
From: Jaime de la Vega, General Manager
Department of Transportation

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

Date: March 27, 2013

To: The Honorable City Council
cia City Clerk, Room 395, City Hall
Attention: Honorable Bill Rosendahl, Chair, Transportation Committee

Subject: EXPANSION OF PREFERENTIAL PA ING DISTRICT NO. 70 IN THE
HOllYWOOD HEIGHTS AREA OF lOS ANGELES (C.F. 97-1804 AND
00-1506)

SUMMARY

This report recommends the expansion of Preferential Parking District (PPD) No. 70
within the Hollywood Heights area of Council District 4.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. FIND that the expansion of PPD No. 70, pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code
(LAMC) Section 80.58.d, is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) as a Class 1, Categorical Exemption (Article III, Section 1.a.3 of the
2002 Los Angeles City CEQA Guidelines).

2. ADOPT the accompanying RESOLUTION amending the boundaries of PPD No.
70, pursuant to Section 8.12 of the Council's April 16, 1996 "Rules and
Procedures for Preferential Parking Districts", to include the residential area set
forth below:

• Camrose Drive between Highland Avenue and Hillcrest Drive (existing
boundary of PPD No. 70);

• High Tower Drive from the deadend north of Camrose Drive to the deadend
south of Camrose Drive;

• Woodland Way from the deadend north of Camrose Drive to Camrose Drive;
• ·Glencoe Way from Cam rose Drive to the deadend south of Camrose Drive;
• Rockledge Road from Camrose Drive to the deadend north of Cam rose Drive
• Paramount Drive from Camrose Drive to the deadend south of Camrose

Drive;
• Yeager Place between High Tower Drive and La Presa Drive;
• La Presa Drive between Yeager Place and Camrose Drive;
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• Broadview Terrace from the terminus southwest of the intersection of
Broadview Terrace and Yeager Place to the northwest terminus northeast of
the intersection of Broadview Terrace and Alta Loma Terrace; and

• Alta Lorna Terrace between Broadview Terrace and Highland Avenue.

3. AUTHORIZE all of the following parking restrictions for use in any of the
residential streets in PPD No. 70, except where it is not permitted for safety
reasons:

a) "2 HOUR PARKING 8AM TO 6PM, DAILY; NO PARKING 6PM TO BAM,
NIGHTLY; VEHICLES WITH DISTRICT NO. 70 PERMITS EXEMPT"

b) 2-HOUR PARKING B AM TO 6 PM MONDAY THRU FRIDAY; VEHICLES
WITH DISTRICT NO. 70 PERMITS EXEMPT

c) 2-HOUR PARKING 8 AM TO 6 PM; VEHICLES WITH DISTRICT NO. 70
PERMITS EXEMPT

d) 2-HOUR PARKING B AM TO 6 PM MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY; NO
PARKING 6 PM TO 8 AM; VEHICLES WITH DISTRICT NO. 70 PERMITS
EXEMPT.

4. INSTRUCT the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) to initiate
the necessary procedures for the preparation and sale of parking permits to
residents within the new boundaries of PPD No. 70, as described in
Recommendation No.2 above, and as specified in Section 80.58 of the L.A.M.C.
and that PPD No. 70 be administered pursuant to the "Rules and Procedures for
Preferential Parking Districts" as adopted by the City Council,

5. DIRECT the LADOT to require a written authorization from the Los Angeles Fire
Department and Los Angeles Police Department prior to replacing any existing ,
"NO PARKING ANYTIME" or "TOW AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME" signs,
installed within Preferential Parking District No. 70 due to the narrowness of the
street or other public safety reasons, with preferential parking restrictions.

6. DIRECT LADOT to post or remove signs on the residential portions of Cam rose
Drive between Rockledge and Road Paramount Drive and Yeager Place
between High Tower Drive and La Presa Drive with signs with the following
restriction: "2 HOUR PARKING 8AM - 6PM; NO PARKING 6PM - 8AM;
VEHICLES WITH DISTRICT NO. 70 PERMITS EXEMPT" upon adoption of the
resolution expanding PPD No. 70, except where stopping or parking is currently
prohibited at all times in the interest of traffic flow or safety, upon Council action
expanding PPD No. 70.

7. DIRECT LADOTto prepare a "Notice of Exemption" reflecting the Council's
action under Recommendation No.1 and file such notice with the City and
County Clerks.
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DISCUSSION

The Preferential Parking Program is set forth in Section 80.58 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code. It provides for the establishment or expansion of a Preferential Parking
District (PPD) by Resolution of the City Council, upon recommendation by the LADOT,
and authorizes the Department to promulgate rules and procedures to implement the
City's Preferential Parking Program, which must be approved by the City Council.
Establishment or expansion of a PPD is initiated by a request from a representative of
the affected neighborhood group or by the area's Councilmember. However, the area
must meet the criteria set forth in the "Rules and Procedures for Preferential Parking
Districts" (PPD Rules) adopted by the City Council before establishment or expansion
may be allowed.

Section 8.12 of the "Rules and Procedures for Preferential Parking Districts" approved
by the City Council on April 16, 1996, allows the LADOT to recommend revisions to a
preferential parking district's boundaries provided the following conditions are met:

1. Submittal and verification of petitions requesting such action signed by the
residents living in at least two-thirds of the dwelling units comprising not less than
50 percent of the developed frontage on a minimum of four blocks.

2. Determination by the Department that at least 75 percent of the legal on-street
parking spaces are occupied on a minimum of two blocks.

3. Determination by the Department that at least 25 percent of the legal on-street
parking spaces are occupied by vehicles registered to non-residents on a
minimum of four blocks within the proposed district.

4. A public hearing has been conducted for the purpose of receiving comments on
the preliminary findings and recommendations of the Department.

Residents of the area designated as a PPD may purchase special parking permits.
Vehicles bearing such permits are exempt from the preferential parking restrictions
posted within the district for which the permit was issued. The exemption only applies
to the preferential parking regulations on those signs, not to regulations of a general
nature that may have been installed for traffic movement or street cleaning purposes.

PPD No. 70 was established by Council Resolution on January 14,1998 (C.F. 97-
1804), expanded by Council Resolution on August 8,2000 (C.F.00-1506). (See
attached map). At this time, 11 of the approximately 20 blocks that make up PPD No.
70 are posted with the following Preferential Parking Restriction "No Parking 6 pm to 8
am nightly; 2 Hour Parking 8 am to 6 pm daily; Vehicles with District no. 70 permits
exempted" which was authorized for use on August 8,2000.
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APPLICATION

The LADOT received a letter from the Hollywood Heights Association dated July 10,
2007 requesting the expansion of PPD No. 70 for the area south of the Hollywood Bowl
and west of Highland Avenue in the Hollywood Heights neighborhood to address
intrusive parking from the businesses and tourists in Hollywood and the Hollywood
Bowl. The situation is complicated by the narrowness of the streets and the dearth of
parking in the neighborhood. The spillover is worse during Hollywood Bowl events, but
occurs dally and nightly by non-resident vehicles, resulting in the residents inability to
find parking within their own community. No permanent or temporary solution is
available other than Preferential Parking. There were two alternatives available to the
residents: 1) the expansion of PPD No. 70 or 2) the establishment of a new district. The
former would allow better parking utilization for the new area.

A block is defined as a street segment between two intersecting streets. Prior to the
public hearing four blocks submitted petitions representing more than 67 percent of
household units on both sides of the street and covering more than 50 percent of the
developed frontage on each block:

• Yeager Place between High Tower Drive and La Presa Drive;
• Camrose Drive between La Presa Drive and Paramount Drive;
• Camrose Drive between Rockledge Road and High Tower Drive; and
• Camrose Drive between High Tower Drive and La Presa Drive.

