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APPEAL APPLICATION

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:

□ City Planning Commission 0 City Council □ Director of Planning□ Area Planning Commission

Regarding Case Number: CPC-2013-2812-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-SPR

Project Address: 5901 Sunset Boulevard, 1515 N. Bronson Avenue

Final Date to Appeal: 05/16/2016

D Appeal by Applicant

0 Appeal by a person, other than the applicant, claiming to be aggrieved 

0 Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

Type of Appeal:

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant’s name (print): Beverly Grossman Palmer 

Company: Strumwasser & Woocher LLP__________

Mailing Address: 10940 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 2000

City: Los Angeles________

Telephone: (310) 576-1233

Zip: 90024State: CA

E-mail: bpalmer@strumwooch.com

• Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

□ Self 0 Other: AIDS Healthcare Foundation

O Yes 0 No• Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position?

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable): Beverly Grossman Palmer 

Company: Strumwasser & Woocher LLP__________________________

Mailing Address: 10940 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 2000

City: Los Angeles________

Telephone: (310) 576-1233

State: CA Zip: 90024

E-mail: bpalmer@strumwooch.com
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4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

□ Entire E PartIs the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed?

□ Yes 0 NoAre specific conditions of approval being appealed? 

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here: _______

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

• Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statements^ontainedjrithis apjoijqation are complete and true: 

Appellant Signature: SfeM—_____________ g /is H<pDate:

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

Appeal Application (form CP-7769)

Justification/Reason for Appeal 

Copies of Original Determination Letter

o

o

o

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.

Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate 
their 85% appeal filing fee).

o

Original Applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit a copy of receipt.

Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC 
12.26 K are considered original applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7.

A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the 
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only 
file as an individual on behalf of self.

Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City 
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said 
Commission.

A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes 
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. (CA Public Resources Code § 21151 (c)). CEQA 
Section 21151 (c) appeals must be filed within the next 5 meeting days of the City Council.

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only
Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner):Base Fee: Date:

481 sl\b\lL£c \ <- C \o<f aJ
Receipt No: Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date.

0\oisg zs\$
Determination authority notified D Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)
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5901 Sunset
CPC-2013-2812-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-SPR 

Justification for Appeal by AIDS Healthcare Foundation

Appellant AIDS Healthcare Foundation appeals the following decisions of the City 
Planning Commission to the City Council:

Approval of the Project to construct a 15-story mixed-use office building with 26,000 
square feet of retail space, 274,000 square feet of office space, and over 250,000 square 
feet of above-ground parking;

1.

Approval of the Site Plan Review;2.

3. Approval of a Conditional Use for a Major Development Project for the addition of more 
than 100,000 square-feet of non-residential floor area; and

Adoption of the Conditions for Approval.4.

Appellant understands that it cannot appeal the City Planning Commission’s 
recommendation to the City Council to approve the General Plan Amendment, Zone and Height 
District Change, or to certify the Environmental Impact Report. Appellant preserves all rights, 
however, to object to these recommendations and intends to provide written and oral comment 
before City Council and/or the Planning and Land Use Management Committee regarding all of 
the entitlements requested for the instant project (“Project”) as well as the Environmental Impact 
Report. This appeal by no means is intended to confine or limit Appellant’s objections to the 
Project to the approvals specifically appealed.

A. Appellant Is Aggrieved by the Approval

AIDS Healthcare Foundation (AHF) is a nonprofit, tax-exempt 501(c)(3) organization, 
incorporated under California law. AFIF is a global organization providing cutting-edge 
medicine and advocacy to more than 600,000 people in 36 countries, making it the largest 
provider of HIV/AIDS medical care in the U.S. AHF serves many Hollywood residents and is 
headquartered in the same neighborhood as the Project, with its offices located at 6255 Sunset 
Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90028. AHF also operates pharmacies and thrift stores in locations 
around the City of Los Angeles, including the Hollywood area. AHF is aggrieved by this 
decision which permits increased density and disregards the limitations of the Hollywood 
Community Plan and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. AHF’s clients, patients, employees, 
and customers will be aggrieved by the instant approval because of the deterioration of quality of 
life that will result from the Project.
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AHF, its members, and its patients are not only directly affected by approval of this 
project, but will be affected in the future by other proposals seeking to use the instant 
entitlements as a basis for building larger and denser projects.

B. Basis for Appeal

Appellant appeals on the following grounds. Each of the below entitlement or actions 
constituted an abuse of discretion by the City Planning Commission.

