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1 INTRODUCTION

An application for the proposed Ace Mission Studios Project (“Project”’) has been submitted to the
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning for discretionary review. The City of Los Angeles,
as Lead Agency, has determined that the project is subject to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), and that the preparation of an Initial Study is required.

This Initial Study (IS) evaluates the potential environmental effects that could result from the
construction, implementation, and operation of the Project. This Initial Study has been prepared
in accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code §21000 et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines
(Title 14, California Code of Regulations, §15000 et seq.), and the City of Los Angeles CEQA
Guidelines (1981, amended 2006). The City uses Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines as
the thresholds of significance unless another threshold of significance is expressly identified in
the City CEQA Guidelines. Based on the analysis provided within this Initial Study, the City has
concluded that the Project will not result in significant impacts on the environment with the
incorporation of mitigation measures identified herein. This Initial Study is intended as an
informational document, which is ultimately required to be considered and certified by the
decision-making body of the City prior to approval of the Project.

1.1 PURPOSE OF AN INITIAL STUDY

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was enacted in 1970 with several basic
purposes, including: (1) to inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential
significant environmental effects of proposed projects; (2) to identify ways that environmental
damage can be avoided or significantly reduced; (3) to prevent significant, avoidable damage to
the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use of feasible alternatives or
mitigation measures; and (4) to disclose to the public the reasons behind a project’s approval
even if significant environmental effects are anticipated.

An application for the proposed project has been submitted to the City of Los Angeles Department
of City Planning for discretionary review. The Department of City Planning, as Lead Agency, has
determined that the project is subject to CEQA, and the preparation of an Initial Study is required.

An Initial Study is a preliminary analysis conducted by the Lead Agency, in consultation with other
agencies (responsible or trustee agencies, as applicable), to determine whether there is
substantial evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. If the Initial
Study shows that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency,
that the project may have a significant effect on the environment, the Lead Agency shall prepare
a Negative Declaration. If the Initial Study identifies potentially significant effects but revisions
have been made by or agreed to by the applicant that would avoid the effects or mitigate the
effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur, a Mitigated Negative Declaration
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is appropriate. If the Initial Study concludes that neither a Negative Declaration nor Mitigated
Negative Declaration is appropriate, an EIR is normally required.’

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF THE INITIAL STUDY
This Initial Study is organized into sections as follows:
1 INTRODUCTION

Describes the purpose and content of the Initial Study and provides an overview of the
CEQA process.

2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Provides Project information, identifies key areas of environmental concern, and includes
a determination whether the project may have a significant effect on the environment.

3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Provides a description of the environmental setting and the Project, including project
characteristics and a list of discretionary actions.

4 EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Contains the completed Initial Study Checklist and discussion of the environmental factors
that would be potentially affected by the Project.

5 REFERENCES AND PERSONS CONSULTED

This section lists the references and sources, as well as the acronyms and abbreviations
used in this CEQA Initial Study Analysis.

1.3 CEQA PROCESS

Below is a general overview of the CEQA process. The CEQA process is guided by the CEQA
statutes and guidelines, which can be found on the State of California’s website
(http://resources.ca.gov/ceqga).

1.3.1 Initial Study

At the onset of the environmental review process, the City has prepared this Initial Study to
determine if the proposed Project may have a significant effect on the environment. This Initial
Study determined that the proposed Project would not have a significant effect(s) on the
environment with the incorporation of mitigation measures identified herein.

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(b)(1) identifies the following three options for the Lead Agency
when there is substantial evidence that the project may cause a significant effect on the environment:
“(A) Prepare an EIR, or (B) Use a previously prepared EIR which the Lead Agency determines would
adequately analyze the project at hand, or (C) Determine, pursuant to a program EIR, tiering, or another
appropriate process, which of a project’s effects were adequately examined by an earlier EIR or
negative declaration.
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2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PROJECT TITLE Ace Mission Studios Project
ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. ENV-2022-3226-ND
RELATED CASES VTT-83801

PROJECT LOCATION 1400, 1418, 1426, 1442, E. 4" Street, 501, 515 S.
Anderson Street, 516, 524, 550, 560 S. Mission Road,
1430, 1431 E. Willow Street, Los Angeles, California
90033, and 1600 and 1601 E. 6™ Street, Los Angeles,
California 90023

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA Boyle Heights
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION Light Manufacturing

ZONING M2-1-RIO-CUGU
COUNCIL DISTRICT 14 — Ysabel Jurado
LEAD AGENCY City of Los Angeles
CITY DEPARTMENT Department of City Planning
STAFF CONTACT Bryant Wu
ADDRESS 200 N. Spring St., Room 621
Los Angeles, CA. 90012
PHONE NUMBER (213) 202-5435
EMAIL bryant.wu@]acity.org
APPLICANT Duesenberg Investment Company, LLC
ADDRESS 516 South Mission Road, Los Angeles CA 90033
PHONE NUMBER Rebecca Reyna, Director

(818) 642-8973
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION. The Project includes the merger of 12 lots and the re-subdivision into
three lots, the street vacation and merger of existing roadway segments along a portion of Willow
Street (between Mission Road and Anderson Street) and a portion of 6" Street (between Mission
Road and Anderson Street) and a three-foot roadway dedication along Anderson Street (between
4™ Street and Willow Street). As proposed, the vacated existing roadway segments along Willow
Street and 6" Street would be merged with the adjoining Ace Mission Studios property and
converted for private access and surface parking to support existing studio operations. The project
also includes all associated street improvements, utility adjustments, and access modifications
necessary to implement the proposed vacation, merger, and dedication. No new development
resulting in added floor area is proposed. There are 21 trees on and adjacent to the Project Site
including 12 street trees within the public right-of-way and 9 non-protected trees on the Project
Site. All existing trees are proposed to be retained and protected in place. The only physical
changes that are anticipated to occur as part of the Project would be associated with implementing
tract map conditions, which would involve the removal of public street lights, repairing and
resurfacing portions of the roadways and sidewalks within and adjacent to the tract map
boundaries, and the installation of a perimeter fence to restrict traffic access within the vacated
street segments.

In addition to approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map, the Project would also require
approvals and permits from the City of Los Angeles (and other municipal agencies) for a waiver
of dedication and improvements and utility improvements related to the tract map conditions of
approval.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING The Project Site is located within the Boyle Heights Community
Plan area in the City of Los Angeles (Community Plan). The Project Site and immediately
surrounding properties are zoned M2-1-RIO-CUGU with corresponding Light Industrial General
Plan land use designations. The Project Site consists of approximately 600,180 gross square feet
(i.e., 13.778 acres) of lot area and is currently developed with the Ace Mission Studios Campus.
The existing Project Site consists of movie studio production buildings and associated surface
parking lots. Surrounding land uses include light industrial land uses to the north, east, and south.
West of the Project Site is an existing surface parking lot associated with the Ace Mission Studios
Campus, the MTA and Union Pacific Railroad railway corridor, and the Los Angeles River.

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL MAY BE REQUIRED
(e.g. permits, financing approval, or participation agreement)

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

South Coast Air Quality Management District
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project,
involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages.