Subsequent to the analysis and verification of the submitted petitions, the Department
identified a proposed expansion area for PPD No. 70 to include the residential streets
listed below:

• Camrose Drive between Highland Avenue and Hillcrest Drive (existing boundary
of PPD No. 70);

• High Tower Drive from the deadend north of Cam rose Drive to the deadend
south of Camrose Drive;

• Woodland Way from the deadend north of Cam rose Drive to Camrose Drive;
• Glencoe Way from Cam rose Drive to the deadend south of Camrose Drive;
• Rockledge Road from Camrose Drive to the deadend north of Camrose Drive
• Paramount Drive from Cam rose Drive to the deadend south of Camrose Drive;
• Yeager Place between High Tower Drive and La Presa Drive;
• La Presa Drive between Castilian Drive (the boundary of Temporary PPD 66)

and Camrose Drive;
• Broadview Terrace from the terminus southwest of the intersection of Broadview

Terrace and Yeager Place to the northwest terminus northeast of the intersection
of Broadview Terrace and Alta Loma Terrace; and

• Alta Loma Terrace between Broadview Terrace and Highland Avenue.

Although the District will include a park and commercial establishments within its
boundaries, preferential parking restrictions would only be posted on residential blocks
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and only residents of the designated area would be able to purchase permits that would
exempt them from the proposed preferential parking restrictions.

PARKING ANALYSIS

As part of the expansion of a PPD, two streets are required to demonstrate significant
intrusive parking impact. When the parking impact study was conducted between the
hours of 5 PM and 11 PM on August 20,2011 for this district, 7 streets showed
significant impact by non-residents. Consequently, the expansion process qualified for
advancement to the public hearing level for further discussion. It should be noted that
the study time was based on the applicant's estimate of when the neighborhood parking
intrusion problem was the most severe. It was conducted on an evening when the
Hollywood Bowl had a scheduled event. The following seven blocks satisfied the
parking study criteria:

• High Tower Drive between Los Altos Place and Yeager Place;
• High Tower Drive between Yeager Place and Cam rose Drive;
• Yeager Place between High Tower Drive and La Presa Drive;
• Camrose Drive between High Tower Drive and La Presa Drive;
• Camrose Drive between Woodland Way to Rockledge Road;
• Camrose Drive between Rockledge Road and High Tower Drive; and
• Rockledge Road between Los Altos Place and Camrose Drive.

When determining the percentage of vehicles from outside the area that impacted the
parking availability for residents within the proposed PPD, vehicles registered to
residents within the same zip code, and on a street with the same name as any of the
street names within the four blocks of the petitioned area were considered "resident"
vehicles. Vehicles registered on a street name more than four blocks away from the
petitioned core area, or out of the same zip code were considered as "non-resident"
vehicles.

PUBLIC HEARING

The Public Hearing concerning the expansion of Preferential Parking District No. 70 was
conducted from 6 p.m. to 8 p.m. on Tuesday, May 22, 2012, at the Hollywood
Community Center, Multi-Purpose Room located at 6501 Fountain Avenue, Los
Angeles. Ray Lau, Transportation Engineer for the Department of Transportation,
served as the Hearing Officer and prepared a report of the events and concerns
expressed by the public at the hearing. (A copy of Mr. Lau's report is attached.)

Approximately 55 people attended the hearing, and each were given an agenda for the
meeting, a copy of the preliminary report with boundary map, an information packet
about preferential parking, a card to indicate a desire to speak at the meeting, and an
opinion card to vote for or against expansion of the District. Mr. Lau opened the
meeting and discussed the rules and procedures for the hearing. He explained that any
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individual who wanted to speak needed to fill-out and hand the completed Speaker Card
to one of the three Parking Permits Division representatives before the comment period
concluded.

Tamara Martin and Yadi Hashemi presented general information regarding the
Preferential Parking Program, including the fees for purchase of permits and information
regarding the history of the expansion including the steps completed and the final
necessary steps before the district can be expanded.

They also answered general questions about the Preferential Parking Program, and
specific questions about the proposed expansion of District No. 70, including why the
area was recommended for expansion from the beginning of the process. The floor was
then opened to comments from the public. This portion of the hearing was recorded and
28 persons submitted cards requesting to speak. Nine persons spoke against the
expansion of the district and 13 persons spoke in support of the preferential parking
district's expansion. Two persons submitted duplicate cards, one individual requested
that his card be withdrawn, and one person left before being called.

At the end of the hearing, 45 ballot cards were turned in indicating preference FOR or
AGAINST expansion of the PPD and restrictions desired, if any. Where multiple
persons submitted cards from a residence, the votes were combined and a single vote
was counted from the residence. As a result, 23 residences indicated support for the
expansion of the PPD, and 13 residences submitted cards against expansion.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

During the 30-day period following the public hearing, LADOT received a total of 35
pieces of correspondence (letters, faxes and e-mails) from Los Angeles residents
concerned about the expansion of the proposed district. There were 12 general
comments without a vote. Thirty-four emails were against the expansion (twelve of
which came from La Presa Drive north of the intersection with Yeager Place and the
existing PPD Nos. 66 and 70), and 19 emails were in support of the proposed
expansion of the PPD No. 70. Six ernails were received after the comment period had
closed. Many of the residents in support of or opposition to the expansion attended the
hearing and had also submitted ballots in favor and/or made positive comments. The
majority of the people who opposed the expansion did not attend the hearing.

Many of the residents who live within existing PPD Nos. 66 and 70 submitted comments
in opposition to the expansion of the District not wanting the Heights to be included in
the same district. However, the bulk of the negative comments had to do with including
La Presa Drive between Castilian Drive and Yeager Place in the expansion as it has
adequate off street parking and has no commuter or tourist/visitor parking issues.
LADOT has determined that by eliminating La Presa Drive between Castilian Drive and
Yeager Place from the expansion, but retaining the remaining boundaries of the
expansion area, aUthe streets impacted will be included. Moreover, despite opposition
to the expansion from the streets south of Cam rose Drive, LADOT recommends
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including the streets in the boundaries of the expansion area so as not to orphan these
streets from parking resources.

PROPOSED PARKING REGULATIONS

The residents of the proposed expansion area petitioned for a "NO PARKING 6 PM TO
8 AM NIGHTLY; 2-HOUR PARKING 8 AM TO 6PM, DAILY; VEHICLES WITH
DISTRICT NO. 70 EXEMPT' restriction; which is one of four restrictions currently
authorized for existing PPD No. 70. It should be noted that it is City Council policy not
to authorize resident-only parking on streets adjacent to commercial establishments
because of the short-term parking needs of businesses. Generally, one or two-hour
parking is provided on such streets with an exemption for residents with permits. The
selected restriction will allow for daytime use of the streets by visitors to the area while
preserving the residential parking when most needed by the residents.