1. Site Plan Review

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code, section 16.05(f), in granting an approval, a 
local planning commission on appeal must find that (1) that the project is in substantial 
conformance with the purposes, intent, and provisions of the General Plan, applicable 
community plan, and any applicable specific plan; and (2) that the project consists of an 
arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking 
facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent 
improvements, that is or will be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent 
properties and neighboring properties.1 (L.A.M.C. § 16.05, subd. (f).) Neither of these two 
required findings can be validly made with this Project.

The Project is not in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent, and 
provisions of the Hollywood Community Plan or Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan.

a.

The Project does not conform to the purposes, intent, and provisions of the relevant plans. 
First, the Project is currently located within the Highway Oriented Commercial area in the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The Project is located only a block and a half from a major 
highway, the US 101 freeway, making its designation appropriate. The Project seeks an 
amendment to the Regional Center Commercial designation, but this would hinder specific goals 
of the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, such as the goal of 
supporting and encouraging a circulation system that will improve the quality of life in 
Flollywood with an emphasis on serving existing facilities and meeting future needs.

Use of the Regional Center Commercial designation is restricted to the Hollywood 
Center, which is “located generally on both sides of Hollywood and Sunset Boulevards between 
La Brea and Gower Street.” The Project is located outside of that area. While a few sites west 
of the Project, closer to the Hollywood Center and farther from the 101 Highway, have been 
converted to Regional Center Commercial, this Project would be the farthest east of any site on 
Sunset Boulevard with that designation. The requested zone changes would benefit only the 
Project developer at the expense of the neighboring community.

A third requirement pertains only to residential projects, and therefore does not apply here.
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b. The Project’s height and bulk make it incompatible with existing and future 
development on adjacent and neighboring properties.

There are several reasons why the Project's height and bulk make it incompatible with 
existing and future development on adjacent and neighboring properties. First, the project’s size 
and height are incompatible with adjacent properties and the surrounding neighborhood. The 
Project’s 15 stories and large building footprint are considerably larger than nearly all of those in 
the same neighborhood. Even at the revised height, the building is still out of place given its 
size. To the north of the Project are one- and two-story residential dwellings. To the south and 
east are smaller structures consistent with the Flighwood Oriented Commercial zone that is 
reflects the current zoning for the Project’s commercially-zoned parcels.

Second, the bulk of the building has been improperly misrepresented and is substantially 
larger and more out-of-proportion than presented because the floor-to-area ratio (FAR) 
calculation improperly ignores almost half of the building’s above-ground bulk, which is 
comprised of five levels of parking. The Municipal Code provides instructions for calculating 
FAR:

In computing the total floor area within a building, the gross area confined 
within the exterior walls within a building shall be considered as the floor area 
of that building, except for the space devoted to bicycle parking, stairways, 
elevator shafts, light courts, rooms housing mechanical equipment incidental to 
the operation of buildings, and outdoor eating areas of ground floor 
restaurants. (L.A.M.C., § 12.21.1, subd. (A)(5).)

That provision clearly states that an FAR calculation should include “the gross area confined 
within the exterior walls within a building,” and the above-ground parking is unquestionably 
within the walls of the proposed structure. Parking is not enumerated among the exceptions in 
the provision. A separate, subsequent provision appears to contradict this provision by including 
“parking floor space” as an exception to the FAR ordinances. {Id., at subd. (B)(4).) This tension 
should be resolved in favor of the purpose of the FAR limitations, which is to limit the scale and 
bulk of properties in relation to neighboring and other nearby properties. Here, the decision to 
exclude parking from FAR calculations hides nearly half of the proposed building’s size and 
mass.

Should the City Council approve the General Plan Amendment and the Zone and Height 
District Change to (T)(Q)C4-2D, the Project would be restricted to an FAR of 4.5:1. Notably, 
this is three times greater than what is currently permissible under the General Plan and 
applicable zones that will continue to apply to most of the Project site’s neighbors. The project 
states that it would have a total floor area of 300,000 square feet, resulting in the maximum 
allowable 4.5:1 FAR even without considering any of the parking levels.
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Although it is difficult to be exact based on the limited modified Project plans available 
to the public, it is possible to estimate the total area of these above-ground parking levels. Based 
on the plans in Exhibit A dated March 16, 2016, it appears that each of these floors has an area of 
approximately 50,920 square feet. Five of these floors would therefore have a combined floor 
area of 254,600 square feet, bringing the total above-ground floor area to 554,600 square feet, 
not 300,000 square feet as currently stated. The FAR with this total floor area is approximately 
8.2:1. This is nearly five and a half times greater than is currently permissible for this site. It is 
nearly two times greater what is permissible even under the proposed General Plan Amendment 
and changed zones, and it is greater than the 6:1 ratio permissible for other C4-zone and 
Regional Center Commercial sites. This considerable, out-of-place bulk will hinder future 
developments in the mostly residential area, as it will significantly impact traffic and shading in 
the neighborhood.

