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Executive summary 
The City of West Hollywood has ten preferential parking districts.  District 1, 

which is composed mainly of owner-occupied, single-family homes surrounded by small, 

design-industry businesses, is unique in that it served as the City’s model preferential 

parking program and was among the first in the US.  It is one of three districts in the City 

that have restrictions 24 hours a day and has permits for both residents and commercial 

users.  There are three large attractors in the area: the Pacific Design Center, the Beverly 

Center, and the Cedars-Sinai Medical Complex (though the latter two are outside the city 

limits, all three lie on the border of the District).  While any new business would trigger 

West Hollywood’s minimum parking requirements, most small businesses in the District 

have few (if any) off-street spaces because they were built prior to the City’s regulations 

and are therefore grandfathered.  To cope with the lack of off-street parking, small 

business owners and their employees can buy permits that allow them to park on the 

residential streets. 

Residents resent the commercial users and complain of the “blight” the parked 

cars create.  They are also annoyed by the restrictions that generally relegate residents to 

one side of the street.  Commercial users fear the elimination of the commercial permit 

program and do not wish to be forced into using one of the high-priced, nearby garages.  

The City currently receives complaints from residents and expends considerable 

resources explaining the complex regulations to residents, businesses, and enforcement 

officers.  To address the concerns of all parties and to improve the balance of parking in 

the District, I have five key recommendations. 
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1) assign block-face-specific permits 
2) eliminate alternate side restrictions 
3) charge for commercial permits based on demand 
4) eliminate free daytime visitor parking 
5) dedicate all the net revenue generated by the District to the District 

 
The benefits of enacting these recommendations are summarized in the table below. 

Table 1: Summary of pros and cons 

 Pros Cons 
Residents  Can park on either side of the 

street 
 Will have a dedicated funding 
source for neighborhood 
improvements 

 Will enjoy a more even 
distribution of commercial 
parkers 

 Will have more space available 
after the elimination of two-
hour patron and illegal 
employee parking 

 

 May observe an increase in 
nonresidents parking on streets 
that had few nonresident 
parkers before 

Businesses  Can park on either side of the 
street 

 Will likely pay less if they are 
willing to walk 

 Can find parking on the block 
to which they are assigned 
without circling the streets 

 

 May have to pay more to park 
where they want 

City  Will benefit from increased 
revenue at meters from patrons 
who formerly parked for free 

 Will conserve resources thanks 
to simplified regulations 
reducing the need for signage 
and complex communications in 
the long term 

 Will enjoy simplified / 
streamlined enforcement 

 

 Will need to explain changes to 
people in the District 

 Must acquire and install new 
signage in the District in the 
short term 
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Introduction 
“Why can’t I park in front of my house?”  is a question heard repeatedly by many 

city staff around the country.  In West Hollywood the answer is, “Well, you can if you 

live on the R side of the street and have a 1R permit on the dashboard of your car, but if 

you live on the C side of the street then you cannot park there from 7 AM to 7 PM, 

although but, anyone can park on either side for two hours at a time; however, if street 

sweeping is scheduled then no one can park in front of your house.”  This baffling, jargon 

filled answer is the accurate response to a resident who lives in Preferential Parking 

District 1 in West Hollywood.1 

So do the residents of District 1 really have trouble parking in front of their 

houses?  Some do.  I have taken pictures of two streets in the District, and have included 

them below.  The pictures were taken on the same day, 21 May 2004, within five minutes 

of each other, shortly before 1:00 PM.  On the left is Ashcroft (between Robertson and 

Almont) and on the right is Rangely (also between Robertson and Almont).  Notice how 

many vacancies there are on Ashcroft, especially on the left side, which is for commercial 

vehicles only, and conversely how few there are on either side of Rangely. 

                                                 
1 A preferential parking district is an area where parking is restricted, usually to residents only.  Districts 
come in all shapes and sizes and have a multitude of rules and regulations. 
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Figure 1: Two contrasting streets, Ashcroft (L) and Rangely (R) 

 

Area residents have described their streets, such as Rangely pictured above, as blighted 

by the cars that concentrate in portions of the District. 

The original residents and business owners who found enough common ground to 

form the twenty-year-old District have since relocated, and this turnover has increased 

the discontent in the District.  Newer residents may lack knowledge of the historical 

reasons and compromises that shaped the area’s complex rules and regulations, which 

force the City to put up three signs every few feet to convey the myriad restrictions, as 

Figure 2 shows.  Both the public and enforcement officers rely on the signage. 
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Figure 2: Typical parking sign in District 1 

  

The purpose of this report is to make policy recommendations for the future of 

District 1 that will satisfy the need for business owners to park near their businesses, 

allow residents to park on both sides of the street, simplify the regulations, reduce the 

overcrowding found on some streets, and to find a new mitigating balance between the 

interests of residents and businesses alike. 

District 1 

The development pattern of West Hollywood is nearly the opposite of radial 

cities with urban centers; rather than a downtown core of businesses surrounded by 

residential areas, the City of West Hollywood is a collection of crisscrossing urban 

boulevards with residential development in the space between.  Figure 3 shows the 
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general non-centric layout of the city.  Notice specifically how much the area of 

District 1 is divided by commercial streets. 

Figure 3: Map of West Hollywood’s commercial areas 

 

One of ten Preferential Parking Districts in the city, District 1 is bounded by Doheny 

Drive to west, La Cienega Boulevard to the east, just past Beverly Boulevard to the 

south, and to the north by Melrose Avenue.  (See Figure 4, below.) 
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Figure 4: Map of District 1 

 

I have limited the study area to the western half of the District for two reasons.  

One, the County of Los Angeles is repairing the storm drains and sewer pipes in the 

eastern edge causing major disruptions to the parking on the eastern half.  Two, 

historical comparative data is only available for the western half.  The residential 

streets surveyed were those north of Beverly, south of Melrose, east of Doheny, and 

west of San Vicente. 
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Three establishments outside the borders of the District nevertheless heavily 

influence its workings: on the northeast corner is the Pacific Design Center (PDC), on 

the Southeast corner is the Beverly Center mall and Cedars-Sinai Medical Complex.  

The PDC, the only one of the three that is actually within the City of West Hollywood, 

exerts the biggest influence on the area – most of the businesses along Melrose, 

Beverly and Robertson are high-end furniture, window covering, home décor, and 

other design stores.  These small stores cater to upper-income clientele and their 

decorators, and their owners feel that proximity to the PDC is beneficial.  Therefore 

while the PDC itself does not necessarily generate much demand for on-street parking 

in District 1, its presence has attracted many ancillary businesses. 

History 

The District, created over 20 years ago, predates the City of West 

Hollywood.  To address the concerns of the commercial and residential users, the 

County of Los Angeles formed Preferential Parking District 1 in the then 

unincorporated area of West Hollywood.  Unlike subsequent districts in the City of 

West Hollywood (or other cities), the District’s regulations are uniquely complex 

and restrictive. 

The City is perhaps best known for the collection of restaurants, bars, stores 

and night clubs that make up the world famous Sunset Strip.  In addition to the 

draw of the Strip, Santa Monica Boulevard is the center of gay nightlife in Los 

Angeles.  The nighttime crowds drawn to Sunset and Santa Monica Boulevards 

need somewhere to park; and before the preferential parking districts, these patrons 
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often parked on the nearby residential streets close to their nocturnal haunts.  Prior 

to its formation, the area that is now District 1 was a convenient and free place to 

park for the bars and restaurants along Santa Monica, both for patrons and 

employees, and the original parking problem arose as these nonresident parkers 

were not welcome on the single-family lined streets that would make up District 1. 

Regulations and costs 

The regulations in District 1 are enforced 24 hours a day.  Between 7 AM 

and 7 PM, cars with resident (R) permits are generally restricted to one side of the 

street in the residential area, while cars with commercial (C) permits are restricted 

to the other side.  Anyone can park free for two hours on either side without a 

permit.  During the evening (7 PM to 7 AM) employees and patrons are prohibited 

from parking on the streets, while residents with R permits may park on either side 

of the street.  Guests of residents may park on the residents’ side of the street 

during the day or on either side during the evening without time limit, provided 

their car displays a guest (G) permit.  Since this report is primarily about the 

conflict between commercial and residential users, I will focus on the daytime 

restrictions.  During this time, three user types compete for parking spaces: 

employees, patrons, and residents.  The restriction of parking to a single side of the 

street is especially bothersome to residents; they feel that they should be able to 

park on either side of the street.  The city thoughtfully warns drivers to read signs 

carefully as they enter District 1, see Figure 5. 
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Figure 5: Sign that greets drivers to District 1 on San Vicente south of Melrose 

 

Commercial permits are sold quarterly for $60 each.  Residential permits 

are sold annually; the first permit is only $9, the second is $12, the third is $20, and 

the fourth is $40.  Residents may purchase up to a maximum of two guest permits 

for $15 each.  Table 2 outlines the annual cost for permits in District 1. 

Table 2: Annual parking permit costs in District 12 

 Commercial 
Hang Tag3 

Residential 
Sticker or Tag4 

Guest 
Hang Tag4 

Annual Cost $240 each 

$9 for one 
$21 for two 
$41 for three 
$71 for four 

$15 for one 
$30 for two 

Demographics 

Due to West Hollywood’s density, parking is at a premium.  Given the 

concentration of restaurants, bars and nightclubs, people from all over Los Angeles 

come to West Hollywood each evening.  Keeping this nighttime traffic and parking 

                                                 
2 The City of West Hollywood.  http://www.weho.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=detail&navid=54&cid=707.  
Viewed April, 2004. 
3 Sold quarterly.  Fees are prorated on a monthly basis if permits are purchased mid-quarter; they are valid 
during the hours of 7 AM to 7 PM only.  No nighttime permits are available for commercial users. 
4 Sold annually, not prorated if purchased mid-year. 
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off residential streets is the primary goal of the preferential parking districts in 

West Hollywood.  Some cities run preferential parking programs that restrict 

parking in the evening, while other cities are more concerned with keeping daytime 

patrons at bay.  Twenty-four hour restrictions such as those found in District 1 are 

generally quite rare. 