After the public hearing, LADOT received additional petitions from Rockledge Road
between Camrose Drive and Alta Loma Terrace (a walkstreet). An on-site investigation
of the street revealed the posted signs had been altered with tape over the arrows. The
street is very narrow and has a hairpin turn. A check with the district engineering office
revealed that when the signs were posted as a part of routine maintenance, the signs
were intended to prohibit parking along both sides of the street. There were areas
which were only about 12 feet wide when vehicles were parked along either side of the
street. In 1990, the LADOT was informed by the Los Angeles Fire Department that
Under the City's General Plan (effective January 16, 1979), that a minimum of 28 feet
was required to allow for the passage of an emergency vehicle and allow for parking,
restricted to one side of the street only. This was to guarantee a minimum 20-foot clear
roadway for emergency vehicles. While there was no change required to existing non-
conforming parking, new requests were to be denied. Based, therefore, on the site
investigation, the testimony of the residents at the hearing indicating two homes have
burned to the ground because fire trucks cannot reach the destination when vehicles
are parked on the street as well as the information that the posted signs were intended
to prohibit parking on both sides of Rockledge, this specific street cannot be posted
unless the LAFD authorizes posting of signs allowing parking.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Staff in the City's Department of Transportation, Parking Permit Division, has
conducted an analysis and investigation of the proposed permit parking district and has
concluded that, under the State CEOA guidelines, the changes are subject to a Class I
Categorical Exemption under § 15301 of the State CEOA Guidelines because changes
in parking restrictions for this district are operational and will not expand the existing use
of the streets or change parking demand. Furthermore, displacement of other vehicles
is expected to be minimal.

The LADOT staff also determined that the exceptions to the categorical exemption for
cumulative impact, significant effect, scenic highway, hazardous waste site or historical
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resource do not apply to this district. (See 2002 City CEQA Guidelines, Article III, 1.a.3.)

The initial report was made available for review at the Will & Ariel Durant Library, 7140
Sunset Boulevard, Hollywood, CA 90046, (323) 876-2741. The review and comment
period ended on June 21,2012.

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The sale of preferential parking permits within the expanded area of PPD No. 70 will
cover the cost of implementation and administration of the expanded PPD. Additional
revenue for the General Fund is expected from the issuance of citations.

CONCLUSION

Based upon field investigations, analysis of the public hearing comments, written
submittals, and input from the residents, the Department has determined that on-street
parking in this residential area is adversely affected by non-resident parkers. Despite
some opposition from residents of the existing PPD and La Presa Drive between
Yeager Place and Castilian Drive, those residents either have parking available or other
options that can address the parking impact caused by the surrounding businesses.
While it was close, the majority of residents within the affected streets were in favor of
the expansion. Therefore, the Department recommends PPD No. 70 be expanded to
include the residential streets set forth in Recommendation No.2, above.

PPD No. 70 would still be subject to all other terms and conditions of the original
Resolution including the authorization to use any of the approved PPD No. 70 parking
restrictions on residential frontage within the proposed expansion.

The expansion of PPD No. 70 is in agreement with the provisions of Section B.12 of the
Council-approved "Rules and Procedures for Preferential Parking Districts". The
residents of the proposed district are being adversely affected by non-resident on-street
parking demand and are therefore entitled to relief from conditions associated with this
problem.

The expansion of PPD No. 70 will allow the residents a better opportunity to park near
their homes while controlling the intrusion by non-residents. Indirect benefits to the
residential area will be a reduction of noise and litter. The newly enlarged PPD No. 70
will be enforced by the existing LADOT Traffic Officers assigned to the area.

Attachments:
Resolution
PPD No. 70 Expansion Maps
Hearing Officer's Report (wi Public Comments)

S:IPref ParkinglPPD ExpansionlPPD 70lPPD 70expan report 3-2013



RESOLUTION

EXPANSION OF PREFERENTIAL PARKING DISTRICT NO. 70 IN THE HOllYWOOD
HEIGHTS AREA OF lOS ANGELES

WHEREAS, the establishment and expansion of Preferential Parking Districts are
effective tools in restricting excessive numbers of nonresident vehicles from parking in
residential neighborhoods; and

WHEREAS, the City Council established Preferential Parking District (PPD) No.
70 on January 14,1998 (C.F. 97-1804) and expanded it on August 8,2000 (C.F. 00-
1506); and

WHEREAS, the residents within Hollywood Heights Area south of the Hollywood
Bowl are bearing the brunt of the increased parking demand from the Hollywood Bowl,
and tourists to the nearby businesses near the PPD; which is adversely impacting the
residents ability to park in near their homes; and

WHEREAS, the los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) has made
the determination that the petitions represent residents living in more than two-thirds of
the dwelling units comprising not less than 50 percent of the developed frontage on
more than four blocks; and

WHEREAS, LADOT has conducted parking studies which indicate that seven
blocks in the proposed expansion area have a parking occupancy of more than 75
percent of the available legal parking spaces, with more than 25 percent of the available
legal parking spaces being occupied by vehicles registered to non-resident of the these
areas, this meeting and exceeding the criteria set forth in Section B.12 of the "Rules and
Procedures for Preferential Parking Districts," and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on Tuesday, May 22,2012, at the
Hollywood Community Center, 6501 Fountain Avenue, los Angeles, CA 90028, which
was attended by interested residents and business people from the area, and the Public
Hearing Report was completed on March 1, 2013, detailing the events of said hearing;
and

WHEREAS, the LADOT has determined that the signatures submitted represent
at least two thirds of the dwelling units on residential portions of the following blocks;
which is sufficient to warrant the installation of the requested preferential parking
restrictions signs upon Council approval of this resolution:

• Camrose Drive between Rockledge Road and Paramount Drive (3 blocks), and
• Yeager Place between High Tower Drive and La Presa Drive (1 block).

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Clty Council, pursuant to LAMC
Section 80.58.d, hereby amends the boundaries of PPD No. 70 to include the



• Cam rose Drive between Rockledge Road and Paramount Drive (3 blocks), and
• Yeager Place between High Tower Drive and La Presa Drive (1 block); and

residential portions of: Cam rose Drive between Highland Avenue and Hillcrest Drive
(existing boundary of PPD No. 70); High Tower Drive from the deadend north of
Camrose Drive to the deadend south of Camrose Drive; Woodland Way from the
deadend north of Cam rose Drive to Cam rose Drive; Glencoe Way from Cam rose Drive
to the deadend south of Camrose Drive; Rockledge Road from Camrose Drive to the
deadend north of Cam rose Drive; Paramount Drive from Cam rose Drive to the deadend
south of Cam rose Drive; Yeager Place between High Tower Drive and La Presa Drive;
La Presa Drive between Yeager Place and Cam rose Drive; Broadview Terrace from the
terminus southwest of the intersection of Broadview Terrace and Yeager Place to the
northwest terminus northeast of the intersection of Broadview Terrace and Alta Lorna
Terrace; and Alta Lorna Terrace between Broadview Terrace and Highland Avenue; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that upon approval of the expansion of PPD No.
70 through the adoption of this Resolution, the Los Angeles Department of
Transportation be authorized to post, or remove any of the authorized restrictions on
any residential street within PPD No. 70, except where stopping or parking is currently
prohibited at all times in the interest of traffic flow or safety, upon receipt and verification
of the requisite petition(s) as provided in for in the "Rules and Procedures for
Preferential Parking Districts"; and

BE IT FUTHER RESOLVED, that upon approval of the expansion of PPD No. 70
through the adoption of this Resolution, the LADOT be authorized to post, or remove "2
HOUR PARKING 8AM - 6PM; NO PARKING 6PM - 8AM; VEHICLES WITH DISTRICT
NO. 70 PERMITS EXEMPT" signs on residential portions of the following streets without
further action by the City Council.