[] Aesthetics [] Greenhouse Gas Emissions [] Public Services

[] Agriculture & Forestry Resources [ | Hazards & Hazardous Materials [ ] Recreation

] Air Quality ] Hydrology / Water Quality [] Transportation

[] Biological Resources [] Land Use / Planning [] Tribal Cultural Resources

[] Cultural Resources [] Mineral Resources [] Utilities / Service Systems

] Energy ] Noise L] wildfire

[] Geology / Soils [] Population / Housing [J Mandatory Findings of
Significance

DETERMINATION
(To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

X

[

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be
a significant effect in this case because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the
project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based
on earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required,
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon
the proposed project, nothing further is required.

57M(/(/w City Planning Associate 12 /05/2025

PRINTED NAME, TITLE DATE
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1)

2)

3)

4)

9)

6)

7)

8)

9)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question.
A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the
impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault
rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors
as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based
on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational
impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less that significant with mitigation,
or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence
that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact” entries when
the determination is made, an EIR is required.

"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of a mitigation measure has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to
"Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from "Earlier
Analysis," as described in (5) below, may be cross referenced).

Earlier analysis must be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR, or negative declaration. Section 15063 (c)(3)(D).
In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within
the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based
on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from
the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the
project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or
outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the
statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A sources list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s
environmental effects in whichever format is selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 PROJECT SUMMARY

The Project includes the merger of 12 lots and the re-subdivision into three lots, the street vacation
and merger of existing roadway segments along a portion of Willow Street (between Mission Road
and Anderson Street) and a portion of 6" Street (between Mission Road and Anderson Street)
and a three-foot roadway dedication along Anderson Street (between 4" Street and Willow
Street). As proposed, the vacated existing roadway segments along Willow Street, and 6" Street
would be merged with the adjoining Ace Mission Studios property and converted for private
access and surface parking to support existing studio operations. The project also includes all
associated street improvements, utility adjustments, and access modifications necessary to
implement the proposed vacation, merger, and dedication. No new development resulting in
physical improvements to the Project Site or added floor area is proposed.

In addition to approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map, the Project would also require
approvals and permits from the City of Los Angeles (and other municipal agencies) for a waiver
of dedications and improvements and utility improvements related to the tract map conditions of
approval.

3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

3.2.1 Project Location

The Project Site is located within the Boyle Heights Community Plan area in the City of Los
Angeles (Community Plan). The Project Site includes the Ace Mission Studios Campus and
surrounding roadways. The Project Site is generally bounded by lower 4" Street to the north,
Anderson Street to the east, the 6™ Street Bridge/Whittier Boulevard to the south, and Mission
Road to the west. The Project Site consists of approximately 600,180 gross square feet (i.e.,
13.778 acres) of lot area and is currently developed with the Ace Mission Studios Campus. The
existing Project Site consists of movie studio production buildings and associated surface parking
lots. A summary of the Project Site Area is provided below in Table 3-1. Figure 3-1, Project
Location Map, shows the location of the Project Site in relation to the City of Los Angeles and the
greater Los Angeles area.

Regional and Local Access

Primary regional access to the Project Site is provided by the Santa Ana Freeway (US-101), the
Christopher Columbus Transcontinental Highway (I-10), and the Golden State Freeway (I-5). The
Santa Ana Freeway (US-101) runs in a north-south direction and is located approximately 0.3
miles to the east of the Project Site. The Christopher Columbus Transcontinental Highway (I-10)
runs in an east-west direction and is located approximately 0.5 miles to the east of the Project
Site. The Golden State Freeway (I-5) runs in a north-south direction and is located approximately
0.6 miles to the northeast of the Project Site.
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Figure 3-1
Project Location Map




Local street access is provided by the roadway system surrounding the Project Site and
surrounding area. South Anderson Street borders the Project Site to the east. It is a two-way
street providing one travel lane in each direction. It is classified as a Collector Street in the City’s
Mobility Plan. The 6™ Street Bridge/Whittier Boulevard borders the Project Site to the south. It is
a four-way street providing two travel lanes in each direction. It is classified as an Avenue Il in the
City’s Mobility Plan. The Project Site also encompasses a segment of Willow Street. It is a two-
way street providing one travel lane in each direction. It is classified as a Local Street in the City’s
Mobility Plan. Lower 4™ Street borders the Project Site to the north. It is a two-way street providing
one travel lane in each direction. It is classified as an Avenue Il in the City’s Mobility Plan. Mission
borders the Project Site to the west. It is a two-way street providing one travel lane in each
direction and a Class IV separated two-way cycle track. It is classified as an Avenue Ill in the
City’s Mobility Plan.

3.2.2 Existing Conditions

As shown in Figure 3-2, Aerial Photograph of the Project Site and Surrounding Uses, the Project
Site is currently occupied by the Ace Mission Studios Campus and surrounding roadways. The
Project Site is currently developed with the Ace Mission Studios Campus, consisting of light
manufacturing buildings and associated surface parking lots. The Project Site area encompasses
600,180 square feet (approximately 13.78 acres) of lot area.

Figure 3-2 provides an aerial view of the Project Site showing existing conditions and photograph
locations for Figure 3-3 and Figure 3-4. A site plan depicting the existing campus plan and
roadway configuration is shown in Figure 3-5, Existing Ace Studios Campus Plan.

A summary identifying the existing development on the Project Site by Assessor Parcel Numbers
and street addresses is provided in Table 3-1.
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ource: Google Earth, Aerial View, 2020.

Figure 3-2
Aerial Photograph of the Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses
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View 1: From the east side of Anderson Street looking
southwest at the Project Site.

View 3: From the east side of Mission Road, looking north-
west at the Project Site and adjacent uses.

L

View 5: From the east side of Mission Road, looking north-
west at the Project Site and adjacent uses.

View 2: From the north side of 6th Street, looking southwest
at the Project Site.

View 4: From the east side of Mission Road, looking north-
west at the Project Site and adjacent uses.

View 6: From the outh side of 4th Street Ioklng east at the
Project Site.

Source: Parker Environmental Consultants, February 16, 2023.

Figure 3-3
Photographs of the Project Site and Adjacent Uses
Views 1-6




View 7: From the south side of 4th Street, looking northeast
at the commercial properties northeast of the Project Site.

View 8: From the south side of 4th Street looking northwest
at the 4th Street bridge adjacent to the Project Site.

View 9: From the west side of Anderson Street, looking
southeast at the industrial properties east of the Project Site.

View 10: From the east side of Anderson Street, looking
southwest at the commercial properties immediately east of
the Project Site.

View 11: From the east side of Anderson Street, looking
southwest at the commercial properties immediately east of
the Project Site.

View 12: From the north side of 6th Street, looking southwest
at the 6th Street bridge adjacent to the Project Site.

Source: Parker Environmental Consultants, February 16, 2023.