District 1 is unusual in the City as the great majority of households live in 

single-family homes and the density in the area is about one third that of the city as 

a whole.  Unsurprisingly then, while the population is less than one-twentieth of the 

city’s, it is about one-eighth the area.  The median age and average household size 

are on par with the rest of the city.  The percentage of owner-occupied homes is 

more than double the rate in the City, see Table 3. 

Table 3: 2000 Census data for District 1 and the City of West Hollywood5 

 
District 16 

West 
Hollywood 

District 1 as a 
% of the City 

Total Population 1,470 35,716 4%
Area in Acres 150 1,204 12%
Persons / Acre 9.8 29.7 33%
Number of Households 903 23,120 4%
Average Household Size 1.6 1.5 107%
Median Age 39.4 39.4 
Owner Occupied 48% 22% 

Off-street parking 

In October, 2000 the City conducted a survey titled “Parking Needs 

Assessment and Strategy” to determine the supply of parking spaces.  The report 

compared the number of off-street spaces at each business in the entire city to the 

                                                 
5 Source: US Census 2000. 
6 District 1 is comprised of the following Census Blocks in Tract 7004: 1007, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 
2004, 2007, 2011, 2012, 2013, 4003, 4004, 4005, 4006, 4007, 4008, 4009, 4010, 4011, 4012, 4013, 4014, 
5000, 5001, 5002, 5003, 5004, 5005, and 5006. 
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number of spaces as recommended by the Institute of Transportation Engineers 

(ITE).  For all the businesses7 in District 1 the ITE recommends 2,296 off-street 

spaces, while the City’s survey found only 1,175.  If West Hollywood wanted to 

build additional off-street parking in District 1 to combat the parking shortage, the 

City would be challenged by the decision of where in the District it should be built.  

While one 1,000-space garage might satiate the demand on paper, the trouble is that 

the businesses are spread out over the entire District, so while a single garage might 

be relatively easy to construct, an inconvenient central parking facility would likely 

be empty.  Moreover, there is already plenty of garaged parking on both the south 

and north edges of the District. 

Three parking garages are on the periphery of the District: the Pacific 

Design Center (PDC), the Beverly Center, and Cedars-Sinai Medical Complex.  

The PDC garage has 1,824 spaces, the Beverly Center has 3,0008 spaces, and the 

Cedars-Sinai Medical Complex did not know how many spaces they have, but the 

official I spoke with estimated that it was “over 7,000.”  While the City has no 

control over these garages, each of them leases to the public on an hourly basis.  

The Pacific Design Center leases spaces to monthly parkers for $100 per month, 

plus an additional one-time fee of $10 for a keycard.  The Beverly Center offers 

monthly parking only to those who work in the center.  Finally, the Cedars-Sinai 

Medical Complex offers monthly parking (24-hours a day) to anyone for $100 per 

month. 

                                                 
7 The Beverly Center and Cedars-Sinai were not included in the survey as they are not within the city 
limits, neither was the PDC as it is not within the District’s borders. 
8 http://www.taubman.com/Shopcen/Centers/BEV/center.htm, Viewed May 2004 
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Twelve thousand garaged spaces may sound like a lot, but if the garages are 

full then perhaps the area needs more.  Since I could not obtain parking utilization 

data from any of the three structures, I decided to pay a visit to one of them to 

assess first hand just how full it was.  After my visit I can confidently conclude that 

the Pacific Design Center garage is rarely (if ever) full.  I visited the seven level 

structure on Friday, May 21, 2004 in the afternoon to take a look at how many cars 

were parked.  The upper floors had few cars, and the roof was empty.  The middle 

floors were about half full and the lower floors were packed.  This particular 

afternoon could have been an anomaly, so I carefully examined the condition of the 

concrete under the cars.  The spaces on the ground floor were oil stained and 

appeared to be heavily used, while the spaces on the top floors looked clean, as if 

the concrete had just dried and no car had ever crossed over it.  Figure 6 and Figure 

7 are pictures of the ground and top floors of the PDC garage (the circular insets are 

close ups of a typical space on that level). 
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Figure 6: Pacific Design Center parking garage, ground floor 

 

Figure 7: Pacific Design Center parking garage, top floor 
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On a District-wide basis, the aforementioned three garages and on-street 

parking provide plenty of spaces.  Although the PDC garage could absorb many of 

the C permit holders, it has no obligation to do so; moreover, why would a C 

permit holder pay $100 per month to the PDC when she can pay $20 per month to 

the City for a spot that is closer to her place of business?  While the total number of 

spaces in the District may be more than sufficient, the City has no control and little 

influence over the off-street parking; thus, there is a severe shortage of convenient, 

inexpensive parking, especially for small business owners and their workers.  The 

convenient spaces that do exist – the ones that the City does control – are located 

on adjoining residential streets lined with single-family homes.  Many of the houses 

in the neighborhood are older and have few, or in some cases no off-street parking 

spaces, thus exacerbating the demand for on-street parking. 

There is new off-street parking planned for the District through an 

expansion of the Pacific Design Center garage which is expected to break ground in 

2005.  Given that the current garage is already underused, these additional spaces 

are unlikely to help the parking situation in District 1 as the City has no way to 

compel the PDC to allow area employees to utilize these spaces.  The City has 

purchased two parcels in the District with the intention of converting them to City 

operated public parking lots.  They are located at 8750 El Tovar Place and 623-627 

La Peer, and are expected to have approximately 44 and 46 spaces, respectively.  

(Both lots are shown in orange in Figure 1 on page 9.)  The metered lots will 

charge for parking from 8 AM to midnight.  The City will likely be selling permits 

to businesses allowing employees to park at the meters during the day and evening.  
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Below is a photo of a newly opened and city owned off-street lot, similar to those 

planned for District 1, several blocks to the east of the area. 

Figure 8: Typical city owned off-street parking lot 

 

Origins of preferential parking 

The oldest parking district in the US is in Virginia, established January 1, 

1979.9  The “Old Town” neighborhood in Alexandria, Virginia faced problems similar 

to West Hollywood’s: commercial users parking on residential streets.  The traffic 

drawn by nearby businesses was compounded in 1983 by the addition of the 

Washington Metrorail station.  The restrictions implemented in the neighborhood 

made parking available only to residents.  This novel approach was quickly copied in 

neighborhoods around the world, including West Hollywood. 

Similar programs 

Since the first preferential parking district in Old Town Alexandria, several 

cities have created districts that are similar, in varying degrees, to West Hollywood: 

                                                 
9 Olsson & Miller.  The Impact on Commuters of a Residential Parking Permit Program: A Case Study.  
December 1979.  The Urban Institute, Washington DC. 
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Aspen, Boulder, Santa Cruz, and Tucson.  A complete description of each city’s 

policies can be found in Appendix 1: Details of other cities’ policies on page 43. 

Aspen, with its slightly larger area and much smaller year-round  population, is 

similar to West Hollywood in that each day there is a large influx recreating 

nonresidents and employees – most of whom arrive by car.  In order to limit 

nonresident parking in residential areas, Aspen introduced a permit parking program.  

Residents get two permits for free and can purchase up to three additional permits for 

$25 each.  Nonresidents can park for two hours without a permit, but guests of 

residents can exceed that limit if they display a guest permit; alternatively, visitors can 

purchase a $5 daily permit to exceed the two-hour time limit.  Businesses located in 

the area get one permit for free, but they can purchase additional permits at $300 per 

six months; the business permits are block-face-specific.  In an effort to encourage 

carpooling, high occupancy vehicles can also park for free in residential areas.  The 

permit parking program is self supporting, and to the extent that revenues exceed 

costs, they are dedicated to transportation improvements – no money is diverted to the 

general fund.  Public opposition to the program was initially very high, but four 

months after it was introduced 73% of Aspen voters supported the program. 

Boulder is about two-and-a-half times larger than West Hollywood in 

population and 15 times larger in area, but it has similar parking issues.  To address 

the problem of too many nonresidents parking on residential streets, Boulder 

established the Neighborhood Permit Parking program.  Residents are allowed to 

purchase two $12 permits and they receive two guest permits for free.  Area 
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businesses can purchase up to three permits for $75 per year.  Commuters can also 

purchase permits, provided there is room, for $300 (sold quarterly).  All of Boulder’s 

commuter permits are specific to a block face, and are only sold when a block face has 

25% or more vacancy.  Cars without permits are allowed to park for up to two hours, 

once per day; the City tracks license plate numbers using hand-held devices to prevent 

cars from re-parking every two hours.  Boulder’s block-face-specific permits help to 

insure an even distribution of cars though out the district and their policy of not selling 

permits on a given block face unless there is room helps to garner the support of 

residents. 

Santa Cruz is similar in population to West Hollywood (not including the 

15,000 students at the University of California, Santa Cruz) and it is about 6 times the 

area; it began a permit parking program after carefully studying existing programs in 

other cities, including Boulder and Pasadena.10  The program is designed to control 

downtown employee parking on residential streets during the day.  Residents can buy 

a maximum of three $20 annual permits and two $20 annual guest permits.  Residents 

can purchase up to thirty $1 daily permits for themselves or their guests.  Commuters 

can purchase permits for $240 per year (sold quarterly) that allow them to park on a 

specific block face during the day.  Like Boulder, only those block faces with at least 

25% vacancy have any commuter permits.  Nonresidents can purchase daily permits 

for $2.  The city intends to dedicate revenue from the permits to the areas that generate 

it (patterned after a similar, successful policy in Pasadena10) however the nascent 

                                                 
10 For information on Pasadena’s parking policy, see Kolozsvari, Douglas & Donald Shoup,  Turning Small 
Change Into Big Changes.  Access Magazine, Number 23, Fall 2003. 
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program has yet to do this.  Santa Cruz recognizes the importance of limiting 

nonresidents to specific block faces to prevent some streets from being over burdened. 

Tucson, while dramatically larger in population and area (14 and 118 times, 

respectively) created its “ParkWise” program to address the highly localized overflow 

parking from the University of Arizona in nearby residential neighborhoods.  

Residential permits cost $12 annually; each resident can purchase one guest permit 

that does not expire for $2.50.  Nonresidents can park during the day on the residential 

streets provided that they buy a permit.  Prices for the nonresident permits range from 

$200 to $400 annually.  To discourage users from sharing, permits are sold at that 

price as stickers only; however, for an additional $100 users can buy a hangtag.  

Permits for both residents and nonresidents alike are block specific.  With a few 

exceptions, there is no parking for cars without permits in any ParkWise area.  