BE IT FUTHER RESOLVED, that upon approval of the expansion of PPD No. 70
through the adoption of this Resolution, the LADOT file a Notice of Exemption with the
City and County Clerks reflecting the Council's action.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that all other terms and conditions of the
resolutions dated January 14, 1998 (C.F. 97-1804) and August 8,2000 (C.F.00-1506)
establishing and expanding PPD No. 70 remain unchanged.
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CITY OF lOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

RECOMMENDATION OF HEARING OFFICER
PROPOSED EXPANSION OF PREFERENTIAL PARKING DISTRICT NO. 70

HOllYWOOD HEIGHTS AREA

Council District No.4

Department of Transportation District: Hollywood Wilshire

Date: March 15, 2013

From: ~ ....

___- ..". e de la Vega, General Manager
epartment of Transportation

/V/''U"6yr::au,Transportation Engineer
eter Planning Division

To:

Request From: Area Residents

Subject Request Expansion of Preferential Parking District No. 70 to the Hollywood
Heights Area.

REQUEST AND RECOMMENDATION

The Hollywood Heights Neighborhood Association submitted a letter to Los Angeles
Department of Transportation (LADOT) dated July 10, 2007 stating community
meetings revealed support to expand PPD 70 to include the following streets in the
Hollywood Heights area Camrose Drive, High Tower Drive, Rockledge Drive, Woodland
Way, La Presa Drive, Alta Lorna Terrace, Broadview Terrace, Paramount Drive and
Glencoe Way.
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Hearing Officer's Recommendations

Expand: Existing PPD No. 70 to include the residential portions of:
Cam rose Drive between Highland Avenue and Hillcrest Drive (existing
boundary of PPD No. 70);
High Tower Drive from the deadend north of Cam rose Drive to the deadend
south of Cam rose Drive;
Woodland Way from the deadend north of Cam rose Drive to Camrose Drive;
Glencoe Way from Cam rose Drive to the deadend south of Cam rose Drive;
Rockledge Drive from Cam rose Drive to the deadend north of Cam rose Drive
Paramount Drive from Cam rose Drive to the deadend south of Camrose
Drive;
Yeager Place between High Tower Drive and La Presa Drive;
La Presa Drive between Yeager Place and Camrose Drive; and
Broadview Terrace from the terminus southwest of the intersection of
Broadview Terrace and Yeager Place to the northwest terminus northeast of
the intersection of Broadview Terrace and Alta Loma Terrace; and
Alta Loma Terrace between Broadview Terrace and Highland Avenue.

Approve: The posting of any of the existing restrictions on any street in PPD No. 70 or
the expansion area above, except where such posting is not currently allowed
for health, safety or welfare reasons.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING

The Public Hearing concerning the expansion of Preferential Parking District No. 70 for
the Hollywood Heights Area was conducted on May 22, 2012 at the Hollywood
Community Center, 6501 Fountain Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90028. All attendees
received copies of the: meeting agenda, Preliminary Report, speaker and voting cards.
The proceedings were audio-taped.

The hearing was called to order by Tamara Martin, Management Analyst II of the
Parking Permits Division. As the Hearing Officer, I, Ray Lau, Meter Planning Division,
Transportation Engineer, followed the introduction with explanation of the rules and
procedures for the hearing. Next, Yadi Hashemi, Acting Senior Transportation Engineer
Parking Permits Division, introduced the Department staff, discussed the enabling
ordinance and historical background for preferential parking. Ms. Martin discussed the
traffic surveys and petitioning efforts that qualified the proposed expansion of
Preferential Parking District No. 70, the procedures for the expansion of an existing
Preferential Parking District, the permit fee structure, types and limitations on permit
issuance, study procedures and related matters.

Fifty-five individuals signed the attendance sheet for the hearing. Mr. Hashemi and Ms.
Martin answered general questions about the Preferential Parking Program, and
specific questions about the proposed expansion of District No. 70.
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Then the floor was opened to comments from the public. Twenty-eight speaker cards
were submitted (see Appendix "8"). There were many general comments regarding the
Hollywood Bowl. Two individuals submitted duplicate cards, one individual requested
that his card be withdrawn, and one person left before being called. Of the balance of
the speakers, 13 individuals spoke in support of the preferential parking district; 9
individuals spoke against the establishment of the district, and two people spoke but did
not indicate a clear preference.

At the end of the meeting, 45 cards were turned in indicating preference FOR or
AGAINST establishment of the District and restrictions requested, if any. Where
multiple residents from a residence submitted cards, only one vote was counted. A total
of 23 residences indicated that they supported the District, 13 residences submitted
votes opposing the District. One card was received in the mail after the public comment
period closed.

During the hearing, many people commented that there was a shortage of parking in
their neighborhood, due to high population density of the residential units with the
extremely limited parking options available. Those on several of the streets opposed to
permit parking opposed the requested expansion of the district indicating that allowing
permit parking on Camrose Drive, which is the main artery bisecting this neighborhood,
would cut off any adequate street parking for those streets connecting with it. There
were additional concerns stated by those living on the walk streets stating that they
would lack any access to permit parking.

During the 30-day public comment period following the public hearing, LADOT received
74 letters and e-rnails, from Los Angeles residents with comments concerning the
expansion of Preferential Parking District No. 70. Again, after eliminating address
duplications, total of 19 of the correspondences were in support of the expansion of
Preferential Parking District No. 70, 30 were against the proposed expansion, and 12
did not specify a preference.

HEARING OFFICER'S COMMENTS

The Preferential Parking Program is set forth in Section 80.58 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code. It provides for the establishment of Preferential Parking District by
Resolution of the City Council, upon recommendation by the Department of
Transportation, and authorizes the Department to establish parking regulations for a
preferential parking district. Under the City Council's Rules and Procedures for
Preferential Parking Districts, the Department of Transportation may recommend
preferential parking district's boundaries be revised by an amendment to the resolution
that established the District:

• Upon receipt and verification of a petition signed by the residents of two-thirds of
the dwelling units comprising not less than fifty percent of the developed frontage
on a minimum of four blocks; and
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• When it is determined that more than 75 percent of the legal on-street parking
spaces on a minimum of two blocks are occupied by resident and non-resident
vehicles; and

• More than 25 percent of the legal on-street parking spaces are occupied by non-
resident motor vehicles on a minimum of four blocks within the proposed district;
and

• After conducting a public hearing for the purpose of receiving comments on the
preliminary findings and recommendations of the Department.

Residents of the area designated as a Preferential Parking District may purchase
special parking permits for use by the residents and their guests. Vehicles bearing such
permits are exempted from the preferential parking restrictions posted within the district
for which the permit was issued. The exemption applies only to the preferential parking
regulations on those signs, not to regulations of a general nature that may have been
installed for traffic movement, traffic safety, or street cleaning purposes.

Residents of the following four blocks submitted qualifying petitions to the Department
of Transportation requesting the expansion of the boundaries of Preferential Parking
District No. 70:

1. Cam rose Drive between Paramount Drive and La Presa Drive
2. Camrose Drive between La Presa Drive and High Tower Drive
3. Cam rose Drive between High Tower Drive and Rockledge Road
4. Yeager Place between La Presa Drive and High Tower Road

The petitions received represent more than 67 percent of household units on both sides
of the street and cover more than 50 percent of the developed frontage of four blocks of
the residential neighborhood. A block is defined as a street segment between two
street intersections, or between an intersection and a dead-end, or where the "hundred
block" of the house numbers changes for long street segments.