Figure 3-4
Photographs of the Surrounding Land Uses
Views 7-12
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Figure 3-5
Existing Ace Mission Studios Campus Plan




Table 3-1

Summary of Project Site Area

Associated Addresses

APN

Existing Land Use

1426 4™ Street
1418 4" Street
1400 4" Street

5171-009-002

Light Manufacturing

1442 4™ Street

5171-009-001

Light Manufacturing

N/A

5171-009-007

Light Manufacturing

501 S. Anderson Street
515 S. Anderson Street
516 S. Mission Road

5171-010-012

Light Manufacturing

N/A

5171-010-010

Light Manufacturing

N/A

5171-010-004

Light Manufacturing

N/A

5171-010-007

Light Manufacturing

524 S. Mission Road
1431 E. Willow Street

5171-010-008

Light Manufacturing

550 S. Mission Road
1430 E. Willow Street

5171-011-005

Light Manufacturing

N/A

5171-011-007

Light Manufacturing

560 S. Mission Road
1601 E. 6™ Street

5171-011-006

Light Manufacturing

1600 E. 6™ Street

5171-013-006

Surface Parking Lot

N/A

5171-013-005

Surface Parking Lot

Source: City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, City of Los Angeles Zoning Information and Map.
Access System (ZIMAS), Parcel Profile Report, website: www.zimas.lacity.org,
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City of Los Angeles Municipal Code

As shown in Figure 3-6, Zoning and General Plan Land Use Designations, the Project Site and
adjacent properties are designated as Light Industrial by the General Plan and Community Plan.
The Light Industrial land use designation corresponds to the MR2, M2, and P zones. The Project
Site is zoned: M2-1-RIO-CUGU. The “M2” zoning is associated with a land use designation of
Light Industrial.

The Project Site is located within Height District No. 1, which allows a maximum FAR of 1.5:1.
The River Implementation Overlay District “RIO” designation indicates that the Project Site is
located within the Los Angeles River Improvement Overlay. The Project Site is also located in a
Clean Up Green Up Supplemental Use District “CUGU.” The Project is also within a designated
Transit Priority Area.

City of Los Angeles General Plan

The City of Los Angeles General Plan (General Plan) is a comprehensive, long-range declaration
of purposes, policies, and programs to guide future development and growth within the City. The
General Plan is a dynamic document consisting of 11 elements, which include an overarching
Framework Element, Air Quality Element, Conservation Element, Housing Element, Noise
Element, Open Space Element, Service Systems Element / Public Recreation Plan, Safety
Element, Mobility Element (Mobility Plan 2035), a Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles, and the Land
Use Element. The Land Use Element is comprised of 34 Community Plans.2 The General Plan
Framework Element identifies the Project Site as Light Industrial.

Boyle Heights Community Plan Area

The 34 community plans which make up the Land Use Element of the General Plan implement
the overall goals of the Land Use Element with specific zoning designations, policies, and goals
for each Community Plan Area (CPA). The Project Site is located within the Boyle Heights CPA.
Boyle Heights is situated at the eastern boundary of the City of Los Angeles and is surrounded
by the City of Vernon to the south, the unincorporated community of East Los Angeles to the east,
the communities of Lincoln Heights and El Sereno to the north and the Los Angeles River and
downtown to the west. Land uses within the CPA consist of a mix of residential, commercial,
industrial, open space and public facility land. Boyle Heights contains a significant amount of
industrial land along its southern boundary bordering the industrial city of Vernon and along the
western boundary adjacent to the Los Angeles River. The Project Site is designated Light
Industrial by the Community Plan.

Boyle Heights Community Plan Update

The Boyle Heights Community Plan is currently going through an update and is in the “Adoption”
Phase of the Plan Process Timeline. The Boyle Heights Community Plan Update takes
cues from the City’s General Plan, particularly from its Framework Element, which
describes the City’s long-term growth strategy. The update will build on Boyle Heights’
diverse historic character and history and will apply new zoning tools developed as part of
the City's “re:code LA” project. The priorities of the Boyle Heights Community Plan Update
are:

2 City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, General Plan Elements, website:
https://planning.lacity.gov/plans-policies/general-plan-overview, accessed August 2025.
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Reflecting preferred future growth patterns in the area;

Encouraging wise growth;

Identifying appropriate locations for new development;

Addressing prevailing neighborhood and community issues; and

Protecting residential neighborhoods from development that is out of
character and scale.

3.2.3 Surrounding Land Uses

As shown in Figure 3-4, light industrial land uses are located adjacent to the streets that comprise
the Project Site boundaries, with the surrounding area, including the Project Site, designated Light
Industrial by the Community Plan. Zoning and General Plan land use designations for the
surrounding land uses are depicted in Figure 3-6.

To the north of the Project Site is the East 4™ Street bridge. Further north, across the East 4"
Street bridge, are one story industrial buildings (See Figure 3-4, View 7). Properties to the north
of the Project Site are zoned M2-1-RIO-CUGU with General Plan land use designations of Light
Industrial.

South of the Project Site is the East 6™ Street bridge. Further south, across the East 6" Street
bridge, are industrial buildings (See Figure 3-4, View 8). Properties to the south of the Project Site
are zoned M2-1-RIO-CUGU with General Plan land use designations of Light Industrial.

To the west of the Project Site, west of Mission Road, is a mix of surface parking, other light
industrial uses, and a right-of-way rail corridor and the Los Angeles River. The Metropolitan
Transit Authority (MTA) owns the right-of-way corridor on the east banks of the Los Angeles River.
On the east bank, the two tracks closest to the river are owned by MTA, and the Union Pacific
Railroad (UP RR) owns the rest of the tracks. UPPR also operates trains on MTA’s tracks. (See
Figure 3-4, View 12).

To the east of the Project Site, along Anderson Street, is a surface parking lot (See Figure 3-4,
View 9) and additional industrial buildings. This surface parking lot is zoned M2-1-RIO-CUGU with
General Plan land use designations of Light Industrial. Further east, fronting Clarence Street, are
multi-family residential buildings. These buildings are zoned RD2-1-RIO-CUGU with General Plan
land use designations of Low Medium Il Residential.
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Zoning and General Plan Land Use Designations




3.3 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

3.3.1 Project Overview

The Project includes the merger of 12 lots and the re-subdivision into three lots, the street vacation
and merger of existing roadway segments along a portion of Willow Street (between Mission Road
and Anderson Street) and a portion of 6™ Street (between Mission Road and Anderson Street)
and a three-foot roadway dedication along Anderson Street (between 4" Street and Willow
Street). As proposed, the vacated existing roadway segments along Willow Street and 6™ Street
would be merged with the adjoining Ace Mission Studios property and converted for private
access and surface parking to support existing studio operations. The project also includes all
associated street improvements, utility adjustments, and access modifications necessary to
implement the proposed vacation, merger, and dedication. No new development resulting in
added floor area is proposed. There are 21 trees on and adjacent to the Project Site including 12
street trees within the public right-of-way and 9 non-protected trees on the Project Site. All existing
trees are proposed to be retained and protected in place.

In addition to approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map, the Project would also require
approvals and permits from the City of Los Angeles (and other municipal agencies) for a waiver
of dedication and improvements and utility improvements related to the tract map conditions of
approval.

An illustration of the proposed street vacation plan is depicted in Figure 3-7. A copy of the
proposed Tentative Tract Map and the various Internal City Departmental Correspondences of
the tract map review process are included in Appendix A.