For these reasons, the Site Plan Review should not be approved.

2. Conditional Use

In order to approve a Conditional Use application, the decisionmaker must decide if the 
facts presented in the record are such to establish the following findings:

That the project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding 
neighborhood or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial 
to the community, city or region;

(1)

That the project’s location, size, height, operations and other significant features 
will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood or the public health, welfare, and safety;

(2)

That the project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of 
the General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 
(L.A.M.C., § 12.24, subd. (E).)

(3)

In addition, pursuant to Municipal Code section 12.24(U)(14)(b), the decisionmaker must make 
the additional findings for a major development project such as this:

that the project provides for an arrangement of uses, buildings, structures, open 
spaces and other improvements that are compatible with the scale and character of the 
adjacent properties and surrounding neighborhood;

(1)

that the project complies with the height and area regulations of the zone in which 
it is located; and
(2)

that the project is consistent with the City Planning Commission’s design 
guidelines for Major Development Projects, if any. (L.A.M.C., § 12.24, subd.
(3)

(U)(14)(b).)
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None of these required findings can be validly made with this Project.

The Project will not enhance the built environment in the surrounding 
neighborhood nor perform a function or provide a service that is essential 
or beneficial to the community, city, or region.

a.

The project will not enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood. 
Instead, the EIR noted, and the findings in the Determination Letter largely ignored, that the 
Project will have two ongoing significant impacts on the local neighborhood, in the form of 
increased operational traffic and shading, neither of which can be mitigated.

Further, the Determination Letter’s finding the Project is within walking distance of 
several forms of public transit is disingenuous. These conclusions rely heavily on an assumption 
that commuters will rely on rapid transit trains. But the Project is approximately % of a mile 
from the nearest such station. Even the most optimistic studies of how far people are willing to 
walk for rapid transit trains places the Project at the farthest possible point at which people might 
walk. (See attached “Walking Distance to Transit,” available at
http://publictransport.about.eom/od/Transit_Planning/a/Walking-Distance-To-Transit.htm [“In 
general, the commonly accepted rule of thumb is that people will walk about % of a mile or 400 
m to a local transit stop but about Vi to 3A of a mile or 1 km to a rapid transit stop.”].) The same 
article notes that if the streets are safer, commuters are more likely to walk a longer distance. A 
quick look at crime rates provided by the Los Angeles Times shows that this neighborhood ranks 
near the top among Los Angeles’s neighborhoods in violent crimes (24 of 209) and property 
crimes (15 of 209). (See attached Flollywood Crime, available at
http://maps.latimes.com/neighborhoods/neighborhood/hollywood/crime/?lat=34.098407&q=590 
l+Sunset+Blvd%2C+Los+Angeles%2C+CA+90028%2C+USA&lng=-l 18.318304.) It is highly 
unlikely commuters would feel safe walking long distances to rapid transit rail stations.

The CPC has ignored these important factors and its findings as to use of public 
transportation are therefore overly optimistic and unrealistic.

b. The Project’s size and height are incompatible with and will adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood or 
the public health, welfare, and safety.

The project’s size and height are incompatible with adjacent properties and the 
surrounding neighborhood. The Project’s 15 stories and large building footprint are considerably 
larger than nearly all of those in the same neighborhood. Even at the revised height, the building 
is still out of place given its size. To the north of the Project are one- and two-story residential 
dwellings. To the south and east are smaller structures consistent with the Llighwood Oriented 
Commercial zone in which the Project site currently sits.
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c. The Project does not conform with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
Hollywood Community Plan or the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan.

The Project does not conform with the purposes, intent, and provisions of the relevant 
plans. First, the Project is currently located within the Highway Oriented Commercial area in the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The Project is located only a block and a half from a major 
highway, the US 101 freeway, making its designation appropriate. The Project seeks an 
amendment to the Regional Center Commercial designation, but this would hinder specific goals 
of the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, such as the goal of 
supporting and encouraging a circulation system that will improve the quality of life in 
Hollywood with an emphasis on serving existing facilities and meeting future needs.