On Saturday, August 20,2011 between the hours of 5 PM and 11 PM, a parking study
was conducted; with the results of the study showing that the streets in this area were
impacted by non-residents, and warranting the process to proceed forward to the public
hearing. To satisfy the criteria of the parking study, at least two blocks should have at
least 75 percent of the legal parking spaces occupied, and at least 25 percent of the
legal parking spaces occupied by vehicles registered to non-residents in at least four
blocks. The address of the vehicle's registered owner, determined through the
Department of Motor Vehicles, was used as the criterion for determining residents or
non-residents status. The license plate surveys were conducted on a weekend evening
during a Hollywood Bowl event, based on input from the applicants when the parking
problem in the neighborhood was most severe, as well as the hours that preferential
parking restrictions were requested on the submitted petitions.

For the purpose of determining the percentages of vehicles from outside the area that
were impacting the parking availability of residents within the proposed Preferential
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Parking District, vehicles registered to residents within four blocks of the petitioned area
were considered "resident" vehicles. Vehicles registered more than four blocks away
from the petitioned core area, and outside of the existing boundaries of Preferential
Parking District No. 70 were considered as "non-resident" vehicles. On the map
showing the "maximum allowable boundaries" of proposed Preferential Parking District
No. 70, vehicles registered to residents within two blocks of the boundaries were
considered as "resident" vehicles.

The following 7 blocks had both a minimum of 75 percent of the parking spaces
occupied and a minimum of 25 percent of the parked vehicles on those blocks
registered to non-residents:

• High Tower Drive between los Altos Place and Yeager Place;
• High Tower Drive between Yeager Place and Cam rose Drive;
• Yeager Place between High Tower Drive and la Presa Drive;
• Camrose Drive between High Tower Drive and la Presa Drive;
• Cam rose Drive between Woodland Way to Rockledge Road;
• Camrose Drive between Rockledge Road and High Tower Drive; and
• Rockledge Road between los Altos Place and Cam rose Drive.

The results of the field check and the parking impact studies confirmed that the parking
problems experienced by the petitioning residents occur during the weeknight hours.
Residents on blocks that lack sufficient off-street parking, find it very difficult to find
parking for themselves and their guests. They suggested that the number of permits
issued be limited to less than the allocated amount in order to improve the available
parking spaces.

The residents of the proposed district have petitioned in writing for the installation of the
following preferential parking restrictions; which are the parking restrictions that have
been authorized for use in Preferential Parking District No. 70:

1. 2-HOUR PARKING 8 AM TO 6 PM MONDAY THRU FRIDAY; VEHICLES WITH
DISTRICT NO. 70 PERMITS EXEMPT

2. 2-HOUR PARKING 8 AM TO 6 PM; VEHICLES WITH DISTRICT NO. 70
PERMITS EXEMPT

3. 2-HOUR PARKING 8 AM TO 6 PM MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY; NO
PARKING 6 PM TO 8 AM; VEHICLES WITH DISTRICT NO. 70 PERMITS
EXEMPT.

4. 2 HOUR PARKING 8 AM TO 6 PM DAilY; NO PARKING 6 PM TO 8 AM
NIGHTLY; VEHICLES WITH DISTRICT NO. 70 PERMITS EXEMPT.

The Department received letters and testimony from the residents in the surrounding
area expressing their support or opposition to preferential parking being instituted on
this neighborhood. Individuals who support preferential parking cite the following:

• Lack of sufficient parking in the area due to overcrowding.
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• A need for a weekend parking prohibition.
• Non-resident motorists are "Tweeting" about free parking being available in the

neighborhood. The information is even available through Lonely Planet, a travel
information site.

• Motorists parking in an unsafe manner and location.
• Damage to residents' vehicles and property by inebriated Hollywood Bowl visitors.
• Parking taken away by tourists to the Hollywood area, the Farmer's Market and

visitors to the Hollywood Bowl.
• It is unsafe when women walk from Hollywood and Highland at night to get home.
• The area needs to include the walk streets in the district and allow for parking by

those residents for the Preferential Parking program to be successful

Individuals who opposed the proposed preferential parking district cite the following:

• Preferential parking district is not the solution in this area.
• La Presa Drive does not need to be included.
• There are too many cars and residents for the number of street parking spaces that

are available.
• Many residents do not use their garages for parking.
• Permits are too expensive and permit parking is inconvenient, and residents should

not have to buy permits to park on a public street.
• Cam rose Drive should not be allowed to be posted as a preferential parking area

because posting it would take parking away from the adjacent streets which utilize it
for guest parking and which have minimal parking.

• The problem is caused by the Hollywood Bowl and it should be forced to address the
problem rather than to have the residents pay for parking.

• Temporary PPD 66 should be maintained as a separate district because the nature
of the residences and problems are different despite the fact that the restriction is
the same.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Staff in LADOT's Parking Permit Division reviewed this boundary amendment for
PPD No. 70 and concluded that under the State CEQA guidelines the changes are
subject to a Class I Categorical Exemption under § 15301 of the State CEQA
Guidelines because changes in parking restrictions for this district are operational and
will not expand the existing use of the streets or change parking demand. Further,
displacement of other vehicles is expected to be minimal.

The LADOT staff also determined that the exceptions to the categorical exemption for
cumulative impact, significant effect, scenic highway, hazardous waste site or historical
resource do not apply to this district. See 2002 City CEQA Guidelines, Article III, 1.a.3.

The initial report was made available for review at the Will & Ariel Durant Library, 7140
Sunset Boulevard, Hollywood, CA 90046, (323) 876-2741. The review period ended on
June 21, 2012.



PREFERENTIAL PARKING DISTRICT NO. 70
COUNCILOISTRICT NO.4
Hollywood Enforcement

Recommendation of HE.ng Officer 7 March 15, 2013

Appendix "A"

\

LEGEND:

........... PPD 70 Existing Boundary

_.... PPD 70 Proposed E.xpansion

~ No Parking e prn to a am nightly;
2 Hour Parking B am to 6 pm dally;
Vetlldes wftIl District no. 70 permits exempted.

N

A



Recommendation of Hl .. ~ngOfficer 8 March 15, 2013

Appendix "8"

Comments received during the Public Hearing for the Proposed Expansion of
Preferential Parking District No. 70 in the Hollywood Height Area of Los Angeles,
on May 22, 2012, at Hollywood Community Room

GENERAL COMMENTS:

1. Pat Walker, 7033 La Presa Drive. Had her questions answered.

2. Joyce Dyrector, 6877 Iris Circle. Lives in Whitley Heights, which is the
neighborhood just east of Hollywood Heights and we are a PPD, #99. When it
first went into effect, it was great. The street was empty and until you included
an apartment house on the corner of Cahuenga and then the street became
impossible. My problem is with enforcement. You have to call and they never
come up, don't show up or show up hours later and there are workers that don't
know what they are doing. She's spoken to them and waited to watch them.
Sometimes, they [the officers] will look at a pass that was printed out and think it
is a permit and that the individual can park there if they put the pass on their
dashboards. DOT needs better training for the people it sends out. They don't
check to see that they [permits] are not expired or that they are bogus. It is
ridiculous. You can see that someone made a copy from someone else's and
put it on their car. They really don't police it that well. It really bothers me that
we spend all this money and it keeps going up. I really am for permit parking, but
I need better enforcement. Is there any way that that can be done: better
training, during the day the two hour posted parking is a joke because they are
not coming back twice to check the cars. Though at night, when we really need
them, they need to come up and they need to stop in the dark with a flashlight
and check every permit and ticket. They've ticketed residents' cars with permits
and left the cars from the Bowl alone.