While no new development is being proposed as part of the proposed tract map, compliance with
the recommended tract map conditions of approval would result in limited construction activities
associated with the removal of street lights within the vacated street segments, roadway and
sidewalk repairs within and adjacent to the tract map boundaries, and the installation of perimeter
fencing around the newly vacated street areas. While the applicant is requesting a waiver of
dedication and improvements for certain tract map recommendations, this environmental analysis
conservatively assumes that the approval of the project would result in the removal and
resurfacing of up to 2.6 acres of roadway and sidewalk areas.
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Figure 3-7
Street Vacation Plan




3.4 RELATED PROJECTS

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h), this Initial Study analysis includes an
evaluation of the Project’'s cumulative impacts. The guidance provided under CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064 (h) is as follows:

“(1) When assessing whether a cumulative effect requires an EIR, the lead agency shall
consider whether the cumulative impact is significant and whether the effects of the project
are cumulatively considerable. An EIR must be prepared if the cumulative impact may be
significant and the project’s incremental effect, though individually limited, is cumulatively
considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an
individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.

(2) A lead agency may determine in an initial study that a project’s contribution to a
significant cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable and
thus is not significant. When a project might contribute to a significant cumulative impact,
but the contribution will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable through
mitigation measures set forth in a mitigated negative declaration, the initial study shall
briefly indicate and explain how the contribution has been rendered less than cumulatively
considerable.

(3) A lead agency may determine that a project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative
effect is not cumulatively considerable if the project will comply with the requirements in a
previously approved plan or mitigation program (including, but not limited to, water quality
control plan, air quality attainment or maintenance plan, integrated waste management
plan, habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, plans or requlations
for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions) that provides specific requirements that
will avoid or substantially lessen the cumulative problem within the geographic area in
which the project is located. Such plans or programs must be specified in law or adopted
by the public agency with jurisdiction over the affected resources through a public review
process to implement, interpret, or make specific the law enforced or administered by the
public agency. When relying on a plan, regulation or program, the lead agency should
explain how implementing the particular requirements in the plan, requlation or program
ensure that the project’s incremental contribution to the cumulative effect is not
cumulatively considerable. If there is substantial evidence that the possible effects of a
particular project are still cumulatively considerable notwithstanding that the project
complies with the specified plan or mitigation program addressing the cumulative problem,
an EIR must be prepared for the project.

(4) The mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone
shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s incremental effects
are cumulatively considerable.”

In light of the guidance summarized above, an adequate discussion of a project’s significant
cumulative impact, in combination with other closely related projects, can be based on either: (1)
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a list of past, present, and probable future producing related impacts; or (2) a summary of
projections contained in an adopted local, regional, statewide plan, or related planning document
that describes conditions contributing to the cumulative effect (CEQA Guidelines Section
15130(b)(1)(A)-(B)). The lead agency may also blend the “list” and “plan” approaches to analyze
the severity of impacts and their likelihood of occurrence. Accordingly, all proposed, recently
approved, under construction, or reasonably foreseeable projects that could produce a related or
cumulative impact on the local environment, when considered in conjunction with the Project,
were identified for evaluation.

The related projects identified are included in Table 3-2, Related Projects List, below. A total of
eight related projects were identified within “2-mile of the Project Site, including one infrastructure
project (i.e., Arts District / 6" Street Metro Station). An analysis of the cumulative impacts
associated with these related projects and the Project are provided under each individual
environmental impact category in. The locations of the related projects are shown in Figure 3-8,

Location of Related Projects, below.

Table 3-2
Related Projects List
Project Project
Number Project Name Location/Address Description Size Units
1 | 200 Mesault Street] 655 Mesquit Street | Office 188,954 | sf
roject
> 2233 E. Jesse 2233 E. Jesse | Motion Picture 236,991 sf
Street Street Studio
. 520 S. Mateo | Live / Work 600 du
3 520 Mateo Project Street Commercial 60,000 sf
Light rail station to
4, | Ats Distict / 6"|6" Street Metro | Sorve Anis Distict | B
Street Metro Station | Alignment oyle Helgnts, an
surrounding
community
6™ Street Park, Arts,
5 River & Connectivity | 6" Street Bridge Community Park 13 ac
Project (PARC)
. Live / Work 347 du
6 | 2117E.Violetstreet | 317 & V9! Office 187,374 |  sf
Commercial 21,858 sf
th th Residential 122 du
7 1800 E. 7" Street 1800 E. 7" Street Commercial 9,500 of
8 225 S. Boyle | 325 S. Boyle Residential 50 du
venue Avenue
Notes: du = dwelling unit, sf = square feet; ac = acres
Source: City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Recent Case Filings and Bi-Weekly Case Filings,
https://planning.lacity.org/resources/case-reports, accessed June 2024; LA Metro Arts District / 61 Street Station
Homepage, https://www.metro.net/projects/arts-dist-6th-station/, accessed June 2024.
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Figure 3-8
Location of Related Projects




3.5 REQUESTED PERMITS AND APPROVALS

The discretionary entitlements, reviews, permits and approvals required to implement the Project
include, but are not necessarily limited to, the following:

e Approval of a Venting Tentative Tract Map (VTT-83801).

Other discretionary and ministerial permits and approvals that may be deemed necessary,
including, but not limited to, a waiver of dedication and improvements and implementing tract map
conditions of approval.

3.6 RESPONSIBLE PUBLIC AGENCIES

A Responsible Agency under CEQA is a public agency with some discretionary authority over a
project or a portion of it, but which has not been designated the Lead Agency (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15381). The list below identifies whether any responsible agencies have been
identified for the Project.

e California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
e County of Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro)
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4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

I. AESTHETICS
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Except as provided in Public Resources Code
Section 21099 would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic [ ] ] ] X
vista?
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, [] [] [] X
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?
c. In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade [ ] ] ] X
the existing visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its surroundings? (Public
views are those that are experienced from
publicly accessible vantage point). If the project
is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict
with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare [] [] [] X

which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

No Impact. A scenic vista generally provides focal views of objects, settings, or features of visual
interest; or panoramic views of large geographic areas of scenic quality, primarily from a given
vantage point. Scenic vistas are generally associated with public vantages. A significant impact
may occur if the Project introduces incompatible visual elements within a field of view containing
a scenic vista or substantially alters a view of a scenic vista. The Project Site is currently
developed with the Ace Mission Studios Campus, consisting of light manufacturing buildings and
associated surface parking lots. No scenic views or vistas characterize the Project Site or
immediately surrounding project area. The Project Site is located within the Boyle Heights
community of Downtown Los Angeles. The surrounding properties are developed with light
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industrial/manufacturing uses, commercial/retail, multi-family residential, and institutional land
uses. The Proposed Project would not result in any physical improvements to the Project Site that
would have the potential to alter the visual quality of the Project Site or surrounding area as
compliance with the tract map conditions would be limited to roadway resurfacing and sidewalk
repairs. As such, the Project would not have an adverse effect on a scenic vista and no
impact would occur.

b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

No Impact. The nearest State designated Scenic Highway to the Project Site is the Route 210,
located approximately nine miles north of the Project Site.> The Project Site is not bordered by or
within the viewshed of any designated state scenic highways identified in the Mobility Element of
the City of Los Angeles General Plan. Neither 4™ Street, Anderson Street, Willow Street, 6" Street,
nor Mission Road are designated as a state scenic highway. The Project Site is improved with
the Ace Mission Studios Campus, consisting of light manufacturing buildings and associated
surface parking lots. There are no rock outcroppings or unique geologic features on the Project
Site. As discussed in Section 4.V, Cultural Resources, there are no historic resources on the
Project Site. Moreover, the Project Site does not contain any native vegetation or locally protected
tree species. As noted in Appendix D, Tree Report and Inventory, there are 21 trees on and
adjacent to the Project Site including 12 street trees within the public right-of-way and 9 non-
protected trees on the Project Site. Compliance with the tract map conditions would be limited to
roadway resurfacing and sidewalk repairs. As such, the Proposed Project would not result in any
physical improvements to the Project Site that would have the potential to alter the visual quality
of the Project Site or surrounding area. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not have the
potential to adversely damage any trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings within a
state scenic highway, or otherwise significantly impact scenic resources.

c. In non-urbanized areas, would the project substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an
urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality?

