If adding latticework lo a fence or gale the total height of the combined lattice and
cing shall not exceed eight fect in heighl. This supersedes ather fence requirements
the Martinez Municipal Code and applies only to residential recreational vehicle

storage sites A building perimst is required for fences with latlices that exceed six feet

in height, measured from grade.
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22.30 097

G. Parking of recreational vehicles on corner lots creates additional concerns for traffic
visibility and safely, and requires:
1 Fences and shrubs adjacent to the driveway or path to the parking pad in the
front setback arca may not exceed 3 Y- feet in height
2 Trees may be present in the fronl yaid, provided foliage thercon does not block
the view of traffic for recreational vehicles exitng the property or traflic passing

by.
Safcty and Aesthetic Requirements

A No recreation vehicle parkedf stored on a residential property or streel may be
occupied for living or sleeping on a permanent basis. However, visiting friends and
family may make usc of a motorhome or house trailer for sleeping for a temporary
period nat to exceed one week, provided all noise, health and salety regulations are
adhered Lo and the recreation vehicle is not on the strect

B. Recrcational vehicles and tarps used to cover recreational vehicles musi be
maintained in good condition and not become an eyesore or contnbute to property
blight or a public nuisance

Grandfathering Exemplion

A. Nothing in this ordinance shall prevent the continuance of a legal non-conforming
use.

1 In this context, legal non-conforming use means any property (hat has
maintained lawful recreational vehicle parking/ storage prior to any municipal
code passage which restricts or prohibits such related parking or storage om
residcntial property; or

2 The exemption applies to property that has maintained lawful recreational
vehicle parking while in an unincorporated section of the county, which was
subsequently annexed by Martinez.

3. Lawfu! use rcfers to any property use, including maintenance of a concretc or
other type of prepared parking arca that was not in violation of the applicable
jurisdiction’s regulations at the time the use started

B. Although Lhe mere presence of a recreational vehicle stored or parked on residential
property 1s not prima fascia evidence of blight, upon three or more complaints from
different houschalds within the same block that the storage of a particular recreational
vehicle which 1s classified as legal non-conforming is a blight, the City Council may
review the matter and make a detemunation as to a violation. Upon a majority decision
that a blighted condition is present. the city may take appropriatc action to remove the
blight.

C. If city enforcement rclales to possibly cancelling a legal non-conforming use as a
blighted condition is caused by the rccreational vehicle parking, the City Council is
legally required to erther:



1. Provide reasonable compensalion to the property owner for “taking” of the
grandfathered propery use; or

2. Provide a minimum of 5 years grace period to bring the property use into
compliance with current codes; or,

3. Provide a combination of #1 and #2 above

D. Where there are special nceds relating to a disability of a property owner, of any
unusual hardship or circumstances ol anyone having recreation vehicle parking or
storage, an exemption to any portion of this ordinance may be provided by the City
Manager.

E Where a disaster is declared or is imminent, as determined by any reasonable or
prudent person, enforcement of this ordinance 1s suspended to provide an opportunity
for residents to utilize recreational vehicles for temporary housing and disaster relief.

F. This ordinance will go into affect 1-year after its adoption 10 provide adequate time
far residents to comply without enforcement
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Corey Simon

From: Thomas Caoleman [tntd @earthlink net|
Sent:  Thursday, July 18, 2007 3:01 PM

Ta: Carey Simon

Subject: RV Ordinance Waorkshop

Hello Corey: this email is about lhe ongoing issue of the sa callad RV Qrdinanca YWe recently received a notice in the mail
announcing a workshop lo discuss a drafl that currently finds a balance essentially allowing boals, trailers and any car size RY, or
anylhing else to be in tha sirest or in the front vard of any home in Martinez.

Sorry, this is nat gaod policy, rather a recipe for the creation of an impossible job laid in the 1ap of some poor sole, Thal is, if the city
would enforce any policy at all We really doubt the serious inlentians of the ity in thls matter The nolice essentially edilorialized in
such a way 1o say "we've watered this down now, so come and bless I11° The notice doesmt give a persons name lo contact with
questions. The city’s website doesn't ist this "workshop” on any of It's finks and we have not seen ona natica In Ihe newspaper. And,
of course we are aut of tawn until the weekend, unable to attend the workshop.