AGAINST:

1. Chris Barrett, 7020 La Presa Drive. Thank you for calling this meeting. Is very
sensitive to what he's heard. I believe in government, but I'm afraid in this era of
withering monies for governments that this may be a pyrrhic solution to a serious
problem and that enforcement of these rules may be sketchy in the months and
years ahead. I do wonder if there is a solution for use to fix this problem for
those who are and aren't affected by it. Some community organization where we
can each contribute a certain amount of money financially and perhaps work
something out with the City to have cops there, perhaps at all hours, that we pay
to manage this problem from both sides of Outlook to Highland and all the roads
affected. I lived in areas in New York as a kid where they did that kind of thing
and you got the community feeling that one gentleman mentioned that had some
level of protection. The monies that were being invested were being invested
right in that community for the security and protection of that community, as



Recommendation of He •. ;1gOfficer 9 March 15, 2013

opposed to some circuitous route through the City and into the hands of an
enforcement that mayor may not happen. I think that you are very good people
and are spending your time to deal with a growing problem. I appreciate it, but
do not necessarily agree with the solution, though. I do think we can get together
and come up with a unified solution to fix problems from one end to the other. I
don't know much about politics and am not very politically active but would be
willing to contribute to that fix your problems, not a lot but. . .. We are against
this particularly from the other end: Castilian to *garble*.

2. David Thomas, 6997 La Presa Drive, lives on the eastern portion of La Presa,
not the western part, and lived there for 40 odd years and he's seen things
develop down in the Heights area and agrees that it is rough down there. He
agrees there is a parking problem. He goes back to the original proposal in 2002
when the proposal was made for preferential parking on Outpost and La Presa,
which was not accepted by the people on the west side of La Presa and the
conditions and the circumstances, the environment if you will is the same thing
that existed then that exists now. Most of the residences on La Presa are fairly
widely spaced apart. They have two car garages. Some of them have forecourts.
Some have driveways. So parking is not a problem per se for the residents on
the street. Would there be a problem with people coming in from the outside.
That has not happened over the years because one of the downsides of it is that
they live on a hill and they don't like walking up or down the hill to park. Plus, the
business community members on Franklin or Hollywood Boulevard don't park .
their cars on La Presa and go to work down below. So the rationale, for a
preferential parking district on La Presa, as a whole, does not exist. But, there is
a problem, he agrees. Moving it up as proposed, doesn't say it would solve the
problem, because if there was a problem it would exist today and does not. A
problem on Cam rose would push a problem onto La Presa and that is just not
happening. Making La Presa part of the district would not be solving anything
because people would not be going up there anyway. You are looking to a
solution for a problem you do not have.

3. Steve Menlo, 6840 Cam rose. A lot of things have been covered already. He's
lived in the neighborhood since 1974 and is the manager of his apartment
building which covers 6832-6848, 20 units. He's never seen a Petition. Now the
only concern is for his tenants and of course they all have visitors. Of course,
even getting Visitor Permits would be a burden on them and their visitors who
would probably not read any signs and sometimes the tenants would not inform
them that they have a problem. He had friends in West Hollywood. Whenever
he went there he got a ticket. So, he stopped going there. Has seen the
neighborhood go from a nice friendly neighborhood to a very unfriendly one, with
a lot of unfriendly people. There are parking problems, but it all has to do with
the Hollywood Bowl. He believes the Hollywood Bowl should be pressured to
lower its parking rates and build some kind of parking structure that could
accommodate a lot more cars than they have right now. Then perhaps the
parking situation could be relieved somewhat.
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4. Meg Moynihan, 6844 Cam rose Drive. I live on lower Camrose and I hear a lot of
these people say about permits and stuff. I am opposed to it because at one
time I had two cars and I was able to find parking. I feel that when we open the
door to permit parking it is going to start costing us a lot of money for the guests
that did not have the parking permit you did not get it on time. The cops will
come up there. If you look on the end of the month is when you always see the
police at the corner of Cam rose and Highland because they are trying to make
that money at the end of the month and it's ticketed and ticketed and ticketed.
The fact is that DOT won't come in and take care of the bad parkers when they
are there. So, lower Cam rose 22 years in the neighborhood, I've got to say: one
or maybe three times per year I be pissed that I can't find parking, but generally
I'm able to find it because I know all the symbols. Maybe I have a parking fairy
with me but I don't want to pay and extra $100 per year basically (interruption
$34.00), but it's not. It's going to be the permit for the $35 and another $22.50
three times per year and if you have guests come over it's 12:01 to 11:59. So, if
you have a party that goes over two hours, just to make sure that none of your
guests get parking tickets, you have to get two permits. That's $5 a car to have
people come over. So again, I hear what you have to say and my problem is that
if I support you all on the streets, then you'll just be dumping out on Cam rose.
That's my thought. .

5. Brett Fellman, 7230 La Presa Drive. I live on La Presa at Outpost. Clearly, there
is a problem from the Hollywood Bowl and from the businesses on Highland. It is
amazing how far people will go to not pay to park at Hollywood and Highland.
People will park all the way up the street. I have problems finding a place to park
all the way up at La Presa and Outpost. I'm in TPPD 66. I support and believe
that it is a good thing for PPD 70 to have permit parking as long as TPPD 66 gets
renewed. If TPPD does not get renewed, it would be a free-far-all on about one-
third of La Presa. It would be a major problem if it was not renewed and it
became the only street on which parking was allowed. The restriction would
need to be seven days per week. The weekend is the worst time. Safety is the
main thing. I think permit parking is a great thing and good for the neighborhood.
I would be against combining the districts because it is up on the hill and there
are apartments on the bottom of PPD 70 and they already park in the 66 area
and up the hill on La Presa. I would be in favor of keeping them separate so that
people will park near their homes.

6. Andy Hyman, 2043 Yi High Tower Drive. I live on High Tower Drive on the south
of Tower-side. I am right there at the Bowl. I do not have a garage and park on
the street. I look for parking everyday. I came here very doubtful and not in
support of this permit zone. Obviously, listening to you guys talk, I realize there
are very real problems. I do not want to undermine the work you guys have done
to try to solve what is clearly making your lives difficult and what has been your
attempt to improve the area and make it a better place for us to live. I still have
two concerns: while it has been made clear that not every block has to petition
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for signage, we (on my stretch of High Tower) if Camrose petitions for signage
and we do not. It will just funnel all the non-permit parkers onto our street. I've
heard others on my street speak in opposition to this. For example if our street
turns down the petition, we are left in a reallot of trouble on our street which can't
be solved. We can still get a permit and we will end up parking on every street
but our own, which still creates a problem for us. It is left out of our control if we
do not become one of the streets which have already approved this. Another
factor is the money. It still does not sit right with me the amount. That expense
is difficult for me to pay for myself. The other thing is that there are a lot of
people who come into our neighborhood, who do not cause a problem. I realize
that audiences and tourists are difficult, but we have a lively wonderful place that
brings a lot of people to our street. I see neighbors out every day and guests. I
see a lot of people around and I am not sure that shutting down this
neighborhood for parking is the answer to this problem. It very well may be but
you guys have done a lot work on this. If that is the only answer that will make
the neighborhood better and we have to do it, then we have to do it. These are
my concerns that have not been satisfied in this meeting are the expense and the
difficulty that it will take to keep our neighborhood a social place and keep the
character of it as wonderful as it has been.

Time was ceded from the following speaker to Mr. Hyman to continue his
comments.

7. America Braislin, 2037 High Tower Drive. My concern is what is this going to
cause on our street if we don't do this on our street, we're going to have
everyone come onto our street. I do not think this is the solution. I've lived here
for 20 years and I don't have guests over anymore either because there is no
parking. Pretty much the people who are parking are those people who live in
the neighborhood. Even the solution of having a permit is not going to stop the
problem of having to walk ten miles up because there is no parking on our street.
It is a very narrow street. There are too many people that do have rental but not
enough space. I do not believe that this is the solution period.