No Impact. The Project Site is located in an urbanized area and is improved with the Ace Mission
Studios Campus, consisting of light manufacturing buildings and associated surface parking lots.
The Project Site is located in the Boyle Heights Community Plan area of downtown Los Angeles.
Boyle Heights contains a significant amount of industrial land along its southern boundary
bordering the industrial city of Vernon and along the western boundary adjacent to the Los
Angeles River. The Project Site is currently zoned M2-1-RIO-CUGU and has a General Plan land
use designation of Light Industrial.

ArcGIS, California Scenic Highways, accessed February 2023.
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Aside from roadway resurfacing and sidewalk repairs, the Proposed Project would not result in
any physical improvements to the Project Site that would have the potential to alter the visual
quality of the Project Site or surrounding area. As such, no visual impacts would occur with
respect to conflicts with applicable zoning or other regulations governing scenic quality.

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

No Impact. The determination of whether a project results in a significant nighttime illumination
impact is generally made considering the following factors: (a) the change in ambient illumination
levels as a result of the project sources; and (b) the extent to which the project lighting would spill
off the project site and affect adjacent light-sensitive areas. Exterior lighting features within the
private access and public access of the Project consist of low-level illuminated pedestrian
walkways and lighting within the promenade and paseo. On-site signage includes site identity and
wayfinding signs in accordance with the LAMC.

In accordance with the Bureau of Street Lighting’s recommendations, the Project would include
the removal of four (4) street lights on Willow Street, and three (3) street lights on 6" Street, and
if street widening is required pursuant to the Bureau of Engineering’s improvement conditions,
relocate and upgrade three (3) street lights on 4™ Street, nine (9) street lights on Mission Road,
and five (5) street lights on Anderson Street.* To be conservative, this analysis assumes that
these seventeen street lights will be relocated and upgraded as noted above. The existing public
street lights that are removed within the vacated roadways would be replaced with private light
poles and/or lighting fixtures on the existing buildings to provide low-level exterior security lighting
within the Ace Studio’s private parking lots and internal pedestrian circulation areas. The
relocation and upgrading of existing street lights will not result in an increase in light intensity. The
amount of light produced by the Project would be similar to the existing street lights being replaced
and typical of the existing surrounding urban environment. As such, the Project would not
create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect daytime or
nighttime views in the area and light trespass or glare impacts would be less than
significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Less Than Significant. Development of the Project in conjunction with the related projects would
result in an intensification of existing prevailing land uses within the Boyle Heights Community in
the City of Los Angeles. Development of the related projects is expected to occur in accordance
with adopted plans and regulations. With respect to the overall visual quality of the surrounding
neighborhood, the related projects would be subject to site plan review by the Los Angeles
Department of City Planning for review and approval, as may be applicable. The site plan review
process would ensure each project is designed and constructed in a manner that is consistent
with the existing urban form and character of the surrounding environment. However, as noted

City of Los Angeles, Inter-Departmental Correspondence, from Jay Wong, Manager, Private
Development Division, Bureau of Street Lighting, to Vincent P. Bertoni, Director Department of City
Planning, Re: Tract 83801 REV2 — 516 S. Mission Rd., dated October 14, 2025 (See Appendix A.4).
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above no new development is proposed as part of the tract map approval process and the only
physical changes that would occur to the Project Site would be limited to the removal of public
street lights and the installation of a perimeter fence to restrict traffic access within the vacated
street segments. Therefore, cumulative aesthetic impacts would be less than significant.

Il. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the
state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the
Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in
Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or [] [] [] X
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, [] [] [] =
or a Williamson Act contract?
c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause [] [] [] =

rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of [ ] ] [] =
forest land to non-forest use?
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
e. Involve other changes in the existing [] [] [] =

environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project were to result in the conversion of State-
designated agricultural land from agricultural use to another non-agricultural use. The Project Site
is currently occupied by existing roadways surrounding the Ace Mission Studios Campus. The
Project Site is also located in an urbanized area of the City of Los Angeles. No farmland or
agricultural activity exists on or in the vicinity of the Project Site. According to the Soil Candidate
Listing for Prime Farmland of Statewide Importance, Los Angeles County, which was prepared
by the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), the soils
at the Project Site are not candidates for listing as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance. In addition, the Project Site has not been mapped pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency. The California
Department of Conservation, Division of Land Protection, lists Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
and Farmland of Statewide Importance under the general category of “Important Farmland” in
California. The Project Site is not included in the Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance category®. Therefore, the Project would not convert Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use and no
impact would occur.

b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project were to result in the conversion of land
zoned for agricultural use or under a Williamson Act Contract from agricultural use to non-
agricultural use. The Williamson Act of 1965 allows local governments to enter into contract
agreements with local landowners with the purpose of trying to limit specific parcels of land to
agricultural or other related open space use.® The Project Site does not contain any State-

°  State of California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, Los

Angeles County Important Farmland 2018 South Los Angeles Map, published November 2020.
State of California Department of Conservation, Williamson Act Program, accessed February 2023.
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designated agricultural lands or open space. Thus, the Project Site is not subject to a Williamson
Act Contract.’

The Project Site is located within the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles and is, therefore,
subject to the applicable land use and zoning requirements in the LAMC. The Project Site is
currently zoned M2-1-RIO-CUGU and has a General Plan land use designation of Light Industrial
and is not zoned for agricultural production, and no farmland activities exist on-site. In addition,
no Williamson Act Contracts are in effect for the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not
conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract, and no
impact would occur.

c. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?

No Impact. The Project Site is zoned M2-1-RIO-CUGU, which has a land use designation of Light
Industrial in the Boyle Heights Community Plan Area. The Project Site is not zoned as forestland
or timberland, and there is no timberland production at the Project Site. Therefore, the Project
would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland,
or timberland zoned Timberland Production and no impact would occur.

d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

No Impact. The Project Site is located in a highly developed area of Downtown Los Angeles.
The Project Site is fully developed with existing roadways surrounding the Ace Mission Studios
Campus. There is no significant vegetation or locally protected tree species on-site. No forested
lands or protected vegetation exist on or in the vicinity of the Project Site. Therefore, the Project
would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use
and no impact would occur.

e. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project results in the conversion of farmland to
another non-agricultural use. Neither the Project Site, nor nearby properties, are currently utilized
for agricultural or forestry uses. As discussed above, the Project Site is not classified in any
“Farmland” category designated by the State of California. According to the “Los Angeles County
Important Farmland 2018” map, which was prepared by the California Department of
Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, the soils at the Project Site are not

State of California Department of Conservation, Williamson Act Program, accessed February 2023.
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candidates for listing as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance.® Therefore, no impact would occur.

