
Communication from Public
 
 
Name: David S. Curtis
Date Submitted: 08/05/2021 09:35 AM
Council File No: 21-0735 
Comments for Public Posting:  Regarding my recent opposition submitted to this council for

consideration on this matter, I would like to respectfully request
this council to order the applicant to: re-file with this office, an
application to comply with the homeowner association’s required
mandate of no parking on one side of each of the private streets
24/7 as obligated. The condominium homeowner association
Directors have only one obligation to the members, everything
else is discretionary. So therefore, this honorable council through
the following vested language can order: HOA CC&R’s Article
7.1(f) All 36-foot-wide streets within the Condominium Project
shall be Restricted to parking on one side only. The Association
shall be OBLIGATED to maintain a proper number of “no
parking” signs, The locations, dimensions and form of which shall
be approved by The City of Los Angeles, the cost of which shall
be borne by the Association as a common expense. The
Association, and all the unit owners, shall maintain the private
streets free and clear of obstructions and in a safe condition for
vehicular use at all times. This particular recital of the HOA
CC&R’s is the only mandated requirement of the Directors to
fulfill for the Association members. 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Joanne Parrent
Date Submitted: 08/05/2021 12:59 PM
Council File No: 21-0735 
Comments for Public Posting:  Please post the attached letter. 



Joanne	Parrent	
10158	Hollow	Glen	Circle	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90077	

 
      July 26, 2021 

 
Bert Moklebust, PE 
Principal Civil Engineer 
Permit Case Management Division 
Bureau of Engineering 
Street Vacation Investigation Section 
201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 290 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
By Email: eng.landdev@lacity.org 
 
RE:  VAC – E1401394 
 Portions of Nicada Drive, Woodwardia Drive, and Angelo Drive Vacation District 
 “21-0735” 
 
Dear Mr. Moklebust: 
 
This is regarding your letter of July 20, 2021 entitled “Notice of Proposed Vacation of Right-of-
Way” and your invitation to comment on the above proposed project. 
 
I am a homeowner who has lived in the Bel Air Glen Homeowners Association for over 25 
years. I am opposed to the gating project, which is the purpose of the request to vacate the above 
streets.   
 
I have read the application documents submitted by the Bel Air Glen Homeowners Association 
and below are my comments regarding the arguments presented by the Association and their 
attorneys in Section I of this vacating request.   
 

1) Vacating the streets and gating this community is not necessary to alleviate the 
traffic and congestion that has at times occurred during peak commuting hours, 
which is the reason the Bel Air Glen Homeowners Association cites for the street 
vacation and gating project. There are other less extreme methods for reducing cut-
through traffic in the neighborhood.  A simple “no right turn from 4pm-6pm (residents 
exempted)” at both Briarwood and Nicada could be put up. These signs would deter most 
of the cut-through traffic that now occurs. It should also be noted that the traffic studies 
were done in February 2020 before the pandemic lockdowns. Now, many more 
commuters work from home and the traffic problem has lessened substantially. 

2) We live in a brush area that has high fire danger. The chances of wildfires in our area are 
increasing each year due to climate change. Even a 30 second delay caused by gates in 
getting fire trucks into the area could make a crucial difference in fighting a 
potential fire, given how fast wind-driven brush fires now spread. 



3) Besides fire engines, other emergency vehicles such as ambulances and police will 
also be delayed in entering the community. Again, even a 30 second delay could result 
in adverse outcomes. 

4) The gating project as proposed would pose an inconvenience for many homeowners 
living in the streets off of Angelo Drive when returning to the community from the 
San Fernando Valley. Now, when returning from the valley, homeowners living on 
Angelo Drive, upper Woodwardia, Autumn Leaf, Clematis Court, Hollow Glen Circle 
and Mossy Rock Circle (and homeowners in the adjacent association, Bel Air Ridge) 
generally make a left turn on Angelo, where there is a left turn lane and then proceed to 
their homes.  Since the gate at Angelo is proposed as an exit only gate, homeowners 
returning from the valley would have to drive to Nicada to enter the community, possibly 
have to wait if other cars are entering at the same time and then drive back up 
Woodwardia to Angelo to proceed to their homes. This would add several minutes to 
return trips from the valley. Not only is this an inconvenience to a large number of 
homeowners but it too, like cut-through traffic, would add additional traffic to 
Woodwardia. Other inconveniences for homeowners include the hassle of needing to 
provide access to the community to anyone doing work in our homes, delivering 
packages or visiting.  