Tucson’s program has more appeal than other cities, namely because of its catchy, 

marketable name.  They are also considering adding a clause stating that nonresident 

parkers caught littering will lose their parking privileges; refuse on the streets is a key 

complaint of residents and effectively banning it can go a long way in addressing their 

concerns about nonresidents parking in front of their homes.  West Hollywood should 

consider small details like an original name and addressing seemingly minor concerns, 

both of which can contribute towards obtaining support from residents.  Additionally, 

the variable prices for parking on different blocks helps to insure an even, equitable 

distribution of nonresidents in the area.  
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These successful programs have addressed many of the same problems that 

District 1 faces.  Emulating key features of these programs in West Hollywood can 

bring drastic improvements.  One, returning money to the district that generates it is a 

goal of several of the described programs, and it should be a goal for any new or 

revamped preferential parking program in West Hollywood.  Like Santa Cruz, the City 

is not currently tracking permit parking revenues such that a dedicated fund can easily 

be created, and therefore close coordination with the finance department will be 

required.  A revenue-return policy can take the edge off the negative aspects of a 

permit program and will bring needed revenue to the neighborhood.  Two, by creating 

block-face-specific permits and limiting the parking by nonresidents, cities are able to 

disperse vehicles throughout their districts thereby preventing the most convenient 

streets from being overwhelmed and overburdened.  Finally, recognizing that not all 

parking spaces are equally desirable, cities like Tucson use variable fee schedules to 

help capture the greater values of desirable spaces and disperse part of the commercial 

parking burden to the more remote, and therefore less desirable and less expensive 

streets.  These types of changes will help to restore the balance of parking in District 1 

and while some changes will likely be unpopular before implementation, the City 

should keep in mind the dramatic swing of public opinion in Aspen: after only four 

months nearly three-quarters of the residents approved. 
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District 1 today 

Overview of parking demand 

The dynamics of District 1 are strikingly different between the daytime and 

nighttime hours.  During day, meters along the commercial streets are underutilized, 

with patrons parking either off-street or taking advantage of the two hours of free 

parking on the residential streets.  Those employees that do not park off-street either 

have C permits or engage in a parking shuffle that involves moving their cars every 

two hours; either way they, too, are parking on the residential streets.  At night, 

nonresidents are excluded from the residential streets save permitted guests and 

visitors.  The area’s nighttime employees generally park at the meters, which are free 

after 6 PM.  The patrons of the bars and restaurants in the District take advantage of 

valets, the nighttime parking at the PDC, take a taxi, or even leave their cars elsewhere 

and walk. 

The City’s parking survey 

In July, 2002 the City mailed a survey to people residing or working within 

District 1 inquiring about changing daytime parking regulations in order to assess the 

respondents’ questions, concerns and reactions to new proposals such as: allowing 

residential permit-holders to park in both the residential and the commercial permit 

zones, eliminating the 2 hours of free parking for patrons, shifting street sweeping to 7 

AM, and allowing commercial permit holders to park either side of the street.  The 

survey received responses from both the residents and the business owners in the 



Holliday 24 

 

District.  The survey was initiated to address ongoing concerns about the high demand 

for on-street parking and the discord between the residents and the business 

community.  In the space provided at the end of the survey, many chose to elaborate 

on their discontent. 

Response to the survey was generally negative.  Residents were adamant that 

their neighborhood not be inundated with the increased traffic flow of commercial 

parking, and did not want any two-hour parking spaces available on the residential 

permit side of each street.  I have included excerpts from these responses and have 

summarized the representative opinions from the survey. 

Residents 

According to one resident the proposed changes would “make [our streets] 

seem more like commercial parking lots – with increased traffic and noise – than 

the residential neighborhoods that they really are.”  One woman replied that, “the 

commercial parking leaves trash outside [her] home, parks outside the lines, 

overlaps [her] driveway exit and makes the residents suffer.”  She continued to 

state that she would prefer that the City of West Hollywood have regulations 

resembling those of Beverly Hills, where nonresidents are banned from residential 

streets.  However, this draconian solution seems to leave no place for employees, 

patrons or visitors. 

Businesses 

Businesses believed that they were under attack by the proposals.  They felt 

that it was unfair for their employees to have to spend time looking for parking and 
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then walk long distances to their workplaces.  One business owner replied, “the 

new proposed parking regulations [would] make it extremely difficult for 

employees of the area to park, as do the current regulations.”  A different business 

owner argued in defense of continuing or extending commercial permit parking by 

claiming that “based on city figures, 70-80% of the total revenue of the City is 

produced by businesses,” and therefore that as taxpaying entities, they are also 

entitled to fair treatment and on-street parking rights.  Another proprietor replied 

that the city is “having working people feeding meters all day or receiving tickets 

every day.”  One respondent who admitted to skirting the regulations complained, 

“moving your car every two hours or [receiving] tickets makes people want to work 

in other cities.”  Businesses are also claiming that the commercial permit time 

regulations penalize those who choose or are required to work after 7 PM, as well 

as cause unease among female employees returning at night to their cars parked far 

from their places of employment.  A coffee shop owner drew attention to his 

perception that residents are not even parking in their own driveways, and that if 

they chose to live close to a busy commercial street, then they should not complain.  

Finally, a frustrated gallery owner asked the city Parking Services Division, “are 

the residential streets in West Hollywood going to remain ‘public’ or are they 

turning ‘private’?” 

Obviously there is disagreement between the residents and business owners as 

evinced in the aforementioned opinions from the City’s survey.  The acrimony is 

perhaps not surprising given that the residents can vote in City Council elections and 

the businesses cannot.  These stark disagreements do not have to persist however.  By 
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making some changes to the rules in District 1, West Hollywood can improve the 

situation for everyone. 

Trial resolution 

After conducting the survey, the City Council voted for a staff-recommended 

trial resolution which addressed some of the concerns of the residents and commercial 

users.  Two streets were singled out for temporary changes: Rangely and Huntley.  On 

Rangely, the new regulations allowed residents to park on either side of the street.  

Commercial users were still limited to one side, however on the shared side the two 

hours of free parking was eliminated.  Rangely has an increased demand for 

residential parking as there are some multi-family dwellings on the street.  Huntley is a 

similarly popular place to park.  The trial rules there allow for residential parking on 

either side of the entire street and ban on daytime commercial parking on the north 

section, from Melrose to Rosewood; on the south section, from Rosewood to Beverly, 

C permits are able to park on one side, however, they must share their side with the 2-

hour patron parking.  

The resolution allowed the City to increase the cost of parking on both streets 

by $10 per month or $30 per quarter; so the annual cost of the new “1C-A” permit 

(required to park on Rangely or Huntley) would be $360 versus $240 for a regular C 

permit in District 1.  However, the city has yet to implement this price differential for 

those streets. 
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Walker parking study 

In 2002, the City of West Hollywood commissioned a survey from Walker 

Parking Consultants.11  Walker did “…not see a way to improve the overall parking 

situation by altering the basic ‘C’ and / or ‘R’ setup. …[Walker does] not see a 

solution that will make it easier for residents without upsetting the overall parking 

balance”.12  Statements like these have led the City to consider ways of constructing 

off-street parking for commercial workers instead of tackling the problem through 

regulation adjustments. 

Walker’s daytime surveys found that the commercial sides of the street were 

more occupied than the residential sides, 70% and 55% respectively on average.13  

They suggested selling permits to commercial parkers allowing them to park at 

underutilized meters along San Vicente and Melrose.14  In their final conclusion, 

Walker noted “…that private parking is generally considerably more expensive than 

City-owned resources…  Generally, retail, restaurant, and other commercial 

employees will not purchase monthly parking in more expensive private facilities”.15  

A city permit in the District for on-street parking costs $20 a month for spaces near to 

the businesses, but to park in a distant garage a worker would have to pay $100 a 

month – over 5 times the price for using the “City-owned resource.”  Thus, in order to 

maintain the balance between residents and businesses, the city has sought to expand 

                                                 
11 Carolyn H. Krasnow, Walker Parking Consultants.  “Parking Occupancy Study Update: Parking District 
1, Prepared for the City of West Hollywood.”  November 4, 2002.  http://www.walkerparking.com/.  Note: 
study is not available online. 
12 Walker, page 8. 
13 Walker, page 8. 
14 Walker, page 10. 
15 Walker, page 11. 
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municipally owned, subsidized, off-street parking in District 1.  To see the summary 

data of Walker’s survey, see Appendix 3: Walker data on page 62. 

Updated study 

My researcher and I conducted our own parking utilization study to compare 

with the Walker data, and found that while the average occupancy was slightly less 

than two-thirds on the commercial side, usage rates were unsurprisingly higher near 

the edges of the District on streets like Rangely which are adjacent to the businesses, 

as compared to streets like Ashcroft in the center of the District (far from businesses) 

which had few cars with commercial permits.  For the details of surveys and the 

complete list of counts see Appendix 2: Parking counts on page 55. 

The Walker study did not separate out the data for G permits (although it is 

never stated, they are likely included in the R permit counts), but they did separate the 

data for Handicap Permits.  We have chosen to include Handicap Permits in the no-

permit group.  We found that there were a significant number of cars with no permits 

(possible patrons, commercial employees, residential domestic workers, etc.) on 

streets in the District.  Thursday afternoon was the peak time for cars without permits, 

when they were 10% of the parked cars in the District; Thursday morning during street 

sweeping hours was the lightest at 6%, while Wednesday morning and afternoon non-

permitted cars were in between at 8% and 7 % respectively. 

Total occupancy in the District was surprisingly light overall, especially for 

commercial vehicles.  Of the 685 spaces in the District, 264 of them are reserved for C 

permits only, another 105 allow both C and R permits.  Even on the heaviest survey 
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period (Thursday afternoon), commercial vehicles were parked at less than one-quarter 

of the total number of spaces in the District.  See Table 4, Table 5, and Table 6 below. 