Cumulative Impacts

No Impact. Collectively, the Project and related projects would not result in the conversion of
State-designated agricultural land from agricultural use to a non-agricultural use, nor result in the
loss of forested land or conversion of forested land to non-forest use. The Extent of Important
Farmland Map Coverage maintained by the Division of Land Protection indicates that the Project
Site and the related projects’ sites are not included in the Important Farmland category.® The
Project Site and related projects’ sites are located in an urbanized area in the City and do not
include any State-designated agricultural lands or forest uses. Therefore, there would be no
cumulative agricultural impacts.

lll. AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the [ ] [] = []
applicable air quality plan?
b. Resultin a cumulatively considerable netincrease  [| ] = []
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region
is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard?
c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant [ ] ] = []
concentrations?
d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading [ ] ] ] =
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number
of people?

State of California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, Los
Angeles County Important Farmland 2018 South Los Angeles Map, published November 2020.

State of California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, Los
Angeles County Important Farmland 2018 South Los Angeles Map, published November 2020.
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Regulatory Setting

Federal

Clean Air Act

The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) was enacted in 1970 and has been amended numerous times
in subsequent years, with the most recent amendments occurring in 1990. At the federal level,
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is responsible for implementing
some portions of the CAA (e.g., certain mobile source and other requirements). Other portions of
the CAA (e.g., stationary source requirements) are implemented by state and local agencies.

The 1990 amendments to the CAA identify specific emission reduction goals for areas not meeting
the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS). These amendments require both a
demonstration of reasonable further progress towards attainment and the incorporation of
additional sanctions for failure to attain or to meet interim milestones. NAAQS have been
established for seven major air pollutants: carbon monoxide (“CQO”), nitrogen dioxide (NO-), ozone
(O3), particulate matter, 2.5 microns (PM.s), particulate matter, 10 microns (PM+o), sulfur dioxide
(SOz2), and lead (Pb).

The CAA requires USEPA to designate areas as attainment, nonattainment, or maintenance
(previously nonattainment and currently attainment) for each criteria pollutant based on whether
the NAAQS have been achieved. USEPA has classified the Los Angeles County portion of the
South Coast Air Basin (“Basin”) as a nonattainment area for Oz, PM25, and lead.

State

California Clean Air Act

In addition to being subject to the requirements of the CAA, air quality in California is also
governed by more stringent regulations under the California Clean Air Act (CCAA). In California
the CCAA is administered by CARB at the state level and by the air quality management districts
and air pollution control districts at the regional and local levels. CARB, which became part of the
California Environmental Protection Agency in 1991, is responsible for meeting the state
requirements of the CAA, administering the CCAA, and establishing the California Ambient Air
Quality Standards (CAAQS). The CCAA, as amended in 1992, requires all air districts in the State
to achieve and maintain the CAAQS. CAAQS are generally more stringent than their
corresponding NAAQS and incorporate additional standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl
chloride, and visibility-reducing particles.

The CCAA requires CARB to designate areas within California as either attainment or
nonattainment for each criteria pollutant based on whether the CAAQS thresholds have been
achieved. Under the CCAA, areas are designated as nonattainment for a pollutant if air quality
data shows that a state standard for the pollutant was violated at least once during the previous
three calendar years. Exceedances that are affected by highly irregular or infrequent events are
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not considered violations of a state standard and are not used as a basis for designating areas
as nonattainment. Under the CCAA, the non-desert Los Angeles County portion of the Basin is
designated as a nonattainment area for Oz, PM1o, and PM:s.

Regional

South Coast Air Quality Management District

The Project Site is located within the 6,745-square-mile Basin. The Basin includes all of Orange
County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. It is
bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west; the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto
Mountains to the north and east; and the San Diego County line to the south. The South Coast
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is the agency principally responsible for air pollution
control in the Basin. Specifically, SCAQMD is responsible for planning, implementing, and
enforcing programs designed to attain and maintain CAAQS established by CARB and NAAQS
established by the USEPA. All projects in the SCAQMD jurisdiction are subject to SCAQMD rules
and regulations, including, but not limited to, the following:

o Rule 401 Visible Emissions: This rule prohibits air discharge that results in a plume that is as
dark as or darker than what is designed as No. 1 Ringelmann Chart by the United States
Bureau of Mines for an aggregate of three minutes in any one hour.

e Rule 402 Nuisance: This rule prohibits the discharge of “such quantities of air contaminants
or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable
number of people or the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of
any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury
or damage to business or property.”

e Rule 403 Fugitive Dust: This rule mandates that projects reduce the amount of particulate
matter entrained in the ambient air as a result of fugitive dust sources by requiring actions to
prevent, reduce, or mitigate fugitive dust emissions from any active operation, open storage
pile, or disturbed surface area.

2022 Air Quality Management Plan

The 2022 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) was adopted in December 2022 and represents
the most updated regional blueprint for achieving federal air quality standards. It relies on
emissions forecasts based on demographic and economic growth projections provided by the
Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) 2020-2045 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (Connect SoCal). The 2022 AQMP is the most ambitious
regional plan to date and the first to rely on zero-emissions technology across all business,
industry, and residential sectors where currently available. The 2022 AQMP is anticipated to
accomplish the following benchmarks:

e Reduce almost 70 percent of smog forming emissions by 2037 beyond existing
regulations;
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¢ Provide substantial health benefits, including 1,500 avoided premature deaths and almost
9,000 avoided asthma-related hospitalizations each year, saving the region 19 billion in
health costs;

e Provide even higher benefits for environmental justice communities;

o Require zero-emission technologies across all sectors including water and space heating
in homes and businesses, on-road vehicles like cars and trucks, off-road vehicles like
locomotive trains and construction equipment, and industrial sources like power plants
and factories;

e Lay out specific actions needed from the federal government to reduce emissions from
ships, trains, aircraft, and other sources primarily under federal regulatory authority.

The 2022 AQMP also focuses on communities disproportionately impacted by air pollution with a
dedicated chapter on environmental justice.

Southern California Association of Governments

SCAG is the regional planning agency for Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, Riverside, San
Bernardino, and Imperial Counties that is tasked with addressing regional issues relating to
transportation, the economy, community development, and the environment. As the federally
designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the six-county Southern California
region, SCAG is required by law to ensure that transportation activities conform to, and are
supportive of, regional and state air quality plan goals to attain NAAQS. Additionally, SCAG is a
co-producer, with the SCAQMD, of the transportation strategy and transportation control measure
sections of the Basin’s AQMP. The 2020-2045 RTP/SCS recognizes that transportation
investments and future land use patterns are inextricably linked, and that continued recognition
of this close relationship will help the region make choices that sustain existing resources and
expand efficiency, mobility, and accessibility for people across the region. In particular, the
RTP/SCS draws a closer connection between where people live and work, and it offers a blueprint
for how Southern California can grow more sustainably. To this end, the RTP/SCS overall land
use pattern reinforces the trend of focusing new housing and employment in the region’s High
Quality Transit Areas (HQTAs). Though these areas currently account for just 3 percent of total
land in the SCAG region, they are projected to accommodate 51 percent of the region’s future
household growth and 60 percent of the region’s future employment growth by 2040.1° HQTAs
are a cornerstone of land use planning best practice in the SCAG region, and studies by the
California Department of Transportation, the USEPA, and the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission have found that focusing development in areas served by transit can result in local,
regional, and statewide benefits including reduced air pollution and energy consumption.