5) There has not been a full airing of the pros and cons of this gating project. Although 
the Association’s Board of Directors has approved this project and claimed that a “super-
majority” of homeowners desire gates, that vote was taken before there was an 
opportunity for homeowners to fully comment on or debate the proposed project. The 
ballot was not a secret ballot like our ballots for directors. Instead, some homeowners in 
favor of the gating project went door to door asking people to mark a ballot in favor on 
the streets most affected by the cut-through traffic. Some of us opposed to the project 
requested that we have a re-vote after written information was sent to all homeowners 
with arguments both pro and con on the project. Instead, the Board held a “town hall” 
where we voiced objections to the gating project. Held on a weeknight, only a small 
portion of homeowners attended and those who did attend and favored the project seemed 
more concerned about crime than traffic. No new vote was held and the Board approved 
the gating project later the same month. Because there was no opportunity for widespread 
dissemination of information on both the pros and cons of this gating project, many of us 
felt it was rammed through for approval by the Board without time for consideration of 
the full details on how gates would impact all homeowners in the community. 

6) This project has already and will continue to result in an increased financial cost to 
homeowners in this community. Already, our monthly dues have increased to pay for 
traffic studies, attorney’s fees and the cost of this vacating request to the city. The 
additional cost of constructing the gates, potentially hiring a guard and maintenance of 
the vacated streets would surely raise our monthly dues much higher. This would not 
only adversely affect many of the homeowners in the community who are retired and 
living on fixed incomes but also young families attempting to save for their children’s 
future education. The high spending on this gating project also diverts funds away from 
other more critical uses for our dues such as fire protection and mitigation. 

7) The way this project has been sold to homeowners is not solely on the issue of traffic 
as the application suggests. Those supporting the gating project have used the issue of 
crime deterrence and increased property values as arguments in favor of the gates. As we 



know, crime still occurs in gated communities. Even if property values should go up 
slightly any gain has to be weighed against increased homeowner dues and the 
inconveniences of living in a gated community, which may make some homes more 
difficult to sell. 

8) Finally, our neighboring community has rejected this gating idea. At the time that the 
Bel Air Glen Homeowners Association Board was promoting the idea of a gated 
community, they approached the Board of the Bel Air Ridge Homeowners Association. 
That association is partly comprised of homes that are East of Beverly Glen, farther down 
Angela Drive adjacent to the Bel Air Glen Association. If this area were to be gated, it 
would make sense to include homes in both associations since they share the same street 
(Angelo Drive) and use the same streets to enter and leave the area (Briarwood and 
Angelo). The Bel Air Ridge Homeowners Association, however, rejected the idea of 
gating their community or even the part of their community directly adjacent to Bel Air 
Glen. Many of the homeowners who live in the portion of Bel Air Ridge adjacent to Bel 
Air Glen are now very concerned about the potential inconveniences they will face if this 
proposed gating project goes forward. 
 

Section II asked the applicant to answer questions about the impact of the project. In reading the 
answers in Section II submitted by the Association’s attorneys, the following answers are 
questionable: 
 
#3) Could the project result in the temporary or permanent displacement of people or 
annoyance to community residents?   
The application stated “no”.  
The project will definitely cause annoyance of community residents and the answer should be 
“yes” for the reasons stated in 2) 3) 4) 6) and 8) above. 
 
#20) Does the project involve construction in hilly or mountainous terrain?   
The application stated “no”.  
The whole neighborhood, however, is hilly terrain so constructing the gates will involve 
construction in hilly terrain. 
 
#26) Could the project generate controversy or result in public objections?   
The application stated “no”.  
The project has already generated controversy and public objections in this community, even at 
the time it was initially approved by the Board. Should it go forward, it will certainly generate 
more controversy. 
 
#28) Other than no projects at all, are there any less environmental offensive alternatives to 
the project?  
The application stated “no”.  
A truthful answer has to be yes as explained in 1) above. Simple traffic signs are a less 
environmentally offensive means of solving a traffic problem than an expensive gating of a 
whole community of 220 homes. 
 



#30) Could the existing environmental conditions (social, economic or physical) subject the 
project to any potentially adverse effects?   
The application stated “no”.  
Again, the appropriate answer is certainly yes. As stated in 2) above, we are in a brush area with 
more fire danger than other areas. In case of a fast-moving brush fire, any delay in getting fire 
fighters to the area could be devastating to the whole community.  
 
I ask that your investigation of this vacation of right-of-way request take into consideration the 
above objections and reject the proposed vacation of right-of-way. Gating this community 
located in a brush area is foolhardy and the proposal should never have gotten this far. It did so 
because the association Board pushed it and the majority of homeowners, who have busy lives, 
were not particularly engaged. Those who did voice objections were never given the opportunity 
by the Board to inform all homeowners of the potential downsides of gating this community.  
 
It should also certainly not be in the best interest of the City of Los Angeles to put 400 residents 
in greater potential danger from fire because some homeowners wish to improve their property 
values by gating their community. There are other simple methods to reduce the cut-through 
traffic while still keeping swift and open access for first responders and their equipment in 
fighting a much more dangerous potential hazard to this area than traffic – brush fires. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Joanne Parrent 
310-275-8619 
 
 
 
 
 
 