Use of the Regional Center Commercial designation is generally and rightfully restricted 
to the Hollywood Center, which is “located generally on both sides of Hollywood and Sunset 
Boulevards between La Brea and Gower Street.” The Project is located outside of that area. 
While a few sites west of the Project, closer to the Hollywood Center and farther from the 101 
Highway, have been converted to Regional Center Commercial, this Project would be the 
farthest east of any site on Sunset Boulevard with that designation. The requested zone changes 
would benefit only the Project developer at the expense of the neighboring community.

d. The Project fails to provide for an arrangement of uses, buildings,
structures, open spaces and other improvements that are compatible with 
the scale and character of the adjacent properties and surrounding 
neighborhood.

As noted above, the Project’s 15 stories and large building footprint are considerably 
larger than nearly all of those in the same neighborhood. Even at the revised 15-story height, the 
building is out of place given its size. To the north of the Project are one- and two-story 
residential dwellings. To the south and east are smaller structures consistent with the Highwood 
Oriented Commercial zone in which the Project site currently sits. The requested Amendment 
and zone changes would allow an FAR of 4.5:1, which is three times greater than what is 
currently permissible under the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan and applicable zones that will continue to apply to nearly all of the Project site’s neighbors.

Moreover, the bulk of the building has been improperly misrepresented and is 
substantially larger and more out-of-proportion than presented because the floor-to-area ratio 
(FAR) calculation improperly ignores almost half of the building’s above-ground bulk, which is 
comprised of five levels of parking. Including the parking levels in the FAR results in an FAR 
of 8.2:1, far exceeding any permissible FAR.

Regardless of how the FAR is calculated, the Project is incompatible with the scale and 
character of the adjacent properties and surrounding neighborhood.
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e. The Project does not comply with the height and area regulations of the 
zone in which it is located.

There is no question that the Project does not comply with the height and area regulations 
of the zone in which it is located. The Project’s parcels currently zoned as C4-1-SN may have 
unlimited height, subject to 1.5:1 FAR limitation, and those currently zoned as P-1 may only 
have surface and underground parking. Additionally, the Project site’s designation as Highway 
Oriented Commercial, limiting the allowable FAR to 1.5:1. The Project’s proposed FAR of 
4.5:1 is greatly inconsistent with these zones and Plan designation. Specifically, it is three times 
greater than what is currently permissible under the General Plan and applicable zones.

As noted above, the actual FAR is arguably 8.2:1. This is nearly five and a half times 
greater than is currently permissible for this site. It is nearly two times greater what is 
permissible under the proposed General Plan Amendment and changed zones.

f. The Project is inconsistent with the City Planning Commission’s design 
guidelines for Major Development Projects.

As to this required finding, the CPC states only that “the Applicant has made thoughtful 
design considerations that are consistent with the City’s Urban Design Principles, Walkability 
Checklist, Citywnde Design Guidelines for Commercial Buildings and the Hollywood 
Community Plan.” The CPC has provided no evidence to support any of these conclusions. The 
Project is instead inconsistent with these guidelines. There are, instead, several guidelines that 
the Project violates and that the Determination Letter ignores.

Objective 5 of the Citywide Design Guidelines for Commercial Buildings, for example, 
states that new projects should include open space to create opportunities for public gathering. 
Here, the proposed building takes up nearly the entirety of the lot space. There are plans to have 
rooftop open space, but only above 6 levels of retain and parking and only portions of floors as 
part of a tier structure. It appears this space will be for office tenants, not for public gathering.

Objective 1 of the same guidelines stresses that new buildings consider neighborhood 
context and linkages in building and site design. As detailed above, the proposed Project will be 
grossly out of character with many of its neighboring buildings. This is especially true of the 
small residential dwellings to the north and the Highway Oriented Commercial structures to the 
east.

3. Conditions for Approval

The CPC’s determination includes numerous conditions of approval, the majority of 
which are identified in the CEQA Mitigation Monitoring Program as mitigation measures (or 
supposed “Project Design Features” that are in fact mitigation measures as well). Appellant 
objects to the conditions of approval because they do not require full mitigation of environmental
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impacts of the Project. As Appellant will document when it is permitted to object to the EIR, the 
EIR fails to adequately assess the environmental impacts of the Project, so the proposed 
mitigation measures likewise fall short of mitigating the Project’s true environmental impacts.

The conditions of approval also do not provide for sufficient limitations on the project’s 
bulk and height, by permitting such a massive project directly adjacent to the residential 
community just to north of the Project site, and in a location which is inconsistent with the 
Project’s current zoning. The conditions of approval also permit only a minimal 14’6” setback 
from the residences to the north of the Project site, a distance that is completely insufficient to 
mitigate impacts of shade and provide a reasonable sound and site barrier from the directly 
adjacent parking structure.