" HQTAs are defined by SCAG as areas within one-half mile of a fixed guideway transit stop or a bus

transit corridor where buses pick up passengers at a frequency of every 15 minutes or less during peak
commuting hours.
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Local

City of Los Angeles General Plan Air Quality Element

The City’s General Plan Air Quality Element identifies policies and strategies for advancing the
City’s clean air goals. The Air Quality Element acknowledges the interrelationships among
transportation and land use planning in meeting the City’s mobility and air quality goals. The Air
Quality Element includes six key goals:

Goal 1:  Good air quality in an environment of continued population growth and healthy
economic structure.

Goal 2:  Less reliance on single-occupant vehicles with fewer commute and non-work trips.

Goal 3:  Efficient management of transportation facilities and system infrastructure using
cost-effective system management and innovative demand management
techniques.

Goal 4:  Minimize impacts of existing land use patterns and future land use development
on air quality by addressing the relationship between land use, transportation, and
air quality.

Goal 5:  Energy efficiency through land use and transportation planning, the use of
renewable resources and less-polluting fuels and the implementation of
conservation measures including passive measures such as site orientation and
tree planting.

Goal 6:  Citizen awareness of the linkages between personal behavior and air pollution and
participation in efforts to reduce air pollution.

Existing Conditions

The Project Site is located within the South Coast Air Basin. The Basin is an approximately 6,745-
square-mile area bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino,
and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east. The Basin consists of Orange County, Los
Angeles County (excluding the Antelope Valley portion), and the western, non-desert portions of
San Bernardino and Riverside counties. Ambient air quality is determined primarily by the type
and amount of pollutants emitted into the atmosphere, as well as the size, topography, and
meteorological conditions of a geographic area.
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant air quality impact may occur if the Project is not
consistent with the applicable Air Quality Management Plan (2022 AQMP) or the City’s Air Quality
Element or would in some way represent a substantial hindrance to employing the policies or
obtaining the goals of those plans.

Consistency with the AQMP

The SCAQMD is directly responsible for reducing emissions from stationary (area and point),
mobile, and indirect sources. It has responded to this requirement by preparing a series of
AQMPs. The most recent AQMP was adopted by the Governing Board of the SCAQMD on
December 2, 2022 (2022 AQMP). The 2022 AQMP represents a thorough analysis of existing
and potential regulatory control options, includes available, proven, and cost-effective strategies,
and seeks to achieve multiple goals in partnership with other entities promoting reductions in
greenhouse gases and toxic risk, as well as efficiencies in energy use, transportation, and goods
movement. The 2022 AQMP recognizes the critical importance of working with other agencies to
develop funding and incentives that encourage the accelerated transition to cleaner vehicles, and
the modernization of buildings and industrial facilities to cleaner technologies in a manner that
benefits not only air quality but also local businesses and the regional economy.

This analysis evaluates the two criteria for consistency with regional plans and the regional AQMP
adopted by the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook:

1) Would the Project increase the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations,
cause or contribute to new air quality violations, or delay timely attainment of air quality
standards or the interim emission reductions specified in the AQMD?

2) Would the Project exceed the assumptions utilized in preparing the AQMP?
Criteria 1

With respect to the first criterion, area air quality planning, including the AQMP, assumes that
there will be emissions from new growth but that such emissions would not impede attainment
and would actually contribute to the attainment of applicable air quality standards within the Basin
if the Project’s emissions are below the SCAQMD’s regional thresholds of significance. The
Project consists of the vacation of portions of two existing street segments. Aside from complying
with the recommended tract map conditions, no new development is being proposed. The existing
studio uses within the tract map boundaries would remain the same. The only physical changes
that would occur to the Project Site would be limited to complying with the City’s tract map
conditions, which may include the removal of public street lights and the installation of a perimeter
fence to restrict traffic access within the vacated street segments, roadway resurfacing, and
sidewalk repairs. As shown in Table 4-1, below, construction emissions associated with the tract
map conditions would result in less than significant air quality emissions. Since no changes to the
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existing land uses or studio operations within the tract map boundaries would occur, no new
operational air quality emissions would occur with approval of the tract map. Therefore, the Project
would not exceed any state or federal air quality standards and would not delay timely attainment
of air quality standards or interim emission reductions specified in the 2022 AQMP.

Criteria 2

Determining whether or not a project exceeds the assumptions reflected in the AQMP involves
the evaluation of three criteria: (1) consistency with applicable population, housing, and
employment growth projections; (2) project mitigation measures; and (3) appropriate
incorporation of AQMP land use planning strategies. For the purposes of assessing a project’s
consistency with the 2022 AQMP, projects that are consistent with the growth forecast projections
of employment and population forecasts identified in the 2020 RTP/SCS are considered
consistent with the 2022 AQMP, since the growth projections contained in the 2020 RTP/SCS
form the basis of the land use and transportation control portions of the 2022 AQMP. The Project
consists of the vacation of portions of two existing street segments. No new development is being
proposed. As such, the Project would not contribute to any population or housing growth, and
would therefore not conflict with the assumptions utilized in preparing the AQMP.

Regarding feasible air quality mitigation measures, the Project would not generate any new air
quality impacts that would require mitigation. As such, the Project is consistent with this criterion.
Therefore, because the Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable
air quality plan, Project impacts would be less than significant.

Consistency with the City’s Air Quality Element

The City’s Air Quality Element sets forth the goals, objectives, and policies that guide the City in
the implementation of its air quality improvement programs and strategies. Goals of the Air Quality
Element that are relevant to the Project include:

e Minimal impacts of existing land use patterns and future land use development on
air quality by addressing the relationship between land use, transportation, and air
quality.

The Project Site is currently developed with the Ace Mission Studios Campus, consisting of light
manufacturing buildings and associated surface parking lots. Development of the Project is limited
to street vacation of existing roadway segments. Thus, the Project would result in minimal impacts
to existing land use patterns. However, the Project would not generate any new operational air
quality emissions. Thus, the Project would not conflict with this goal.

e Energy efficiency through land use and transportation planning, the use of
renewable resources and less-polluting fuels, and the implement of conservation
measures, including passive measures, such as site orientation and tree planting.
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The Project is limited to street vacation of existing roadway segments. Aside from the limited
improvements associated with the tract map conditions, which may include removal of street lights
within vacated roadways, roadway resurfacing and sidewalk repair, no new construction or
development would occur as a result of the Project. Additionally, the Project would not result in
the removal of any street trees that occur on or adjacent to the Project Site. The As such, the
Project would not conflict with this goal.

e Citizen awareness of the linkages between personal behavior and air pollution and
participation in efforts to reduce air pollution.

The Project is limited to street vacation of existing roadway segments. No new construction or
development would occur as a result of the Project. The design of the Project would not impact
or impede any pedestrian routes on the proposed street vacation area on Willow Street or 6™
Street as the land uses to the west are limited to the studio uses west of Mission Avenue and the
Metro right-of-way, which is fenced off and not accessible to pedestrians. Furthermore, neither
Willow Street nor 6" Street are designated as bicycle routes in the Mobility Plan 2035. The Project
would maintain the existing pedestrian sidewalk along the east side of Anderson Street, between
4™ Street and 6™ Street. Thus, the Project would not conflict with this goal.