Our city needs to get sericus about those who use the strest and fronl yards in public view ta slore their derelict venicles and trash
and all those "oh so cherished RV's" that never gel used or even moved Make enforcement easy, ban all junk, lrailers, Rv's

and garbaga cans from public view

This is the simplest, quickesl way lo make a real difference in the face of this town. Remember, the people wha cry aboul storage
costs far thair RV are either cheap skates or they shouldn't have the RV in the first place. Please do lhe nght thing!

Tom and Temi Coleman, 4200 Canyen Way Tam's call is §25-998-8165, if you havae any guestions.

7/19/2007
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Corey Simon

From: Alberl Lopez

Sent;  Tuesday, July 24, 2007 10 06 AM
To: Carey Simen

Subject: FW RV Ordinance/workshop

Add to offical racard of RV cade changes  ihx

Fram: Janet Kennedy

Sent: Monday, July 23, 2007 8:30 PM
To: Thomas Coleman

Cc: Don Elubaugh; Albert Lopez
Subject: RE: RY Ordinance/workshop

Dear Mr and Mrs. Coleman,

Thank yau for your e mail | am forwarding it ta city staff so it will become part of the record relaled to the proposed RV ardinance
There 15 guile & balance needed betwesn what 15 legally enforceable and what can be done  Many communities, Anlinch and
Concord ta name bwo, are struggling with (his loo Il everyone |ust laok care of ther property we wouldn'l have lo wormy about this,
but unfortunately that's not the case

I'm sure there will be mere than one discussion about lhis  In the meantima, | will forward on your message.
Thartks again far taking the time to write and have a greal summer

Janel Kennedy

From: Themas Coleman [mailto:tnt4@earthlink. net)
Saent: Thu 2/19/2007 2:38 PM

Ta: Janet Kennedy

Subject: RV Ordinance/workshop

Hello Vice Mayor Kennedy; this email is about the ongoing 1ssuc of lhe so called RV Ordinance We recently received a notice in the
matl annowncing a "workshop 1o discuss a dralt that currently finds 2 balance allowing boats tralers and any car size RV, ar anything
else o be in the streel gr m the front yard of any home in Martinez *

Sorry, hus 1s not good policy, ralher a recipe for lhe creation of an impossible jab laid in the lap of some pocr sale That s, If the cily
would enforce any policy at all We really doubt the serious intentions of the city in this matter The notice essentially editorislized in
such & way lu say "we've watered {this down naw, so come and blass t!” The nalice doesn't give 2 persons name ta contact with
gueshons The city's website doesn't lisl this “workshop” on any of il's Inks and we have not seen oneg natice In the newspaper And,
of course we are out of lown unlil the weekend Lnable to atzend the workshap

Chur cily needs o gel senous aboul thase who use the street and front yards in public view lo store their derel.ct vehicles and trash
2nd all those "6h so cherishea RV's" that never get used or even moved Make enforcement easy, ban all junk trailers, Rv's

and garbage cans lrom public view

This I1s tha simplest, quickest way to make a real difference in the face of this town Remember, the people who cry about siorage
costs for thew RV are either cheap skales or they shouldn't have the RV in the firat place Please da the right thing!

Tom and Terri Coleman, 4200 Canyon Way Tom's cell 1s 925-99B-8165 if you have any questions

724207
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WEDNESDAY AUGUST 8 2007

A MediaNews Group Newspaper

FEditorials

RV, boat restrictions

EW LOCAL ISSUES have attracted more protest
than recent attempts by some East Bay cities to
enforce parking restrictions on RVs and boats on
trailers. Controversy over RV and boat parking
became so intense in Antioch that City Council
members decided to place the issue on the February ballot.

Similar conflicts arose in Concord when that city tried
to strictly enforce itg 1980 ordinance on RV parking. Resi-
dents of other cities alse have expressed concerns about
vehicle parking and the rights of homecwners.

Many of the cities in which controversy has arisen have
had RV and beat parking ordinances on the hooks for
many years. However, with a prowing number of RV and
boat owners living in homes with smaller yards, there has
been a growing concern about safety, traffic and aesthetics
issues regarding RVs and boats that are parked in neigh-
borhoods. Many homeowners associations have strict re-
strictions or outright bans on parking RVs and boats. Own-
ers are required to park them in off-site lots.

When home buyers are aware of such restrictions in ad-
vance, there generally is no uproar. Problems arise when
pecple who have parked their vehicles in one place for
years are now being told to move them.