4. Approval of the Project

The CPC has made no specific findings related to this entitlement. Regardless, for all of 
the reasons stated above, the Project should not be approved.

C. Conclusion

The City Council should reverse the determination of the City Planning Commission and 
deny approval of the project, the Site Plan Review, the Conditional Use, and the Conditions for 
Approval for the reasons set forth above.
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Walking Distance to Transit

One of the most important questions in transit is how far people will walk to 
transit. The short answer: it depends. In general, the commonly accepted 
rule of thumb is that people will walk about % of a mile or 400 m to a local 
transit stop but about !4 to % of a mile or 1 km to a rapid transit stop. People 
will walk farther than that if the transit service is of a good quality; i.e., fast 
and/or frequent. People will also walk farther if the walk to the stop is a 
pleasant and safe one. In fact, studies have shown that people walk farther 
to transit than has been commonly believed. These studies suggest that the 

!e problem may not be as much of a problem as commonly believed.

For example, a recent study in Melbourne, Australia showed that the 
median walking distance to a bus stop was 500 m, with 25% walking more 
than 800 m. The median walking distance to a train station was more than 
800 m, with 25% walking more than 1.3 km.
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While now a bit dated, a 1994 study of how far Calgary commuters walked 
to LRT and bus stops is still informative. The average walking distance to 

LRT stations was 649 m, while the average walking distance to 
downtown stations was 326 m. Interestingly, the average walking distance 
to a suburban terminal station was 1.1 km, and the average walking 
distance for another suburban station closer to the inner city was 444 m.
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The large average walking distance to the terminus station suggested a 
market for further extension of the rail system, and indeed the line has been 
extended two more stations since the paper was published.

Walking Distance to Transit

Transit Internet Resources

Profiles of Transit Systems and People

The assumed 14 of a mile catchment area for rapid transit stations was 
examined in a paper by Robert Cervero and others at the UC Berkeley 
Center for Future Urban Transport. They found that in terms of predicting 
ridership, using catchment areas other than 14 of a mile had little effect on 
the power of models used to estimate ridership. However, for the purposes 
of determining land use policy a 14 mile catchment area for residences and 
a 14 mile catchment area for employment was found to be a good distance 
to use. This result signifies that people are willing to walk further to a station 
if they are coming from or going to their home then if they are coming from 
or going to the workplace. The authors also found that a particular city’s 
transit (or lack of transit) culture had an important effect on the model 
outcome, which suggests that it may be impossible to develop a one-size- 
fits-all model for predicting ridership based on distance from a rapid transit 
station.

Walking farther to public transit is good for your health. A study in the 
American Journal of Preventive Medicine (Am J Prev Med 2005;29(4), 273 
- 280) showed that Americans who walk to and from public transit spend a 
median of 19 minutes per day on transit-related physical activity, with 29% 
of transit users achieving their 30 minutes of daily recommended physical 
activity solely by walking to and from transit. Physical fitness is another 
benefit of using transit that I feel has not been promoted enough by transit 
agencies. In fact, although health benefits from exercise are currently not 
weighted in applications for New Starts projects and other grants the results 
from this report were used by planners in Atlanta to estimate the amount of 
transit-related walking that would result from the proposed circular light rail 
line.

One important thing to keep in mind is that the 14 of a mile refers to actual 
walking distance. In an area with a poor street network, if we drew a circle 
with a radius of % of a mile around a bus stop as little as 1/3 of the area in 
the circle may be within a 14 mile walk of the stop. Even in a dense urban 
area with a good as much as 1/3 of the area within a 14 mile radius of a 
bus stop “as the crow flies” may be greater than a 14 mile walk away from 
the stop. While measuring actual street distances was very difficult only a 
few years ago, the advent of GIS software makes such a calculation routine, 
although in some cases - like where the average person would take a 
shortcut through an alley or parking lot rather than follow the street grid - 
the walking path distance may be overstated. Overall, note that this 
discussion means in areas with poor network connectivity we will actually 
need more routes, not less, in order to serve the population adequately.

Overall, the average person walks farther to access transit than had been 
commonly believed. These results suggest that reducing the number of 
stops or operating fewer, more widely spaced, but more frequent bus routes 
would have a positive effect on ridership and transit access. However, even 
as we consider implementing these options we need to keep in mind that 
older and younger passengers may not be able to walk as far as other 
groups of passengers, and to avoid shunting them to extremely expensive 
paratransit services we will always need to have at least a few local routes 
with frequent stops operating.