Table 4: Summary of commercial permit usage in District 1 

 # of C permits 
in use 

% of total spaces 
in the District 

Wednesday AM 60 9%
Wednesday PM 103 15%
Thursday AM 45 7%
Thursday PM 156 23%

Table 5: Summary of residential permit usage in District 1 

 # of R or G 
permits in use 

% of total spaces 
in the District 

Wednesday AM 217 32%
Wednesday PM 180 26%
Thursday AM 197 29%
Thursday PM 159 23%

Table 6: Summary of cars without permits in District 1 

 # without 
permits 

% of total spaces 
in the District 

Wednesday AM 58 8%
Wednesday PM 51 7%
Thursday AM 42 6%
Thursday PM 67 10%

 

A tale of two streets: Rangely and Aschcroft 

These two streets are a microcosm of the entire District.  One is heavily 

utilized and the other is underutilized.  (See Figure 1 on page 6.)  Their locations 

are the reason for the dramatically different usage rates.  Rangely is the most 

popular street in the District, because it is close to where patrons and employees 

want to park, while Aschcroft is farther away.  Rangely is one block south of the 

design shops on Melrose, while Ashcroft is 3 blocks away; moreover, Aschroft is 2 

blocks away from the shops and doctors’ offices on Beverly.  Each street is divided 
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in to three block faces, 1) Doheny to Almont, 2) Almont to Robertson, and 3) 

Robertson to San Vicente / Sherborne.  The table below shows the occupancy on all 

three block faces on both streets for each of the four surveyed times.  For more 

details, see Appendix 2: Parking counts on page 55. 

Figure 9: Occupancy Rates on Rangely and Ashcroft16 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

W
ed

 A
M

W
ed

 P
M

Th
r A

M
*

Th
r P

M

W
ed

 A
M

W
ed

 P
M

Th
r A

M
*

Th
r P

M

Rangely Ashcroft

R Only R & C or C only 
 

In the afternoons, which are the peak times for commercial parkers, the 

utilization on Ashcroft is much lower than on Rangely.  Only on street sweeping 

mornings (Thursday mornings) when two out of three commercial sides on both 

streets are off limits does Ashcroft’s utilization rate surpass Rangely’s.  Rangely 

always has a higher utilization on the R side of the street; this is partly attributable 

                                                 
16 Both streets have one side reserved for residents only; this data is shown on the left in the chart and 
labeled: R Only.  On Rangely the other side is reserved for R or C permit holders during the day, on 
Ashcroft the other side is reserved for C permit holders only; this data is shown on the right, labeled: R & C 
or C only.  The asterisk indicates the Thursday is street sweeping. 
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to a higher number of G permits in use on Rangely and a higher number of cars 

without any permit that may be choosing to park on the R permit side. 

Just how arduous is it to park on Ashcroft?  Suppose that a person works on 

Melrose and would like to park on Rangely but there are no spaces available so she 

parks on Ashcroft.  Rangely is about 275 yards north of Ashcroft, so that is the 

additional distance an Ashcroft parker would need to walk to get to a job on 

Melrose.  On average there are about 20 workdays in one month so the total 

additional round trip distance would be about 11,000 yards per month (2 trips * 275 

yards * 20 days) or about 6 ¼ miles.  If she walks at 4 miles per hour, that works 

out to be a bit more than an hour and a half spent walking each month. 

If someone has a low value of time or actually enjoys walking through the 

neighborhood that person is likely to park on Ashcroft.  People who value their 

time highly will park on Rangely.  Suppose this hypothetical parker valued her time 

at $10 per hour, since she spends an extra hour and half walking each month, she 

would park on Ashcroft provided that she saved at least $15.  But there are other 

benefits as well.  At 80 calories per mile, an Ashcroft parker will burn and 

additional 500 calories per month – ten more than in a McDonald’s Double 

Cheeseburger.17  Positive, caloric side-effects notwithstanding, the value in parking 

on Rangely comes for the times savings; so how much District 1 parkers value their 

time (or their waistline) will determine the value of parking on any given street. 

                                                 
17 The calories per mile information can be found at: http://www.new-fitness.com/walk.html.  Viewed, June 
2004.  The nutrition al information for McDonalds can be found at: 
http://www.mcdonalds.com/app_controller.nutrition.categories.nutrition.index.html.  Viewed, June 2004. 
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Recommendations 
Commercial cars fill the residential streets near the edges of the District 

prompting residents to ask, “why can’t I park in front of my house?”  Frustration leads 

them to organize and complain collectively to the city.  The true problem is not a 

shortage of parking in District 1, rather it is a shortage of convenient parking.  Therefore, 

the City should spread the commercial cars around the District so that no one block face 

is ever more than 90% occupied as seen in our surveys.  Moreover, the financial benefits 

of the District should accrue to those residing and owning businesses in the District – 

after all, they are the ones bearing the burden. 

The City has moved in the right direction by recognizing in its trial resolution for 

District 1 that some spaces, such as those on Rangely, are more valuable than others.  I 

recommend that the City of West Hollywood expand its commitment to the policy of 

pricing parking based on demand.  If the explanation for the high parking vacancy rates 

on Ashcroft is that most people do not like to park on the more distant streets, those who 

are willing to park there and walk should be rewarded with lower parking costs. 

Some key assumptions influenced my recommendations: a) the residents of 

District 1 perceive that the area is unique in its parking needs; b) commercial users and 

residential users are directly at odds with one another; c) while parking spaces are 

abundant, convenient parking is at a tremendous premium; d) residents feel that the 

spaces in front of their homes belong to them, not the entire city; e) business owners feel 

that they should be able to park on nearby residential spaces because they pay a 
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significant portion of the taxes that support the city; and finally, f) currently there is an 

unstable detente in District 1. 

Assign individual permits to specific block faces 

Commercial permits should be valid for one block face (i.e. both sides of a 

street from one cross street to the next).  By dividing the District and selling block-

face-specific permits, the City can more easily distribute the commercial parkers 

throughout the District.  On streets like Rangely, for example, there is a high 

utilization of commercial parking spaces but C permits are a rare sight on streets like 

Ashcroft.  Rangely, from Doheny to Almont is one block face with a total of 32 

spaces.  I recommend selling a maximum of 17 commercial permits, half the total 

number of spaces, on this particular block face.  If occupancy rates continue to be high 

on certain streets, the number of commercial permits could be lowered – other cities 

take occupancy surveys and adjust the number of permits accordingly. 

Would people buy permits to park on a block without knowing where exactly 

their space would be each day?  Absolutely.  Purchasing the right to park on a 

particular block in the District is like buying season tickets for a football team or 

subscribing to a theater, where potential buyers are shown a color coded map and 

choose the section as close to the fifty-yard line or the stage as they can afford to be.  

Moreover, just as colleges give the best seats to their best donors, businesses can use 

parking passes as incentives.  Suppose that a furniture store has five salespeople and 

the owner previously paid for five C permits.  After the city implements the block-

face-specific permits, the owner could buy one permit that is close, a second that is 
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fairly close, and so on until the fifth is relatively far from the store.  Each quarter the 

owner could distribute the permits based on the previous quarter’s sales, the best 

permit goes to the best salesperson, and the worst of course goes to the salesperson 

who moved the least furniture.  Sloth can be an excellent motivator. 

Eliminate alternate-side restrictions 

Since the number of commercial permits would be capped on each street, there 

would be no need to maintain the alternate side restrictions – commercial and 

residential parkers could use either side of the street.  On any given day, even if every 

commercial permit holder were using their permit, residents and their guests would 

have access to at least half of the parking spaces.  There are 685 spaces in the District.  

During the day, 313 allow only residential parkers, 264 allow only commercial 

parkers, 105 allow both, and 3 allow neither.  Under my proposal, the total number of 

commercial permits are capped at 50% of the total number of spaces: 343.  

(Remember the peak occupancy for C permits was less 25%, see Table 4 on page 29.) 

The signs throughout the District could be exactly the same.  See Figure 10 

below for an example of what the simplified district wide sign might look like and 

compare it with the current signs in the District, see Figure 2 on page 7. 
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Figure 10: Example of how a new, simplified District 1 sign might look 

 

On Thursday or Friday mornings from 8 to 10 AM there is no parking on one 

side of each block face to accommodate street sweeping.  Thus for four hours a week, 

the amount of parking is cut in half.  During this time, demand for parking on any 

given block face may cause parking shortages.  One option to address this concern is 

to ease the restrictions by allowing C permit holders to park on other block faces (e.g. 

ones that are already swept) during this time.  Alternatively, the City could look into 

shifting the street sweeping to the weekend. 
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Charge for commercial permits based on 
demand 

Specifically, West Hollywood should set a minimum price for a commercial 

permit; this fee becomes the base price for buying a hangtag.  Then, the city should 

sell the block specific stickers at varying prices based on demand.  Each quarter the 

price of the stickers could be adjusted; if the demand for a given block face exceeded 

the capped number of permits, the Parking Department would increase the fee for a 

permit on that that block face.  Conversely, if all the permits failed to sell on a given 

block, and the price is currently above base level, the price would fall in the next 

quarter. 

One way to estimate the value of a given block would be to calculate the 

walking time to commercial edges of the District.  Those blocks with lower walking 

distances are likely to be the most valuable.  See the example in the A tale of two 

streets: Rangely and Aschcroft section on page 29. 

Eliminate free daytime visitor parking 

As the Walker study noted, and the City of West Hollywood’s internal survey 

(taken in March 2004) shows, the parking meters along Melrose and San Vicente are 

underutilized.  This is not surprising as any visitor (or worker) can park in the 

neighborhood free for two hours – why pay for something if farther down the street it 

is offered free?  Longer-term patrons and workers easily trump the time restriction by 

simply relocating their car every two hours.  While conducting our surveys we had no 

means of ascertaining how many of the visitors were legitimate patrons and how many 
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were employees shuffling their cars every two hours, but even if all the cars without 

permits moved to the meters at the peak observed time (67 cars on Thursday 

afternoon), there would still be extra meters available. 

Eliminating visitor parking will also dramatically simplify enforcement as all 

vehicles will need to display some sort of permit and the parking enforcement officers 

will not have to go around chalking tires.  Easier enforcement should lower its costs. 

Dedicate all the net revenue generated by the 
district, to the district 

Currently the permit parking program is self-funded, which means that all 

revenues generated by the ten districts are dedicated to paying for the parking program 

and its staff.  Since the C permits are considerably more expensive than the R permits, 

commercial users are essentially subsidizing the residents’ parking.  The current 

benefit that the residents of District 1, and indeed the residents of the rest of the city as 

well, receive from the commercial users is lower fees for R permits.  What makes this 

arrangement unfair is that only the residents in the three districts with commercial 

permits have to put up with additional vehicles on their streets during the day, while 

the benefits are distributed to all the districts in the city. 