What is needed to resolve the issue is some commeon
courtesy and commeon sense. RVs and boats that are left on
the street can be safety hazards and take up parking space.
Ordinances that forbid onstreet parking of RVs and boats
are reasonable and do not infringe on property rights.

Restrictions on RVs and boats in driveways and yards
are another matter. Huge RVs in driveways can be a hazard
if they block views of the street or stick out beyond the ,
curb. That is less of an issue for boats and RVs in yards, un-
less they are blocking neighbors’ views. Then there is the
maiter of aesthetics, always a controversial and cloudy sub-
ject, but one that is dealt with by many cities’ ordinances.

Both sides of the issue have reasonable concerns that
need to be resolved by compromise and public input.

Perhaps the best way to proceed is te do what Antioch
is doing and put the issue on the ballot so the voters can
decide what regulations, if any, they want on RV and boat
parking restrictions.



August 28, 2007 AUG §1 2007
SUBJ: RV PARKING ORDINANCE
Dear Marlinez Planning Commission Members

[ have been in touch with Corey Sinion regarding the proposed RV parking ordinance for the
City of Martinez. Unfortunately, when vou had other meetings, 1 was out of town and will again
be out of town on Scptember 10 He advised that I send each of you a letter outlining my
CONCEIMS

[ have no personal objections to your proposal other than the length requircment [ feel that if
your backyard accommodates the length of your RV, there should be no objections IFf there is a
concern regarding viewing the RV (rom a neighbor’s vard, the RV owner could be required to
screen il with something appropriate such as latticework, trees, stc I think a common-sense
appreach, to the best interests of all concerned would be welcome:l

Pomnts to consider:

I Whal is the justification on limitation of length of RV? As long as it is in an cnclosed
area, behind the face of the house??? *

?  Some homeowners have gone 1o considerable expense, not only in thetr investment in the
RV, but in buying a home with a lot that allows room for RV parking (refer to any real
eslute ad), as well as contracting 1o have a concrete pad poured, fencing & landscape
screening. (All in good faith, based on past stipulations) Should Lhis ordinance be
grandfathered in or will all these homeowners suddenly be hit with the unplanned
expense of paying storage fees amd a conerele pad that 1s useless???

3, For those who feel an RV owner should be able to afford to pay for storage, they nmught
also consider that another large expense for the RY owner 1s taxes already paid for the
purchase of the RV in the State of California

4. Itis very inconvenicnt 1o storc RV's as well as very expensive [fan RV is stored on Lhe
homeowner’s property, when prepaning for a trip, lhe RV does not have 1o be parked in
the street as it does when RV's are taken [rom & returned to storage each time

>, Many people purchase homes in an area free of HOA’s because they do not wish to live
under Lhese types of resirictions.

6. All lots are not the same. Off-scl from the streel is very different in many areas and
sthdivisions

7. How does this ordinance affect residences m Muir Oaks, Alhambra Vailcy and simslar
areas”?

* “One size fits all” is very difficult in plunning an RV parking ordinance, For example,
consider the [aclor of size of lols, depths of lots, how houses are situated on lots, etc Lel’s saya
house (as many are today) is built on a nartow, deep lot, the house covering much of the depth of
the lot Why couldn’t the RY extend that same depth? Are those constdering this proposal
aware that RV lengths could casily be 40 feet?

Thank you for your time and consideration. I will look forward lo the outcome of your meetings.

Sincerely, Linda Smith 1704 Teakwood Drive Martinez, CA
richlinda. smithi@mindspnng.com




NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

The Martinez Planning Commission will h
Public Hearing to discuss the following a

LOCATION: City-Wide jS'Ep ~5 20

APPLICANT: City of Martinez

DESCRIPTION: Public hearing to review proposed zoning text
Municipal Code Chapter 22 36; Off-Street Parking. changes
include placing limitations on the parking of recreational  icles within
the minimum required front yard of residential lots. proposed

maximum lengths of RV’s to be permitted hasbeenadju ~ as per the July
19, 2007, Community Workshop The Planning Commi  on will make its
recomumendations to the City Council, which er the possible
amendments at a future date to be announced.