Related
http://publictransport.about.eom/od/Transit_Planning/a/Walking-Distance-ToTransit.htm 2/3

http://publictransport.about.eom/od/Transit_Planning/a/Walking-Distance-ToTransit.htm


5/13/2016 Walking Distance to Transit

• The Last Mile Problem
• Subway Stations Should Be Between 1/2 Mile and 1 Mile Apart
• The Importance of Bus - Rail Connections
» The Best Transit Systems...and Ones In Need of Improvements

More from the Web Powered By ZergNet

m

ie-:.
r

15 Things You Pay 
For That You Can 
Get for Free

What Steve Jobs 
Knew About The 
Internet That Can 
Help You

I'a
*

/C •bi
15 Things You 
Can Totally Get for 
Free

5 eBay Hot Sellers 
That Are Just 
Collecting Dust At 
Home

►

We deliver. Get the best of 
About Money in your inbox.

SIGN UPEnter your email

©2016 About.com — All rights reserved. Also from About.com:

http://publictransport.about.eom/od/Transit_Planning/a/Walking-Distance-To-Transit.htm 3/3

http://publictransport.about.eom/od/Transit_Planning/a/Walking-Distance-To-Transit.htm


Powered by • — Map data: (c) O;. -■ contributors,

DRAG THE TIMELINE TO SEE MORE CRIMES ->■
O O O O O O• • oo o o • •• o ooo o o O O O 9

ooo
o oo c 
oo o oo o o o oo

o o o
o o

Sunday, April 24 Monday, April 25 Tuesday, April 26 Wednesday, April 27

5/13/2016 Hollywood Crime - Mapping L.A. - Los Angeles Times

r?in;gi Place AdMember Center Alerts & Newsletters Jobs Cars Real Estate Rentals Weekly Circulars Local Directoryfv

s tunics LOCALi >

U.S. WORLD BUSINESS SPORTS ENTERTAINMENT HEALTH STYLE TRAVEL OPINION SHOPLOCAL

L.A. NOW POLITICS CRIME EDUCATION O.C. WESTSIDE NEIGHBORHOODS ENVIRONMENT DATA & MAPS

A \\ \
MAPPING L.A. > CENTRAL L.A. *55

HollywoodLA\ r?nnS—j—\

( ULNTS1CRIMEJ
KEY • • VIOLENT CRIME O PROPERTY CRIME

E^J G23 SEP
Burglary Theft Grand theft auto Theft from vehicle

iT’.ji.l l’:TJ •?!
Homicide Rape Assault Robbery

+
! _

J nr
•. : : ’ :

J
Your search: 5901 Sunset Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 
90028, USA

Jr ^
%& Q.■ y• u> O

E53fe;.
%

ro i jy

iiigiV.

West
Hollywood

East Holly 10l
rggi- 05a.

3533? ;4' Jrgr.

week Six-month summary Police agencySections: Late
Hollywood is a neighborhood in the city of 
Los Angeles in the Centra! L.A. region of Los 
Angeles County. It contains Franklin Village,
Little Armenia, Spaulding Square and Thai Town.

The neighboring communities are East 
Hollywood, Fairfax, Hancock Park, Hollywood 
Hills, Hollywood Hills West, Lardhmont, L.os 
Feliz and West Hollywood.

Latest complete week April 20-April 26

18 64 9.6 CRIMES 
PER 10,000 
PEOPLE

VIOLENT
CRIMES

PROPERTY
CRIMES
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• In the seven days between April 20 and April 26, both violent and property crime 
reports were about average.

• Over the last three months, Hollywood averaged 17.6 violent crimes and 60.7 property 
crimes per week.

• This week’s rate of 9.6 crimes per 10,000 people is higher than in nearby Hollywood 
Hills, Hollywood Hills West, Hancock Park, Larchmont, Los Feliz and East 
Hollywood and lower than Fairfax.

• A 2008 population estimate of 85,489 from the L.A. Department of City- Planning is 
used to calculate per-capita totals.
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About this project »

Crime Date and timeLocation

1400 block of North Sierra Bonita Avenue Grand theft auto April 26, 9:30 p.m.

1400 block of North Sierra Bonita Avenue April 26, 9:30 p.m.Theft from vehicle

5500 block of West Sunset Boulevard Theft April 26, 9:05 p.m.