8. Katrina Doming, 7026 La PresaDrive. I'm one of the La Presa people and I
would vote for not on La Presa. I have some concerns about the City effectively
managing this. It seems the vast majority of the commentary is related to Bowl
issues, which are horrendous. It is shocking that the proposal does not even
address the main concern about what had been being worked on for five years,
which is that Bowl weekend hours. If that [weekend hours] are included, what
that process is. Cast my vote for "No on La Presa" and concerns about
effectively responding to the problem of Bowl campers and people.

9. Gerry Rich, 7036 La Presa Drive. He lives on La Presa. He is torn. The problem
will become La Presa. The problem will become Los Tilos. He does not know
where it ends. I know we've talked about more than just a Bowl problem, but
90% of what has been mentioned is a Bowl problem. I wish this was a forum to
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discuss with the Bowl regarding the obligations and responsibilities of the chaos
rather than changing the everyday lives that we have. Disrupting the way we
have guests over and the day to day and they are not dealing with their problem.
So, I am sympathetic, but I don't know that this is a solution. We have cars
vandalized every day on La Presa and other streets. People go to parties. There
are always strangers in our neighborhood and there always will be. This isn't
going to solve every problem in the neighborhood and this is an overstatement
that this is going to fix everything. I think there are other ways and I wish there
was a better solution.

IN FAVOR OF:

1. David Gajda, of 2164 Rockledge Road, Lynette started the movement and Brent
Jones and Mr. Gajda continued it. He's logged 600 hours in this effort. He and
his partner, Jose, have and park in their garage. The only time they do not park
in it is when they have guests. Their tenant is in attendance and can attest to the
problems she has in parking, is probably the reason we've started this effort
because I was worrying about her concern in her walking a mile to actually park
especially on Hollywood Bowl days. The thing I don't think anybody realizes
what happened two years ago and escalated last year was "tweeting" and
"blogging" on Facebook. I did not realize you could do this but when Cold Play
played earlier this year and I went and stood out on one of the days Cold Play
played and 26 people parked in the neighborhood who did not live in there. I've
asked every single one how they heard about it and they either got a tweet or
found it on a blog that they didn't have to pay $35.00 to park in the Bowl parking
lot if they parked in the neighborhood. This problem is going to get worse. You
know I don't want to go through this effort again. I am thankful that the City is
allowing us to do this addition to add on but we've got one chance here to get
this done. You don't have to ... I know there are certain people back here that
have not wanted permit parking for twenty years, but you know what those
streets give us what we need to make our *garble* safe and opt out. You know
just don't get it on your street, but let people who really need this, get it.

2. Morgan Woodward of 2111 Rockledge Road, where he's resided for the last 53
years. Rockledge Road is a narrow winding dead-end street. It was first to be
developed in the early '20s. For example, his home is 90 years old and on this
street there are only eight homes on the entire street. They are all built very
closely together like the Italian Riviera, and there's a great danger in that. For
these eight homes there are actually only 13 legitimate parking spaces on the
whole street, but anytime you come to Rockledge Road, you might find 20-25
cars parked bumper-to-bumper from the top of the street down to Camrose Drive.
The worst time is the weekend. I don't think it is the residents because most of
us have a one car garage. Some do have two car garages. I think it's the
interlopers come in on Friday and don't move their cars until Monday. It's tough
if you have a guest to have any kind of social activity in your home, and the most
important reason for preferential parking is that on Rockledge Road we have a
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very serious safety problem. I mean by that that on the entire street there is not
one fire hydrant. If there is a fire on Rockledge Road, and I would invite to look
on the back of your pamphlet and find Rockledge two blocks off of Highland
Avenue on the right side of Camrose Drive and you will see this winding street
with a hairpin turn half-way up the street. If there is a fire, the only way the fire
trucks can get there, and only one truck can get there, isa pumper truck, is to try

. to get around this hairpin turn. If there are cars parked either on the south side at
the apex of the hairpin turn, or the north side of the turn, the truck cannot move.
In the years he's been there, there have been two fires, they have literally had to
push cars out of the way so that the pumper truck could get up to the end of
Rockledge Road and then they have to bring a hose through Alta Lama Terrace
(that little walk) that goes through from Rockledge Road to High Tower. They
have to bring a hose from the hydrant on High Tower up to the pumper truck. In
those two fires, because they had to move the cars blocking the access to the
fire truck, those two houses burned by the time they got the hoses up there. The
only reason that he mentioned that is for the safety of those residents and their
property, the eight homes on Rockledge Road.

3. Lynette Pabon, 6887 Alta Lorna Terrace. I think that change is hard but over alii
think that this will improve the neighborhood. Maybe it is my natvete.
Neighborhoods that I go into with permit parking somehow seem cleaner. It
seems like people take more pride. I don't know that that is true with us because
we do our annual clean-up. For some reason the permit parking cars, it is sort of
a policing that people are aware that there are people watching us. I feel that
part will improve the neighborhood. We have a terrible time even on the walking
streets with a one car garage with nothing in it. We have people double parking
us, blocking us in. I have to call tow trucks. It is a nightmare. We have a single
family house on the hill with four bedrooms. If it was more than just the two of
us, it would be really difficult just to have a guest over. I don't know I've
supported this preferential parking district. I know it is difficult for everyone but I
do in need hear your comments. At least, let those speak who need this.

4. Brent Jones, 6871 Camrose Drive. I was one of the group to coliect signatures.
I have lived in Hollywood Heights for six years. I came from West Hollywood,
where he lived in a permit district. It was the first time he ever lived in a permit
parking district. It really was one of the best things for the neighborhood. We
had parking police patrolling the area. I witnessed on two different occasions
they stopped individuals from breaking into a car by virtue of the fact that they
were patrolling the street when this happened. I think there is a certain
enhanced level of security. I agree that the needs of La Presa are different than
the needs of those closer to Highland. I think that we've talked about La Presa
and kind of solved that problem by curtailing the district, but for those of you who
live on other streets that are closer to Highland, I would just ask that if you don't
believe in it for your street, then don't sign the petition for your block, but please
help us support the blocks that are having chronic problems. You can vote no on
your block, but yes for the district or another block. There isn't a Bowl Concert
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where I don't pick up Jack Daniels bottles from my front yard. A neighbor who
lives two doors from him came home during the Mariachi Concert and there was
a family of six with a charcoal grill in her driveway. By the time she got there they
were drunk so the guy started trying to start a fight with her. She had to call the
police. Another neighbor put a fountain behind a half-wall. In the middle of the
night, the dogs barked, and he found a woman sitting in the fountain using it as a
toilet So, it is not just the cars. It is not just the parking.

5. Jeff Waite, 2054 Paramount Drive. I agree that the Bowl is a huge pain in the
Bowl season and I live all the way up on Paramount It seems like we need
permits during Bowl season and it seems like a hassle when it isn't. I see it as a
mixed bag. Getting Visitor Permits for Paramount would be pretty rough as there
are only about 8 spots up there and having to go downtown every four months. If
Cam rose goes permit Paramount would have to go permit I hope whoever
makes the decision tries to find a balance between protecting people during the
Bowl season and limiting the hassle at other times.