ENVIRONMENTAL This proposed zoning text amendment is categori exempt from the
REVIEW: rements of CEQA (Class terations

Fhrs 25 gt rn Cody Lymai-s 07

The Public Hearing will be held during the follow1  meetin

go By Side o thome.
Anyon

abou
a letter addressed to (he Planning Commission e above address,

If you need further information, the application may be reviewed at the Community Development
Department at City Hall, which is open from 8:00 2 m. to 12 noon and from 1:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.

PLEASE REVIEW IMPORTANT INFORMATION PRINTED
ON THE REVERSE OF THIS FORM.

Datc Notice Mailed: August 31, 2007



9/5/07
To: The Planning Commission

Hello, this is related to the ongoing RV storage issue. | am an RV owner, but please read on.
You see, | believe that we all have a respansibility to our neighbors to help keep our city looking
it's best. | can provide you with 100 pictures of RV's in our city that are currently detracting from
the neighborhoods you find them in. My RV is in a side yard, behind a fence, virtually unnoticed
from the street.

| have been unable to attend the meetings on this issue to date, but | must say | am alarmed at
what | was told by Cory Simon last week. He essentially said that due to the fact that these
meetings were averwhelmingly attended by the group that prefers unfettered storage of their
RV's, that the new policy would carry their concerns forward. This is alarming to me. if the city
staff and council cannat find the courage to draft an ordinance that is meaningful, then what are
you there for?

The draft policy that | received in the mail last week was useless as a basis for enforcement.
That is if the desire is to improve the face of our neighborhoods. All that will happen if the policy
Is passed as is, will be a constant shell game of move the RV into and out of the street if and
when a city inspector cites the offender. Second, the draft ordinance shows an allowable side
yard area that will most certainly cause a surge of concrete to replace landscaped yards. Think
about it.

You need to go look around the city. You will find that many of these units are in disrepair, used
for secondary housing, block safe viewing distances for traffic, negatively effect property values
and are otherwise a nuisance. Don't forget that you can store the largest RV at a facility in
Martinez for less than $100 per month!

l implore you to put more effort into creating a policy that means something. | am tired of
explaining to my friends from out of town how my city has "so much potential”.

In closing, | may not be at the meeting next week because | am a firefighter and will probably be
out on an "out of county fire". Please don't take my absence as an indication of my lack of
concem.

| would appreciate your not announcing my name in public as | feel that some of the individuals
on the other side are less than honorable. Thank you for your time.

Tom Coleman
228-8026

P.S - imagine the abstruction that an RV in the front yard presents to a first on scene
emergancy crew - such as a fire crew.



Cily of Martinez Planning Commission
525 Henrietta Street -
Martinez, Ca 94553 SEP - § 2007

Seplember 4, 2007
Commission Memobers,

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments regarding off-street parking, the
RV Ordinance. | attended the Community Workshap on July 19 regarding the proposed
changes, and was very intimidated by the attitudes of many of the residents who don't
want any limitations at all on where they can park their RVs. A few people spoke out in
favor of those limitations, and as an audience member | heard many negative and un-
palite comments whispered by some of lhe RV folks sitting around me. The
overwhelming majorily of the attendees were RV owners, and very vocal ones, and |
myself was afraid to speak up after hearing some of these disparaging remarks.

| have lived in Martinez for the past 13 years, and | am not an RV owner. | am very
disappointed lo see lhat as a result of that meeting, changes have been made in lhe
proposed ordinance to allow even larger RVs to be parked in driveways and side yards
I very strongly object to this. The increase in the maximum length of RVs permitted from
30" to 35’ was done apparently to appease many of the RV owners. Many of the
owners who spoke mentioned the measures they take to make their RVs "blend in with
the landscape”. There is no way possible that one can make such a huge structure
blend with any landscape. At the permitted height of 12', they are already 6' over a
fence, and in no way resemble a tree or shrub, or look natural in anyway; thay are large
metal structures on wheels and are an eyesore. In additian, | notice on the new
updated graphic that the parking pad in example #1 has been changed from small RV
(car sized) to small RV {not o exceed 22’ length). There is a significant difference
between “car sized” and 22 feet. How in the world did this change come about? Has
this proposal been written by the RV owners? There is not much in it that protects the
rest of us from having to look at these eyesores if our neighbars choose have one.