By returning the revenue from the permit program to the neighborhood that 

generates it, residents may take a less acrimonious attitude toward commercial 

parkers.  (And, other districts may decide to petition for 24-hour restrictions and 

commercial permits just like District 1.)  The commercial parkers will no longer be a 

source of strife in the city, and will instead be viewed as the reason that a new park has 
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been built, sidewalks repaired, trees planted, or whatever other public good or 

improvement the neighborhood desires, such as subsidized parking permits. 

Figure 11: Example of buckled sidewalk in District 1 

 

The infrastructure in the area is generally in pretty good condition.  But, there 

are minor improvements that could be made, such as repairing the buckled sidewalks 

that are common throughout cities in the Southland.  (See Figure 11, above.)  If the 

residents of District 1 felt that mending sidewalks is a better use of the revenue from 

commercial permits than subsidizing residential permits, they could dedicate those 

funds to a wholesale sidewalk improvement project. 
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The key is to allow the residents to decide how to spend the money generated 

in their district.  While implementing a ‘revenue return’ policy may be difficult 

because the City does not track costs or revenues of the program by district, this 

change could end the animosity caused by the commercial parking permit program.  

Moreover, the businesses may benefit as well, as a new installation of street trees or 

improved sidewalks in the neighborhood are improvements that certainly are likely to 

be desirable to the owners and customers.  They could be assured that the money 

generated from their permit purchases is not being channeled into providing cheaper 

residential permits elsewhere in the city.  Simply put, by returning the revenue 

generated from the District back to the residents, the City of West Hollywood can 

concentrate the benefits to the areas that suffer the costs of the commercial parking. 
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Conclusion 
West Hollywood’s Preferential Parking District 1 is a unique place in a unique 

city.  Its residents dislike nonresidents parking on their streets and the complex 

restrictions that generally relegate residents to one side of the street.  Businesses enjoy 

the commercial permit program and prefer it to parking in the high-priced proximate 

garages.  To address the concerns of all parties and attempt to improve the balance of 

parking in the District, I have five key recommendations: 

1) assign block-face-specific permits 
2) eliminate alternate side restrictions 
3) charge for commercial permits based on demand 
4) eliminate free daytime visitor parking 
5) dedicate all the net revenue generated by the District to the District 

 

Benefits to residents 

There are significant benefits for residents in my proposal.  One, all residents 

and their guests will be able to park on either side of any street at any time, decreasing 

their chance of non-compliance with the regulations.  Two, no residential street will 

have more than 50% commercial parking.  Given the likelihood that not all C permits 

will be in use at any one time, in practice that rate will often be lower.  Three, patrons 

will move to the underutilized meters in the neighborhood therefore increasing city 

revenue, and workers who currently abuse the two hour patron parking will either 

begin paying for the privilege of parking in the District or will park someplace else.  

Four, the residents will have a dedicated revenue source for improvements such as 

new sidewalks, street trees, or whatever else they may desire. 
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Benefits to businesses 

There are key benefits for commercial permit holders as well.  One, they too 

will be able to park on either side of the street any time during the day.  Two, as the 

prices for block-specific-stickers vary to match supply and demand, those who value 

parking close to work will continue to be able to do so and those willing to walk will 

save money.  Three, businesses can use the passes as employee performance 

incentives.  Four, the businesses may enjoy a more attractive surrounding 

neighborhood environment if the residents elect to use the generated funds for 

beautification purposes that may also serve to entice and attract customers.  

Benefits to the City 

The key benefit for the City of West Hollywood is a new program that is 

flexible enough to keep up with changing demand.  Parking regulations would be 

considerably simplified and dramatically easier to enforce.  Specifically, the 

elimination of non-permitted visitor parking will prevent workers from taking 

advantage of the two-hour daytime grace period by shuffling their cars around the 

District.  Simplifying the regulations will also reduce the complexity and number of 

signs the city is required to maintain.  Residents and commercial users alike could 

park on either side of the street reducing the confusion and frustration felt by many 

parkers in the District.  Most importantly, the residents of District 1 could park in front 

of their houses – and that is parking by design. 
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Appendix 1: Details of other 
cities’ policies 

Aspen 

Residential parking permits in the urban core of Aspen, Colorado are free for 

up to two vehicles.  The third residential permit costs $25 dollars and the price is 

raised $25 incrementally with each additional car, with a maximum of five permits per 

household.  Free parking is available for up to two hours without a permit. 

Each residence in a Residential Permit Parking (RPP) zone receives one free 

guest pass to loan to visitors to authorize parking for more than two hours while the 

guest is parked at the host address.  The pass is displayed on the guest vehicle's 

rearview mirror.  A visitor may also purchase a one-day pass for $5 to legally park all 

day in any residential zone.  If a resident or organization is hosting a special event 

during restricted parking hours they can contact the Transportation and Parking 

Department to make arrangements. 

Businesses holding a valid City of Aspen business license located in the 

residential area and qualifying non-profit institutions receive one permit at no charge. 

Additional permits maybe purchased at $300 for 6 months.  The permit includes the 

address of the business, and these permit parkers must park immediately in front of 

their place of employment or on the adjacent block.  The city has included an 

ecological and traffic minimizing aspect to the permit parking program through which 



Holliday 44 

 

carpools of three or more can get a free daily parking pass.  The carpooling car is then 

allowed to park in any of the residential or carpool zones all day for free. 

The city also runs an innovative ‘Pay-and-Display’ program in which there is 

one pay station per city block instead of individual meters. The pay stations accept 

coins, parking tokens, credit cards, and debit “smart” cards that are available at City 

Hall.  Tokens are also available from many Aspen merchants.  Alternatively, motorists 

can acquire an in-car meter from the City for a one-time deposit and administrative fee 

of $40.  The device is then loaded with as much parking time as the customer likes at 

50¢ per half hour.  When parking, the user activates the meter, which is then debited 

by the minute at a rate of 50¢ per half hour (or 1.7¢ per minute) with a two-hour time 

limit.  The meter hangs from the rear-view mirror.  This option is popular primarily 

with local citizens who frequently park downtown.  The main advantage is that one 

only has to pay for the actual time parked (at 1.7¢ per minute), not in minimum half-

hour increments. Over 4,000 meters have been sold to date.  Pay-and-Display parking 

is enforced from 10 AM to 6 PM weekdays and Saturdays. 

As previously stated, business permits are only valid on blocks immediately 

adjacent to the registered place of employment, and the price of permits is high, both 

of which function to limit the impact of on-street business parking in the residential 

areas.  Currently there is no waitlist for these parking permits as the high price tends to 

keep the demand low.  As non-residential permits are only granted for block faces on 

which a business is located, the highest numbers of non-residential permits are seen on 
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the most commercial streets, thereby affecting the surrounding residential streets in a 

less imposing fashion. 

The Aspen Transportation Plan is financially self-supporting.  Paid on-street 

parking brings in about $1.4 million a year, of which $600,000 is left over for 

transportation improvement projects.  The municipal parking garage also has a surplus 

of about $200,000 a year, which goes toward transportation improvements.  The 

parking services authority of the city of Aspen, Colorado, is an independent enterprise.  

The revenue generated from parking permits and parking tickets is not allocated into 

the city’s general fund; instead it is used mainly to support the city’s bus system. 

The Aspen Transportation Plan was implemented in January 1995.  In the 

beginning there was substantial local opposition to the centerpiece of the plan, paid 

parking.  However, four months after implementation, in a municipal election in May 

1995, over 73% of Aspen voters approved continuation of the paid parking program. 

A key principle of the Transportation Plan was to have transportation 

alternatives in place before the parking restrictions were implemented.  Accordingly, 

in mid-1994, half a year before paid parking went into effect, the City of Aspen 

worked closely with the Roaring Fork Transit Agency to double the amount of bus 

service between Aspen and the mid-Roaring Fork Valley.  Twenty-three new buses 

were added, bringing the fleet up to 79.  As a result of the enhanced bus service and 

paid parking, Valley bus ridership increased by 92% from 1993 to 1996.  Average 

occupancy of downtown on-street parking spaces during peak periods fell from 95-

100% to 70% after implementation of the Transportation Plan. 
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For more information on Aspen, see: http://aspenpitkin.com/depts/61/, viewed 

June 2004. 

Boulder 

The city of Boulder, Colorado has implemented the Neighborhood Permit 

Parking (NPP) program in which zoned residential areas have restricted on-street 

parking.  The NPP program was designed in order to ensure that the neighborhoods of 

Boulder continue to be pleasant places to live, and to encourage less vehicular traffic 

and on-street parking congestion in the affected areas.  Neighborhoods can petition to 

have their area evaluated by the city in order to become a NPP zone. After at least 25 

neighbors have applied by petition, the City initiates a multi-step process for 

development and approval of a new zone.  Each zone therefore has public parking 

restrictions that are unique and attempt to solve each particular neighborhood’s needs.  

In general, vehicles without a permit may park one time only per day and once 

the time limitation is up may not re-park in the same zone until the next day. The 

regulations are enforced using hand held computer devices into which the license plate 

number of each non-permitted car in a zone is entered every two or three hours, 

depending on the area’s restrictions.  If the same license plate number is entered in the 

same zone beyond the time limit, a ticket is issued.  

Permits are available for residents, visitors, employees and commuters. 

Residents living within a NPP zone may purchase two resident permits at a price of 

$12 per year each, and receive two free visitor permits.  Businesses located within the 

area may purchase up to three permits for $75 per year.  According to the website, 
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large businesses may petition to receive additional employee permits.  However, the 

City official I spoke with said that she could not recall any business asking for more 

than two permits, let alone four.  Commuter permits are also occasionally offered on a 

limited basis and cost $75 per quarter, with the price scheduled to rise 5% every two 

years starting in 2004.  The commuter permits have a ‘sunset date’ of 2007 when they 

will have to be re-evaluated or phased out.  Commuter permits are issued if the 

unoccupied parking space exceeds 25% on a block face, with a maximum of four 

issued per block face.  If the parking occupancy rate remains high after the 

introduction of parking restrictions into the neighborhood, the commuter parking 

permits are re-evaluated or removed.  The revenue generated from these various 

permits is intended to cover the expenses of operating the Neighborhood Permit 

Parking programs. 