6300 block of Hollywood Boulevard Theft from vehicle April 26, 8:45 p.m. Find Your Neighborhood
1100 block of Cole Avenue April 26, 5:30 p.m.Theft

Search by address
5300 block of Melrose Avenue Theft April 26, 4:25 p.m. GO

700 block of North Western Avenue April 26, 2 p.m.Theft from vehicle
Select a neighborhood 
Acton

6600 block of De Longpre Avenue Theft April 26, noon
v GO

7100 block of West Sunset Boulevard Theft April 26,10:35 a.m.
Select a region 
Angeles ForestApril 26, 9:15 a.m.Gower Street arid Santa Monica Boulevard Robbery V GO

Me Cadden and Hawthorn Theft from vehicle April 26, 9 a.m. Select a ranking 
Age: Median Age FI [go,April 26, 8 a.m.5700 block of Fountain Avenue Theft

700 block of North Van Ness Avenue Theft April 26,7 a.m.
The complete list »

Selma and Ivar Robbery April 26, 4 a.m.

5500 block of Santa Monica Boulevard Robbery April 26, 2:30 a.m.

Crime L.A. * i fSM,
7100 block of West Sunset Boulevard Aggravated assault April 26,12:30 a.m.

Crime Alerts6800 block of Hollywood Boulevard Theft April 25, 8:25 p.m.

700 block of Vine Street Theft April 25, 6:10 p.m. ♦ VIOLENT CRIME 
Mar Vista 
Valley Village 
Granada Hills 
Northridge 
Westwood

• PROPERTY CRIME 
Historic South
central 
Harbor City 
Pico-Robertson

7200 block of Franklin Avenue Theft from vehicle April 25, 6 p.m.

7100 block of West Sunset Boulevard Theft April 25, 5:55 p.m.

Yucca and Gower streets Theft from vehicle April 25, 2 p.m.

5900 block of Franklin Avenue Theft April 25,10:53 a.m. Crime Rankings

Sunset Boulevard and El Centro Avenue Theft from vehicle April 25, 8:45 a.m. ♦ VIOLENT CRIME
1. Chesterfield Square
2. Leimert Park
3. Harvard Park
4. Vermont Vista
5. Gramercv Park

O PROPERTY CRIME
1. Unincorp. Santa 
Susana Mnts.
2. Rancho Park
3. Rancho Dominguez
4. Chesterfield Square
5. Leimert Park

Formosa Avenue and Sunset Boulevard Theft April 25, 5:27 a.m.

5900 block of Melrose Avenue Burglary April 25, 4:20 a.m.

Hudson and De longpre Grand theft auto April 24, 9:30 p.m.

6900 block of Waring Avenue Grand theft auto April 24, 9 p.m.

Sierra Vista and Western Robbery April 24, 9 p.m.

6500 block of Yucca Street Theft from vehicle April 24, 8 p.m. About This Project
1400 block of North Alta Vista Boulevard Theft from vehicle April 24,12:45 p.m. Hollywood is one of the 272 neighborhoods in 

Mapping LA., The Times’ resource for crime, 
neighborhoods, demographics and schools.6400 block of Hollywood Boulevard Robbery April 24, 6 a.m.

1300 block of North Detroit Street Burglary April 24, 5:50 a.m. More about Mapping LA. »
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April 24, 4 a.m.

5/13/2016

7200 block of Hollywood Boulevard Aggravated assault

About The Data DeskHollywood Boulevard and Highland Avenue Theft April 23, 9 p.m.

This page was created by the Data Desk, a team of 
reporters and Web developers in downtown LA.

Track our latest projects »
Fork our open-source code on Github »
Send us e-mail at datadesk@latirnes.com »

April 23, 8:15 p.m.7.100 block of West Sunset Boulevard Theft

7600 block of West Sunset Boulevard Theft April 23,3:38 p.m.

April 23,3:30 p.m.Fuller and Fountain Aggravated assault

1600 block of North Cahuenga Boulevard Burglary April 23,1:45 p.m.

mm6200 block of Willoughby Avenue Theft April 23, noon

1.100 block of North El Cesit.ro Avenue Theft April 23,11 a.m.