I realize that traveling in an RV is a way of life for many people, but that is a choice that
they make. These are ‘recreational’ vehicles, not 'necessary’ vehicles, and it doesn't
seem right that their leisure becomes an imposition on those of us who would rather not
have to look at them parked in our neighborhocds. Storage sheds or other oul-buildings
are required to be within one’s yard and not be and imposition or eyesore to neighbars, |
den’t understand why RVs are permitted in a residential area at all. We hall have our
relaxation activities, and are responsible for storing or maintaining our own without
everyone else having to look al them, even if that means paying a storage fee to do so.

| consider that a small price to pay in relation to the high price of buying and maintaining
an RV.

In talking with one of the Community Development employees after lhe meeting, | was
told that this issue will be decided like American Idol, the most popular side wins. This is
very disheartening to me, and is the reason that | am now writing my first letter
expressing my viewpeint on a local issue. | am concerned that there has not been
enough done by the City to make most of lhe public aware that this process is even
going on, and after reading the history of the proposed new ordinance on the City

[ 17—



websile, it seems that much of it was carved with input mastly from the RV owners. We
are all busy with our families and jobs, and many things escape us. However, the last
thing that | want to see in my neighborhood is more blight, and | think that this relaxed
ordinance will allow that to happen. Once passed, we will all have to live with it for many
years to come and | feel that there should ba a more balanced public input.

Please recansider this present ordinance, and protect our neighborhoods and property
values by keeping the larger vehicles out of our neighborhoods and in designated
parking facililies. | would like to see the elimination of any RV parking in the front of a
property, and much stricter size limitations on those stared behind a fence in a side yard
(22' vehicles or smaller). Any vehicle larger than 22' should be stored in a separate
storage facility, so that the rest of us can enjoy our yards, sidewalks and streets.

Sincerely,
P

0L SECRE
Lori Sarti
248 Augustine Dr.
Martinez, CA 94553
(925) 3724188

cc. City Coucil Members



Thursday, September 6, 2007

MEETING PREVIEW

Public
hearing on
R.V.
ordinance
scheduled

X The latest in a
series devoted to the
controversial subject

BY ANGELA J. BASS
Staft Reporter

Although recreational vehi-
vles are often associated with
good times, many of the City's RV
overs are having anything but
when it comes w deciding whers
they can and cannot store Lheir
vehicles, resulling 1n quite a few
urnhappy campers.

The Planning Cornmussion is
holding anather public hearing to
discuss huw to modify its RV ordi-
nance next week. Opponenls of
the proposed ordiance—whoe at
present seem to hold the upper
hand in the intensifying debale—
have said Lhe law would be wo-
restrictive and vielate their rights
to storc whalever they wish oa
their own properties.

One Section, 12 Pages

Propereuts of stricter regula-
tions would like City staff and the
Commission to consider what
other cities, such as Walnut Creek,
Brentwood and Concord, are
doing to encourage neighborhood
preservalion and beautification
efforts. Initial plans prohibited Lhe
parking of RVs in front or on the
side of homes, excepl when in
immediate use, but complaints
from some residents against this
recommendation caused the City
to reconsider.

During a Planning Commis-

See RV./Page 2

Continued from Page 1

sion meeting in February, propo-
nents of stricter RV parking regu-
lations were outnumbered two 10
wen, At a subsequent meeting in
April, proponents were again oul-
numbered, which prompted the
Commission Lo ask staff to per-
form more community outreach
on the issue and encourage both
sides lo seek a compromise. The
Cily inally managed to attract a
more balanced crowd, with both
proponents and apponents having
their say on the matter, at a work-
shop hosled by the Commission
i1 the City Council Chamber on
July 19,

The issue is however far from
resolved, AL the next Planning
Commussion meeting, scheduled
for Tuesday, Sept. 1§ at 7 p.m.,
City slaff will present some of the
suggestions made by community
members to the Comunission.

Further considerations will
be given to the substantial num-
ber of citizen complaints received
by various council members in
regards to the RV ordinance aver
the last several months, with a
goal of deciding how the RV
parking ordinance can be amend-
ed 1o the satisfaction of all those
concermned.

Information from Septem-
ber's meeling will again be pre-
sented to the Planning Commis-
sion in October,

The Planning Commission
meenng 1akes place on Tuesday,
Sept. iI, at 7 p.m. The Commis-
ston mects in Council chambers
at City Hall, located ar 525 Hen-
rietta St in Martinez,.



File Photo
R.V. LAW: The City is consid-

ering an ordinance regarding
recreational vehicle parking.
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