This program is similar to the current City of West Hollywood program in that 

it allows non-permitted cars to park in permit zones, but is more restrictive in that it 

only allows non-permitted cars to park once a day per zone.  This ensures that the cars 

using the two or three hour free parking are not employees who will be occupying 

spaces all day – instead it limits it to only customers and visitors.  Also, there is a limit 

to business and commuter permits offered on any block face and within each zone and 

in this way is much more restrictive.  The block-face assignments for commuter 

permits only on block faces with low occupancy rates, as well as the biennial fee 

increases discourage extensive commuter usage of the residential areas for long-term 

parking. 
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For more information on Boulder, see: 

http://www3.ci.boulder.co.us/duhmd/Parkingservices/index.html, viewed June 2004.  

Santa Cruz 

The City of Santa Cruz recently created new preferential parking districts near 

its downtown area.  Effective in February 2004, the new restrictions place a two-hour 

parking limit from 6 AM to 8 PM on weekdays in downtown residential areas, except 

by permit.  There is no parking from Midnight to 6 AM every night of the week, 

except by permit.  Between 8 PM and Midnight on weekdays, anyone can park on 

downtown residential streets without restriction.  On weekends, the two-hour limit is 

not enforced during the day and most of the night — though parking without a permit 

is prohibited Midnight to 6 AM. 

This program does not end free parking downtown, but rather limits it in 

residential neighborhoods.  Anyone can still park in the neighborhoods for free 

without displaying a permit, but only for a maximum of two hours at a time during the 

restricted hours.  There is also still free parking on surface lots for three hours at 

various downtown locales. 

This program will cost residential households $20 per permit annually, with up 

to three annual resident and two annual guest permits that each cost an additional $20.  

Households also have the option of buying up to 30 single use day permits, at $1 each, 

to be used by both residents and guests.  Nonresidents (such as employees of local 

businesses) must pay for permits to park in the residential zones.  Employees may 

purchase the following types of parking permits:  
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1) A limited number of Commuter Permits are sold for $60 per quarter.  

Commuters are assigned to park at specific residential block faces where parking is 

available.  Commuter Permits will be valid along designated residential property 

frontages, weekdays 6 AM to 8 PM.  No overnight commuter parking is allowed.  The 

blocks considered for these permits are ones that have documented occupancies of 

75% or less at peak hours, with a maximum of four commuter permits assigned to the 

longest blocks.  

2) 12-hour Meter Permits allow employees to park on any 12-hour meter but 

only from 9 AM to 8 PM daily at a cost of $60 per quarter. 

3) Monthly and Quarterly Permits are sold for downtown parking lots and 

garages.  Permits cost $48 to $93 per quarter. 

4) Daily Permits for the centrally located River Street garage may be 

purchased for $2 per day in advance at the Parking Office for the River Street Garage.  

There are also certain streets near Santa Cruz High School (which does not 

have a parking lot) that are designated as student permit parking from the hours of 7 

AM to 2 PM on weekdays, in order to accommodate the large numbers of high school 

students using the city’s surface streets for parking during school hours. 

Commuters may choose their permit from any of the available blocks on a first 

come first serve basis.  Currently the demand has not exceeded capacity as the entire 

program is only a few months old, and although the city would consider utilizing a 

waitlist if it became necessary, there is no system in place if the demand increases, nor 

the database and human capacity to implement one.  In March of 2004 Santa Cruz sold 
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15 permits, with the goal for the city to have a total of 150 to 200 commuter permits 

assigned to the downtown area. 

According to Matt Farrell at the City of Santa Cruz, the City intends to allocate 

the income generated from commuter and residential permits to pay for improvements 

in the areas that generate the revenue, although currently there is no mechanism in 

place to divide funds by neighborhoods.  Therefore, although not ideal, the revenue is 

being channeled into the City of Santa Cruz’s general fund. 

Downtown residents who are in favor of the new system speak of how elderly 

residents were previously forced to walk long distances to their homes, blocked 

driveways, and near-collisions between residents and others jockeying for the same 

spaces. On the other hand, the free neighborhood parking was popular among many 

downtown workers.  Confronted with a high cost of living and modest wages, this 

group is eager to avoid meters, paid lots and time-restricted free lots.  Also affected 

are University of California, Santa Cruz students who sometimes park on the 

neighborhood streets and catch a bus to campus to avoid paying to park at the 

University.  Regarding the special regulations for the Santa Cruz High School permits, 

one resident is upset that part of his block is reserved from morning to early afternoon 

for student parking, and is quoted in the Santa Cruz Sentinel as remarking: “I can’t 

park in front of my house but a high schooler can?” 

For more information on Santa Cruz, see: http://www.ci.santa-

cruz.ca.us/pw/index.html, viewed June 2004. 
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Tucson 

The city of Tucson, Arizona runs a parking permit program entitled ParkWise 

in its city core. Residential Permits are available for properties not exceeding four 

units.  The number of permits issued is based on a property’s frontage, with variable 

limits within different neighborhoods as decided by the neighborhood associations.  

Parking is allowed only on the block face of the address to which the permit is issued.  

Permits are $2.50 annually per permit, and will be raised to $12 annually in July, 

2004. 

In certain neighborhoods, to ensure that residential parking is available during 

athletic and special events at the University of Arizona, some areas have an expanded 

program that restricts parking while those special events are in progress.  If a 

neighborhood is included in the Special Events area, the Residential Permit and the 

Special Events Permit are combined.  The combined permits are $5.00 annually, with 

prices soon to rise.  Otherwise, Parking Programs are suspended during the 4th 

Avenue Street Fair and University of Arizona Football Games. 

In most cases, a resident can receive one visitor pass with their Residential 

Parking Permit.  Only one visitor pass is allowed per dwelling.  Visitor passes do not 

expire and there is no charge unless lost or stolen, in which case a replacement fee of 

$2.50 applies. 

If a dwelling consists of five or more units, it qualifies as an apartment, and 

receives permits through the Apartment Program.  Permit holders are limited to 
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parking on the apartment’s property frontage only and a permit does not guarantee a 

parking space.  Permits are $25 annually. 

Another option is meter exemption stickers which authorize the permitted 

vehicle to park free of charge between the hours of 8 AM and 5 PM weekdays at the 

meters on the block adjacent to the residence.  The meters are clearly marked for the 

program.  Residents who park their vehicles at metered spaces outside of their 

program boundaries are not exempt from expired meters and are at risk of receiving a 

citation.  Permits are $2.50 annually.  No visitor passes are issued with this program. 

Tucson allows nonresidents to park in the ParkWise areas; the nonresident 

permit program runs from 8 AM to 5 PM.  Nonresident parking permits are issued on 

an annual basis, August 1st through July 31st.  Nonresident Permit sales are open to 

the general public on a first come first served basis.  Permit prices vary on location 

and demand.  Parking Programs are suspended during the 4th Avenue Street Fair and 

University of Arizona Football Games.  The university areas are priced as follows, 

Zone 1- $400, Zone 2- $300, Zone 3- $200.  All other areas are $300.  A Hanging Tag 

option (instead of a sticker) for all areas is an additional $100. 

All ParkWise permits are block-face-specific.  Permits are not valid in any 

location other than that for which they are purchased.  Parking overcrowding is being 

addressed as residents are limited in their permits by the size of their property, and are 

only allowed to park in the immediate street-face in front of the width of their 

property.  There is virtually no free two hour parking in the residential neighborhoods, 



Holliday 53 

 

with only small amounts of metered parking.  Permits are only issued on a space-

available basis, therefore alleviating much of the overcrowding 

Commercial and non-residential permits are almost solely issued for non-

residential streets, and are mainly parking spots in front of churches, businesses, etc.  

These permits are strictly enforced.  To address neighbors concerns about littering, 

Tuscon is currently considering adding a regulation to allow it to revoke (without 

refund) a permit if the holder is seen littering or in any way trashing the neighborhood.  

According to Chris Leighton of the City of Tuscon, as the proposed policy is now 

envisioned it would be enforced by tracking complaints from residents – if the same 

permit holder has three complaints from two distinct residents they would lose their 

permit. 

All programs are designed to be self-supporting and any excess revenues 

generated by these programs are reinvested into alternative transportation modes and 

infrastructure improvements within ParkWise program areas.  The net profit from the 

program is channeled specifically into the permit areas.  Currently the city is running a 

free downtown shuttle with a portion of the revenue, constructing additional parking 

garages, and making street improvements.  Neighborhood associations are able to 

request desired improvements based on the funds generated from their specific areas 

and have repaved streets, built parks, replaced damaged street signs and increased area 

police patrols. 

Overflow parking problems from the University of Arizona were identified by 

all as one of the main reasons residents frequently don’t have a place to park, and 
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residential permit parking programs in neighborhoods adjacent to the university are 

working to combat the problem.  A long-time resident of a preferential parking 

neighborhood said that the program has been “a godsend.”  He continued, “it’s 

transforming our neighborhood from, basically a parking lot, into a neighborhood 

again.” 