Theft from vehicle April 23,10:15 a.m.1600 block of North Western Avenue

April 23, 8:50 a.m.5900 block of Franklin Avenue Aggravated assault

April 23, 7:30 a.m.6600 block of Franklin Avenue Aggravated assault

April 23, 4:25 a.m.6600 block of Hollywood Boulevard Burglary

Theft April 23,1:12 a.m.1600 block of North Las Palmas Avenue

Theft April 23,1 a.m.1400 block of North Ivar Avenue

April 23,12:50 a.m.1700 block of North Hudson Avenue Aggravated assault

April 23,12:50 a.m.1700 block of North Hudson Avenue Aggravated assault

April 22,11 p.m.5800 block of Franklin Avenue Theft

Theft from vehicle April 22,10 p.m.Yucca and las Palmas

April 22, 9 p.m.6400 block of Franklin Avenue Theft from vehicle

Theft from vehicle April 22, 8 p.m.6500 block of Fountain Avenue

Theft April 22, 3 p.m.800 block of Cole Avenue

Theft April 22, 2 p.m.5600 block of West Sunset Boulevard

April 22, noon5900 block of West Sunset Boulevard Theft from vehicle

Theft from vehicle April 22,10 a.m.6200 block of West Sunset Boulevard

Theft April 22, to a.m.700 o block of Lanewood Avenue

Theft from vehicle April 22,10 a.m.1600 block of North La Brea Avenue

April 22, 8:45 a.m..1000 block of North Saint Andrews Place Aggravated assault

Robbery April 22, 6:50 a.m.7000 block of Hollywood Boulevard

April 22, 6:50 a.m.Aggravated assaultHollywood Boulevard and La Brea Avenue

April 22, 6:30 a.m.1700 block of North Sycamore Avenue Theft

Hawthorn and North Orange Drive Robbery April 22, 2:20 a.m.

Theft from vehicle April 21,11:30 p.m.Orange and Hawthorn

Theft from vehicle April 21,11:20 p.m.Cherokee and Selma

Theft April 21, 9:55 p.m.5600 block of West Sunset Boulevard

Theft from vehicle April 21, 7 p.m.7000 block of Holly wood Boulevard

Theft from vehicle April 21, 6 p.m.600 block of North June St reet

1700 block of North Highland Avenue Grand theft auto April 21, 3 p.m.

Hollywood Boulevard and Highland Avenue Theft April 21,1 p.m.

1700 block of North Orange Drive Burglary April 21, 5 a.m.
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April 21, 2:15 a.m.Hollvwood Boulevard and Schrader Avenue Theft

650.0 block of Hollywood Boulevard April 21,12:30 a.m.Theft

1700 block of North Me Cadden Place Theft April 21,12:01 a.m.

Santa Monica Boulevard and Me Cadden Robbery April 20,11:50 p.m.

Sunset Boulevard and Cursor: Avenue Theft from vehicle April 20, 9:30 p.m.

6800 block of Hollywood Boulevard Theft April 20, 9:07 p.m.

5600 block of West Sunset Boulevard Theft April 20, 8:30 p.m.

1200 block of North Mansfield Avenue April 20, 6 p.m.Theft from vehicle

6800 block of Hollywood Boulevard April 20, 3 p.m.Theft

7000 block of Hollywood Boulevard Theft April 20, 2:30 p.m.

Cherokee and Selma avenues Theft from vehicle April 20, 2 p.m.

1800 block of Garfield Place Theft April 20,11:15 a.m.

1600 block of North Poinsettia Place Grand theft auto April 20,11 a.m.

1100 block of North El Centro Avenue Burglary April 20,5:30 a.m.

De Longpre and Highland avenues April 20,12:50 a.m.Robbery

Me Cadden Place and Fountain Avenue Aggravated assault April 20,12:01 a.m.

Previous week »

Six-month summary
CRIMES 
PER 10,000 
PEOPLE

256.1467
VIOLENT
CRIMES 1,722 PROPERTY

CRIMES

Six-month summaries are based on the latest six months where data are available from 
all departments, Sept. 28, 2015 to March 27, 2016

Over the last six months, the rate of 256.1 crimes per 10,000 people is higher than in 
nearby Hollywood Hills, Hollywood Hills West, Hancock Park, West 
Hollywood, Larchmont, Los Feiiz and East Hollywood and lower than Fairfax.

A 2008 population estimate of 85,489 from the L.A. Department of City Planning is used 
to calculate per-capita totals.

Neighborhood Rank Crimes Per 10,000 people

Violent crimes: 24/209
Hollywood

i
Lowest rate. $ at

Property crimes: 15/209
Hollywood

i
Highest rate Lowest rate

Crime types
Violent crimes (467) Property crimes (1,722)

7f m m ec ’ 2
ft
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Police agency
• Hollywood is covered by two police jurisdictions.

PhoneJurisdiction Department Address

Hollywood 1358 N. Wilcox Ave.L.A.P.D. 213-972-2971

Wilshire 4861 Venice Blvd.L.A.P.D. 213-473-0476
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