6. Tom Engfer, 2112 Woodland Way. Is new to Hollywood Heights. Before I
moved in, some drunk person ran into my car. Some have run into the house a
couple of times. I think this is directly related to the people who come in from
Hollywood and Highland or the Hollywood Bowl. He's witnessed people
stumbling out of the Bowl. Break-ins of cars seem to be up on our street and on
Cam rose, which is a shame because it is a great place to live. The streets are
damaged. Districts such as these do seem to be more ... Finally, if you don't
think it will become a problem if you live elsewhere, I think that the expansion is
because everyone in the expansion zone has realized that it is a problem and
they did not realize that when they made the first district. So it could happen
encroach up to where you live as well. I would entreat everybody to consider all
the people who live closer to the Bowl and to consider that despite the fact that
we sound like the harbingers of doom, but it is very possible that it will happen to
you.

7. Marion Hack, 2167 Broadview Terrace. We're one of the few families in the
neighborhood. One of the things that is tough is that parking is tough and when
you're trying to walk to school with them. I was out walking with my son during a
Bowl event. It was a horrifying experience. People were so rude, unbelievably
so. They don't care. They are drunk. They return to their cars. Thank you so
much for putting this together. She is surprised at the opposition. As to the La
Presa people, around the bend, close to Camrose, if that isn't permitted, those
people will never be able to park in front of their house again, because that will
be the tweet. "There is parking on La Presa." I never saw it before this year, but
people are hiking up around the bend, all the way up the hill. Also, there are
people who are living there in truck. I get that all the way up to Castilian might be
a drag, but La Presa should think about it People are really desperate now
getting up there.
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8. Todd Hendricks, 2065 N. Sycamore Avenue. I border Camrose and Sycamore. I
am very much for this. I worked with Brett to get signatures for the 6900 block of
Camrose petitioned and everyone whose door I knocked on could not wait to
sign it. The biggest problem we have is the Hollywood Bowl and the Yamashiro
Farmer's Market on Thursday night. I've lived there 9 years and in summertime
you can't have more than a couple people for dinner. It's it difficult to entertain
anybody. It is sad but we can't do it. The cost of the Hollywood Bowl parking
keeps going up. The internet is obviously strong and provides an opportunity for
people to find out where they can park for free. Barricades do not work. The
officers do not stop people. The Officers just sit on their motorcycles at the
bottom of the street. They do not even control the traffic when the Bowl gets out.
You can't even get to your house. I think you need to have the restriction
Saturday and Sunday as well. Those are the most important hours for it. People
need to take it upon themselves if you want to get a petition going on your street.
As resident and a citizen of this neighborhood, you have to be involved. You
have to go to your neighbors and say: "let's get this done." That's what I did.
That's what Brett did. That's what David did and that's why we're here today.

9. Nicholas Chiodini, 6872 Camrose Drive. I've already made myself pretty clear in
here. About two weeks ago, I was speaking to a group of Swedish tourists and
asked where they were going and what they were doing. As they exited the
school bus that they had parked outside his house, they told him they were going
to Hollywood and were going to spend the day in Hollywood. Knowing I could
not do anything to get them to leave, I went to work. When I returned at 6
o'clock, the bus was still there. That expresses the overall point, which is when
you ask them where they found out about parking they said they found it on
Lonely Planet, which is the largest travel guide on-line, globally. People write
their comments and they had found on the blog for Los Angeles for tourism, park
on Cam rose if you want to spend the day in Hollywood for free. So this is not just
a Hollywood Bowl issue. While that is the greater issue, those of us who don't
have garages that are filled with things. I pretty much stopped driving because I
was "T-Boned" at the bottom of Hillcrest about a year and one-half ago by
someone who does not live in the neighborhood. To that end, if you don't want it,
you don't have to petition for it on your street. I think that's what hasn't been
clear, but don't deprive the people who are truly suffering, that have contributed
to the neighborhood as much as you have. While we maybe have not lived in the
neighborhood as long as some of you may have, we contribute. We clean up the
streets. Unfortunately, we don't get to come to your house on a Sunday morning
and ask you to come pick up the broken glass out of our patios. We don't ask
you to paint our cars when people key them.

10. Carolyn Fagan, 2166 % Rockledge Road. I have parked at the top of Outpost
when the Hollywood Bowl is in session, but I also walk my dog around there so
you will recognize me or my tiny little dog. So, it is not so much a safety issue in
terms of my personal safety. I will say that in the 5 years that I've lived on
Rockledge Road, my car has been hit while legally parked overnight on the night
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of a Hollywood Bowl show three times. All three times they've been hit and runs.
All three times, my insurance had to cover it. I work for the Los Angeles Public
Schools so I my salary is paid by the State. While I don't have the money to pay
for the permits, I would much rather pay for an annual permit than to keep paying
to have my car fixed. I work at Hollywood High School and I don'tthink permits
will solve all of the problems, I do think we need to get on the Hollywood Bowl. I
think we need a two pronged approach. I think we need to do both. I can tell you
as a teacher at Hollywood High the kids at the barricades are my students, not
the Police. The police are at Highland. But I drive by and the students recognize
and speak to her. They are 17 year olds. They are lovely kids but they are not
going to stop people from coming into the neighborhood. So, I think it needs to
be both but as to the issue of expense, my insurance has already gone up since I
moved there completely because my insurance has had to carry the
responsibility of three separate hit-and-runs. You cannot convince me that it was
coincidental that they were all on the night that there were shows at the Bowl.

11. Brett Slater, 6866 Camrose Drive. We moved into the neighborhood about two
years ago. I've now clocked over 20 hours to try to permit the neighborhood.
Just a couple things I'd like to say. First, I'm for this. So many nights I come
home and there are people parking right in front of my house with picnic baskets
and walking to the Bowl. Secondly, I would like to have this permitted on
Saturday and Sunday. Also, I would like to see if there is a way to have the
overnight parking permits to last 48 Hours. To address your comment about the
community pitching in to help itself, I think the only other way to do that would be
to make it a gated community, which is a lot more expensive. I also have a rental
unit. It is extremely difficult to show my property because I can't have my
prospective tenants even park near the house to look at the units. It would be a
great help to have permit parking.

12.Alicia Good, 6860 Camrose Drive. I've been back and forth. I actually signed a
petition when I first moved in 2001. I do have my concerns and we have
problems during the Season. What I want to know is have they ever done any
crazy permit for six months for the Hollywood Bowl Season or whatever? Then
maybe you would not need it for the full year.

13. Melissa Card, 2136 Rockledge Road. I moved into the neighborhood about a
year ago and live just up the street from Morgan. When you say this is just a
Bowl problem, it is not. I had to buy [clapping: special fire insurance} because fire
trucks cannot get up there. Our regular insurer would not insure me. So for
those of you complaining about the $100 for permitting, feel free to chip in on my
fire insurance. I can't get deliveries up there because people don't know how to
park on that curve. There's more people than should be. My plumber can't get
up there. I have to maneuver trucks and cars just to get up there in my day-to-
day stuff. When you say it is "just a Bowl problem", it is not "just a Bowl
problem." People park in the red zones all the way up and down the street. It is
accelerated by the Bowl, but it is not just a Bowl problem.



·PREFEkENTIAL PARKING DISTRIt..;T NO. 70
COUNCIL DISTRICT NO.4
Hollywood Enforcement

m(

FRANKLIN

?i
w
IT'
o

5,.
"'z

e;
o
woz
'"0:a
z

~ No Parking 6 pm to 8 am ni.ghtly;
2 Hour Parking 8 am to 6 pm daily;
Vehicles with District no. 70 permits exempted.

LEGEND:

- PPD 70 Existing Boundary

-- PPD 70 Proposed Expansion