For more information on Tucson, see: 

http://dot.ci.tucson.az.us/parkwise/parkwise.htm, viewed June 2004. 
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Appendix 2: Parking counts 

Wednesday morning, April 28, 2004 (no street sweeping) 

Time Id Street From To Side Sign Spaces None R C G Total Occupancy 
8:00 AM A Rangely Doheny Almont N R & C 17 1 5 2 2 10 59% 
8:15 AM A Rangely Doheny Almont S R 15 1 4 0 4 9 60% 
8:00 AM B Rangely Almont Robertson N R & C 25 3 8 5 6 22 88% 
8:15 AM B Rangely Almont Robertson S R 22 2 9 0 5 16 73% 
8:10 AM C Rangely Robertson Sherbourne N R 15 0 9 0 1 10 67% 
8:10 AM C Rangely Robertson Sherbourne S R & C 21 0 7 3 1 11 52% 
8:20 AM D Dorrington Doheny Almont N C 19 1 2 2 3 8 42% 
8:20 AM D Dorrington Doheny Almont S R 18 0 7 0 2 9 50% 
8:20 AM E Dorrington Almont Robertson N C 18 1 3 1 1 6 33% 
8:30 AM E Dorrington Almont Robertson S R 22 0 8 0 4 12 55% 
8:25 AM F Dorrington Robertson Sherbourne N R 18 1 8 0 5 14 78% 
8:30 AM F Dorrington Robertson Sherbourne S C 24 3 3 5 1 12 50% 
8:40 AM G Ashcroft Doheny Almont N C 17 2 1 0 1 4 24% 
8:40 AM G Ashcroft Doheny Almont S R 19 2 3 0 3 8 42% 
8:35 AM H Ashcroft Almont Robertson N C 23 2 1 0 0 3 13% 
8:40 AM H Ashcroft Almont Robertson S R 25 0 7 0 2 9 36% 
8:35 AM I Ashcroft Robertson Sherbourne N R 15 1 8 0 4 13 87% 
8:35 AM I Ashcroft Robertson Sherbourne S C 18 3 3 0 2 8 44% 
8:55 AM J Rosewood Doheny Almont N R 18 0 3 0 3 6 33% 
8:50 AM J Rosewood Doheny Almont S C 20 1 2 4 2 9 45% 
8:50 AM K Rosewood Almont Robertson N R 26 2 9 0 0 11 42% 
9:00 AM K Rosewood Almont Robertson S C 42 3 0 14 0 17 40% 
8:50 AM L Rosewood Robertson Sherbourne N R 18 2 6 0 4 12 67% 
9:00 AM L Rosewood Robertson Sherbourne S C 20 13 0 1 1 15 75% 
9:20 AM L San Vicente Dorrington Ashcroft W R & C 9 0 2 0 1 3 33% 
8:55 AM M Doheny Dorrington Ashcroft E R 7 0 0 0 2 2 29% 
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Time Id Street From To Side Sign Spaces None R C G Total Occupancy 
8:55 AM M Doheny Ashcroft Rosewood E R 7 0 0 0 2 2 29% 
9:00 AM M Bonner Robertson Sherbourne N R 14 2 1 0 2 5 36% 
9:10 AM M Bonner Robertson Sherbourne S C 20 3 1 10 0 14 70% 
8:15 AM N Almont Melrose Rangely E No Execption 3 1 0 0 0 1 33% 
8:15 AM N Almont Melrose Rangely W R 3 0 1 0 2 3 100% 
8:15 AM O Almont Rangely Dorrington E C 5 0 0 3 0 3 60% 
8:15 AM O Almont Rangely Dorrington W R 6 0 3 0 2 5 83% 
8:35 AM P Almont Dorrington Ashcroft E C 6 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
8:35 AM P Almont Dorrington Ashcroft W R 5 0 2 0 0 2 40% 
8:45 AM Q Almont Ashcroft Rosewood E C 5 1 0 1 0 2 40% 
8:45 AM Q Almont Ashcroft Rosewood W R 6 0 2 1 1 4 67% 
9:00 AM R Almont Rosewood Beverly E C 3 0 0 3 0 3 100% 
9:00 AM R Almont Rosewood Beverly W R 3 0 0 0 1 1 33% 
9:20 AM S San Vicente Rosewood Beverly E R 12 1 4 0 2 7 58% 
9:30 AM S San Vicente Melrose Dorrington E R & C 28 1 5 3 3 12 43% 
9:20 AM S San Vicente Rangely Dorrington W R & C 5 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
9:15 AM T Sherbourne Ashcroft Beverly E C 24 4 0 2 0 6 25% 
9:15 AM T Sherbourne Ashcroft Rosewood W R 9 0 1 0 1 2 22% 
9:15 AM T Sherbourne Rosewood Bonner W R 7 1 2 0 1 4 57% 
9:15 AM T Sherbourne Bonner Beverly W R 3 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

Wednesday afternoon, May 5, 2004 (no street sweeping) 

Time ID Street From To Side Sign Spaces None R C G Total Percentage 
4:20 PM A Rangely Doheny Almont N R & C 17 0 2 8 0 10 59% 
4:15 PM A Rangely Doheny Almont S R 15 1 2 1 1 5 33% 
4:25 PM B Rangely Almont Robertson N R & C 25 0 4 13 3 20 80% 
4:15 PM B Rangely Almont Robertson S R 22 6 8 1 5 20 91% 
4:30 PM C Rangely Robertson Sherbourne N R 15 1 6 3 1 11 73% 
4:10 PM C Rangely Robertson Sherbourne S R & C 21 2 1 9 1 13 62% 
4:40 PM D Dorrington Doheny Almont N C 19 3 1 6 0 10 53% 
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Time ID Street From To Side Sign Spaces None R C G Total Percentage 
4:40 PM D Dorrington Doheny Almont S R 18 1 6 1 2 10 56% 
4:45 PM E Dorrington Almont Robertson N C 18 2 1 4 3 10 56% 
4:35 PM E Dorrington Almont Robertson S R 22 1 6 0 4 11 50% 
4:50 PM F Dorrington Robertson Sherbourne N R 18 0 9 0 4 13 72% 
4:35 PM F Dorrington Robertson Sherbourne S C 24 4 0 6 1 11 46% 
5:10 PM G Ashcroft Doheny Almont N C 17 2 0 3 2 7 41% 
5:05 PM G Ashcroft Doheny Almont S R 19 0 4 0 2 6 32% 
5:15 PM H Ashcroft Almont Robertson N C* 23 4 0 10 0 14 61% 
5:00 PM H Ashcroft Almont Robertson S R 25 0 8 0 3 11 44% 
5:20 PM I Ashcroft Robertson Sherbourne N R 15 1 3 0 2 6 40% 
4:55 PM I Ashcroft Robertson Sherbourne S C* 18 1 3 2 0 6 33% 
5:55 PM J Rosewood Doheny Almont N R 18 1 11 0 1 13 72% 
5:50 PM J Rosewood Doheny Almont S C 20 0 3 5 0 8 40% 
6:00 PM K Rosewood Almont Robertson N R 26 1 9 0 5 15 58% 
5:40 PM K Rosewood Almont Robertson S C* 42 4 2 16 0 22 52% 
6:05 PM L Rosewood Robertson Sherbourne N R 18 1 5 0 1 7 39% 
5:25 PM L Rosewood Robertson Sherbourne S C* 20 5 0 3 1 9 45% 
6:15 PM L San Vicente Dorrington Ashcroft W R & C 9 0 2 0 1 3 33% 
5:10 PM M Doheny Dorrington Ashcroft E R 7 0 2 0 0 2 29% 
5:10 PM M Doheny Ashcroft Rosewood E R 7 0 0 0 2 2 29% 
6:10 PM M Bonner Robertson Sherbourne N R 14 1 4 0 3 8 57% 
6:10 PM M Bonner Robertson Sherbourne S C 20 2 0 5 0 7 35% 
4:20 PM N Almont Melrose Rangely E No Execption 3 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
4:20 PM N Almont Melrose Rangely W R 3 0 1 0 1 2 67% 
4:45 PM O Almont Rangely Dorrington E C 5 2 0 2 1 5 100% 
4:45 PM O Almont Rangely Dorrington W R 6 0 1 0 0 1 17% 
5:10 PM P Almont Dorrington Ashcroft E C 6 0 0 2 0 2 33% 
5:10 PM P Almont Dorrington Ashcroft W R 5 1 1 0 0 2 40% 
5:55 PM Q Almont Ashcroft Rosewood E C* 5 1 2 1 0 4 80% 
5:55 PM Q Almont Ashcroft Rosewood W R 6 1 0 0 1 2 33% 
6:00 PM R Almont Rosewood Beverly E C 3 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
6:00 PM R Almont Rosewood Beverly W R 3 0 0 0 1 1 33% 
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Time ID Street From To Side Sign Spaces None R C G Total Percentage 
6:25 PM S San Vicente Rosewood Beverly E R 12 0 4 0 1 5 42% 
6:35 PM S San Vicente Melrose Dorrington E R & C 28 1 5 0 2 8 29% 
6:20 PM S San Vicente Rangely Dorrington W R & C 5 0 2 2 0 4 80% 
6:15 PM T Sherbourne Ashcroft Beverly E C 24 1 2 0 0 3 13% 
6:15 PM T Sherbourne Bonner Beverly W R 3 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
6:15 PM T Sherbourne Rosewood Bonner W R 7 0 2 0 0 2 29% 
6:15 PM T Sherbourne Ashcroft Rosewood W R 9 0 2 0 1 3 33% 

Thursday morning, April 29, 2004 (street sweeping 8 AM to 10 AM) 

Time Block ID Street From To Side Sign 
# 
Spaces None R C G Total Percentage 

8:05 AM A Rangely Doheny Almont N R & C 17 0 2 0 0 2 12% 
8:05 AM A Rangely Doheny Almont S R 15 0 7 0 6 13 87% 
8:00 AM B Rangely Almont Robertson N R & C 25 0 0 0 2 2 8% 
8:00 AM B Rangely Almont Robertson S R 22 6 12 0 6 24 109% 
8:00 AM C Rangely Robertson Sherbourne N R 15 0 1 0 3 4 27% 
8:00 AM C Rangely Robertson Sherbourne S R & C 21 1 13 2 1 17 81% 
8:15 AM D Dorrington Doheny Almont N C 19 0 7 6 3 16 84% 
8:15 AM D Dorrington Doheny Almont S R 18 1 0 0 0 1 6% 
8:10 AM E Dorrington Almont Robertson N C 18 1 9 5 2 17 94% 
8:10 AM E Dorrington Almont Robertson S R 22 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
8:00 AM F Dorrington Robertson Sherbourne N R 18 0 8 0 5 13 72% 
8:00 AM F Dorrington Robertson Sherbourne S C 24 0 0 0 1 1 4% 
8:20 AM G Ashcroft Doheny Almont N C 17 0 1 0 0 1 6% 
8:20 AM G Ashcroft Doheny Almont S R 19 1 10 0 7 18 95% 
8:15 AM H Ashcroft Almont Robertson N C 23 0 0 0 1 1 4% 
8:15 AM H Ashcroft Almont Robertson S R 25 3 5 0 5 13 52% 
8:20 AM I Ashcroft Robertson Sherbourne N R 15 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
8:20 AM I Ashcroft Robertson Sherbourne S C 18 2 9 3 7 21 117% 
8:25 AM J Rosewood Doheny Almont N R 18 0 1 0 1 2 11% 
8:25 AM J Rosewood Doheny Almont S C 20 1 2 7 3 13 65% 
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8:30 AM K Rosewood Almont Robertson N R 26 7 8 0 1 16 62% 
8:30 AM K Rosewood Almont Robertson S C 42 0 1 0 0 1 2% 
8:45 AM L Rosewood Robertson Sherbourne N R 18 1 4 0 1 6 33% 
8:45 AM L Rosewood Robertson Sherbourne S C 20 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

8:55 AM L 
San 
Vicente Dorrington Ashcroft W R & C 9 1 0 5 0 6 67% 

8:20 AM M Doheny Dorrington Ashcroft E R 7 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
8:20 AM M Doheny Ashcroft Rosewood E R 7 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
8:45 AM M Bonner Robertson Sherbourne N R 14 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
8:45 AM M Bonner Robertson Sherbourne S C 20 10 2 7 0 19 95% 
8:10 AM N Almont Melrose Rangely E No Execption 3 2 0 0 0 2 67% 
8:10 AM N Almont Melrose Rangely W R 3 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
8:10 AM O Almont Rangely Dorrington E C 5 0 4 1 2 7 140% 
8:10 AM O Almont Rangely Dorrington W R 6 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
8:10 AM P Almont Dorrington Ashcroft E C 6 0 2 2 0 4 67% 
8:00 AM P Almont Dorrington Ashcroft W R 5 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
8:25 AM Q Almont Ashcroft Rosewood E C 5 0 1 4 0 5 100% 
8:25 AM Q Almont Ashcroft Rosewood W R 6 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
8:25 AM R Almont Rosewood Beverly E C 3 2 0 2 0 4 133% 
8:25 AM R Almont Rosewood Beverly W R 3 0 0 0 1 1 33% 

9:00 AM S 
San 
Vicente Rosewood Beverly E R 12 1 6 0 2 9 75% 

9:00 AM S 
San 
Vicente Melrose Dorrington E R & C 28 0 4 0 1 5 18% 

8:55 AM S 
San 
Vicente Rangely Dorrington W R & C 5 0 3 1 1 5 100% 

8:50 AM T Sherbourne Ashcroft Beverly E C 24 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
8:50 AM T Sherbourne Ashcroft Rosewood W R 9 0 3 0 3 6 67% 
8:50 AM T Sherbourne Rosewood Bonner W R 7 1 4 0 2 7 100% 
8:50 AM T Sherbourne Bonner Beverly W R 3 1 0 0 1 2 67% 
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Thursday afternoon, April 22, 2004 (no street sweeping) 

Time ID Street From To Side Sign Spaces None R C G Total Percentage 
3:10 PM A Rangely Doheny Almont N R & C 17 0 1 9 2 12 71% 
3:10 PM A Rangely Doheny Almont S R 15 1 1 1 2 5 33% 
3:10 PM B Rangely Almont Robertson N R & C 25 3 2 17 1 23 92% 
3:10 PM B Rangely Almont Robertson S R 22 3 6 1 7 17 77% 
3:10 PM C Rangely Robertson Sherbourne N R 15 1 2 4 3 10 67% 
3:10 PM C Rangely Robertson Sherbourne S R & C 21 0 4 9 3 16 76% 
3:20 PM D Dorrington Doheny Almont N C 19 4 1 4 0 9 47% 
3:20 PM D Dorrington Doheny Almont S R 18 3 6 1 0 10 56% 
3:20 PM E Dorrington Almont Robertson N C 18 2 2 8 2 14 78% 
3:20 PM E Dorrington Almont Robertson S R 22 1 7 0 5 13 59% 
3:20 PM F Dorrington Robertson Sherbourne N R 18 0 7 0 5 12 67% 
3:20 PM F Dorrington Robertson Sherbourne S C 24 3 0 13 0 16 67% 
3:35 PM G Ashcroft Doheny Almont N C 17 2 1 3 0 6 35% 
3:35 PM G Ashcroft Doheny Almont S R 19 0 2 1 5 8 42% 
3:35 PM H Ashcroft Almont Robertson N C 23 0 2 10 3 15 65% 
3:35 PM H Ashcroft Almont Robertson S R 25 4 6 0 2 12 48% 
3:35 PM I Ashcroft Robertson Sherbourne N R 15 2 4 0 4 10 67% 
3:35 PM I Ashcroft Robertson Sherbourne S C 18 3 2 6 1 12 67% 
4:10 PM J Rosewood Doheny Almont N R 18 2 4 0 1 7 39% 
4:10 PM J Rosewood Doheny Almont S C 20 3 1 10 2 16 80% 
4:10 PM K Rosewood Almont Robertson N R 26 0 5 1 3 9 35% 
4:10 PM K Rosewood Almont Robertson S C 42 2 1 28 0 31 74% 
4:10 PM L Rosewood Robertson Sherbourne N R 18 1 6 0 2 9 50% 
4:10 PM L Rosewood Robertson Sherbourne S C 20 5 2 2 2 11 55% 

3:55 PM L 
San 
Vicente Dorrington Ashcroft W R & C 9 1 0 6 0 7 78% 

4:25 PM M Doheny Dorrington Ashcroft E R 7 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
4:25 PM M Doheny Ashcroft Rosewood E R 7 0 0 0 1 1 14% 
4:00 PM M Bonner Robertson Sherbourne N R 14 1 1 0 1 3 21% 
4:00 PM M Bonner Robertson Sherbourne S C 20 3 0 8 0 11 55% 
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4:30 PM N Almont Melrose Rangely E No Execption 3 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
4:30 PM N Almont Melrose Rangely W R 3 0 2 0 1 3 100% 
4:30 PM O Almont Rangely Dorrington E C 5 1 0 1 1 3 60% 
4:30 PM O Almont Rangely Dorrington W R 6 0 4 0 1 5 83% 
4:30 PM P Almont Dorrington Ashcroft E C 6 1 0 2 0 3 50% 
4:30 PM P Almont Dorrington Ashcroft W R 5 0 1 0 0 1 20% 
4:30 PM Q Almont Ashcroft Rosewood E C 5 0 0 3 0 3 60% 
4:30 PM Q Almont Ashcroft Rosewood W R 6 0 1 0 0 1 17% 
4:30 PM R Almont Rosewood Beverly E C 3 1 0 0 0 1 33% 
4:30 PM R Almont Rosewood Beverly W R 3 1 0 0 1 2 67% 

4:50 PM S 
San 
Vicente Rosewood Beverly E R 12 0 3 0 1 4 33% 

4:45 PM S 
San 
Vicente Melrose Dorrington E R & C 28 4 2 1 3 10 36% 

3:55 PM S 
San 
Vicente Rangely Dorrington W R & C 5 0 1 2 1 4 80% 

3:55 PM T Sherbourne Ashcroft Beverly E C 24 7 2 5 0 14 58% 
3:55 PM T Sherbourne Ashcroft Rosewood W R 9 1 0 0 1 2 22% 
3:55 PM T Sherbourne Rosewood Bonner W R 7 1 0 0 0 1 14% 
3:55 PM T Sherbourne Bonner Beverly W R 3 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
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Appendix 3: Walker data 

Wednesday, October 16, 2002 (no street sweeping)18 

Wednesday  8:00 AM 11:00 AM 2:00 PM 

 Spaces 
1R 
Tag 

1C 
Tag 

H.C. 
Tag 

No 
Tag Total 

1R 
Tag 

1C 
Tag 

H.C. 
Tag 

No 
Tag Total 

1R 
Tag 

1C 
Tag 

H.C. 
Tag 

No 
Tag Total 

Total 685 220 108 0 46 374 182 220 7 49 458 166 220 3 49 438 
Percent Occupied   32% 16% 0% 7% 55% 27% 32% 1% 7% 67% 24% 32% 0% 7% 64% 
                        
R permit zones 337 160 5 0 7 172 147 26 4 10 187 147 14 3 13 177 
Percent occupied        51%      55%      53% 
Used by each permit 
type   93% 3% 0% 4% 100% 79% 14% 2% 5% 100% 83% 8% 2% 7% 100% 
                        
C permit zones 299 46 99 0 33 178 21 184 3 34 242 10 195 0 33 238 
Percent occupied        60%      81%      80% 
Used by each permit 
type   26% 56% 0% 19% 100% 9% 76% 1% 14% 100% 4% 82% 0% 14% 100% 
                        
R & C permit zones 46 12 4 0 6 22 12 10 0 5 27 9 10 0 3 22 
Percent occupied        48%      59%      48% 
Used by each permit 
type   55% 18% 0% 27% 100% 44% 37% 0% 19% 100% 41% 45% 0% 14% 100% 

Thursday, October 17, 2002 (street sweeping)19 

                                                 
18 Walker, page 4. 
19 Walker, page 4. 



Holliday 63 

 

Thursday  8:00 AM 11:00 AM 2:00 PM 

 Spaces 
1R 
Tag 

1C 
Tag 

H.C. 
Tag 

No 
Tag Total 

1R 
Tag 

1C 
Tag 

H.C. 
Tag 

No 
Tag Total 

1R 
Tag 

1C 
Tag 

H.C. 
Tag 

No 
Tag Total 

Total 685 233 85 2 22 342 152 183 7 27 369 162 203 3 32 400 
Percent Occupied   34% 12% 0% 3% 50% 22% 27% 1% 4% 54% 24% 30% 0% 5% 58% 
                        
R permit zones 337 155 1 1 7 164 108 24 4 4 140 134 14 2 8 158 
Percent occupied        49%      42%      47% 
Used by each permit 
type   95% 1% 1% 4% 100% 77% 17% 3% 3% 100% 85% 9% 1% 5% 100% 
                        
C permit zones 299 65 83 1 15 164 37 147 3 18 205 16 173 1 20 210 
Percent occupied        55%      69%      70% 
Used by each permit 
type   40% 51% 1% 9% 100% 18% 72% 1% 9% 100% 8% 82% 0% 10% 100% 
                        
R & C permit zones 46 11 1 0 0 12 6 12 0 5 23 10 15 0 4 29 
Percent occupied        26%      50%      63% 
Used by each permit 
type   92% 8% 0% 0% 100% 26% 52% 0% 22% 100% 34% 52% 0% 14% 100% 

 