In summary, the Project would be consistent with applicable local and regional plans
pertaining to air quality, including the City of Los Angeles Air Quality Element and the 2022
AQMP. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan, and impacts associated with plan consistency would be less
than significant.

b. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project adds a considerable
cumulative contribution to federal or State non-attainment pollutants. As the Basin is currently in
State non-attainment for ozone, PM1o, and PM. s, related projects could exceed an air quality
standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality exceedance. With respect to
determining the significance of a project's contribution of emissions, the SCAQMD neither
recommends quantified analyses of construction and/or operational emissions from multiple
development projects nor provides methodologies or thresholds of significance to be used to
assess the cumulative emissions generated by multiple cumulative projects. Instead, the
SCAQMD recommends that a project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts be assessed
utilizing the same significance criteria as those for project specific impacts. Thus, a project may
result in a significant impact in cases where project-related emissions would exceed federal, state,
or regional standards or thresholds, or where project-related emissions would substantially
contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation.
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Construction Emissions

The Project would not include any changes to the existing land uses or on site operations within
the proposed tract map boundaries. However, as part of the tract map approval process, several
City departments have recommended conditions of approval that would require physical
improvements within and immediately adjacent to the tract map boundaries. For purposes of
analyzing construction emissions, it is conservatively anticipated that implementation of the
project may require resurfacing up to 2.65 acres of existing roadway and sidewalk areas. For
purposes of estimating haul truck emissions, it is anticipated that these improvements would
require up to 1,069 cubic feet of material export and the same amount of imported material,
resulting in a peak activity of 6 haul truck trips per day (3 in and 3 out). Construction activities
associated with the Project would be undertaken in two steps: (1) linear excavation and grading,
and (2) paving. The Project’s construction emissions were quantified utilizing the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod Version 2022.1.1.30) for linear roadway projects as
recommended by the SCAQMD. Table 4-1, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions,
identifies daily emissions that are estimated to occur on peak construction days for each phase
of the Project construction. These calculations assume that appropriate dust control measures
and compliance with the following AQMD Rules and regulations would be implemented as part of
the Project during each phase of development.

e Rule 401 — Visible Emissions: This rule states that a person shall not discharge into the
atmosphere from any single source of emission whatsoever any air contaminant for a
period or periods aggregating more than three minutes in any one hour which is as dark
or darker in shade as that designated No. 1 on the Ringelmann Chart or of such opacity
as to obscure an observer's view.

¢ Rule 402 — Nuisance: This rule states that a person shall not discharge from any source
whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury,
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public,
or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public,
or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or
property.

¢ Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust: This rule requires projects to prevent, reduce or mitigate fugitive
dust emissions from a site. Rule 403 restricts visible fugitive dust to the project property
line, restricts the net PM+o emissions to less than 50 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3)
and restricts the tracking out of bulk materials onto public roads. Additionally, projects
must utilize one or more of the best available control measures (identified in the tables
within the rule). Best available control measures may include adding freeboard to haul
vehicles, covering loose material on haul vehicles, watering, using chemical stabilizers
and/or ceasing all activities. Finally, a contingency plan may be required if so determined
by the USEPA.

e Rule 1186 — PM1o Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Roads, and Livestock Operations:
This rule applies to owners and operators of paved and unpaved roads and livestock
operations. The rule is intended to reduce PM4o emissions by requiring the cleanup of
material deposited onto paved roads, use of certified street sweeping equipment, and
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treatment of high-use unpaved roads (see also Rule 403).

As shown in Table 4-1, below, construction-related daily emissions associated with the Project
would be below the peak daily regional SCAQMD significance thresholds for criteria pollutants
during the construction phases. Additionally, as no changes to the current land uses on site are
being proposed, there would be no changes to the current operational air quality emissions being
generated by the existing studio uses. Therefore, the Project would not generate a
cumulatively considerable increase in emissions of the pollutants for which the Basin is
in non-attainment, and impacts would be less than significant.

Table 41
Estimated Regional Peak Daily Construction Emissions
L. Emissions in Pounds per Day
Emission Source
ROG NOx CcO SO PMjo PM:s
2026 4.01 33.3 435 0.08 5.39 1.82
Maximum Daily Construction |, o4 33.3 435 008 | 539 | 1.82
Emissions:
SCAQMD Daily Significance 75 100 550 150 150 55
Thresholds:
Significant Impact? No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod 2022.1.1.30, Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix E, Air Quality Modeling and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Worksheets.

c. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project were to generate
pollutant concentrations to a degree that would significantly affect sensitive receptors. Sensitive
receptors are populations that are more susceptible to the effects of air pollution than are the
population at large. The SCAQMD identifies the following as sensitive receptors: long-term health
care facilities; rehabilitation centers; convalescent centers; retirement homes; residences;
schools; playgrounds; childcare centers; and athletic facilities."’

The SCAQMD has developed localized significance thresholds (LSTs) that are based on the
amount of pounds of emissions per day that can be generated by a project that would cause or
contribute to adverse localized air quality impacts. These localized thresholds, which are found in
the mass rate look-up tables in the “Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology”
document prepared by the SCAQMD, 12 apply to projects that are less than or equal to five acres
in size and are only applicable to the following criteria pollutants: NO,. CO; PM+o. and PMzs. LSTs

" South Coast Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993, page 5-1, accessed
March 2023.

South Coast Air Quality Management District, Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology,
June 2003, Revised July 2008, accessed March 2023.
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represent the maximum emissions from a project that are not expected to cause or contribute to
an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or States ambient air quality standards,
and are developed based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each SRA. For PMyo,
the LSTs were derived based on requirements in SCAQMD Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust. For PM_ s,
the LSTs were derived based on a general ratio of PM2s to PM1o for both fugitive dust and
combustion emissions.

LSTs are provided for each of SCAQMD’s 38 source receptor areas (SRA) at various distances
from the source of emissions. The Project Site is located within SRA 1, which covers the Central
Los Angeles area. The nearest sensitive receptors that could potentially be subject to localized
air quality impacts associated with construction of the Project include the multi-family residences
east of the Project Site. Figure 4-1, below, shows the nearest air quality sensitive receptors to the
Project Site. The LSTs with receptors located within 25 meters (82.02 feet) are used to address
the potential localized air quality impacts associated with the construction-related NOx, CO, PMyo,
and PM,s emissions for each construction phase. Sensitive receptors located further than 25
meters would be less impacted by localized emissions.

Localized Construction Emissions

Emissions from construction activities have the potential to generate localized emissions that may
expose sensitive receptors to harmful pollutant concentrations. However, as shown in Table 4-2,
Localized On-Site Peak Daily Construction Emissions, peak daily emissions generated during the
roadway resurfacing and sidewalk repair would not exceed the applicable construction LSTs for

an approximate one-acre site in SRA 1.13 These calculations reflect compliance with appropriate
dust control measures as part of the Project during each phase of development, as required by
SCAQMD Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust. Specific Rule 403 control requirements include, but are not
limited to, applying water in sufficient quantities to prevent the generation of visible dust plumes,
applying soil binders to uncovered areas, reestablishing ground cover as quickly as possible,
utilizing a wheel washing system to remove bulk material from tires and vehicle undercarriages
before vehicles exit the Project Site, and maintaining effective cover over exposed areas.

Therefore, the Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations and localized air quality impacts from construction activities on the off-site
sensitive receptors would be less than significant.

d. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of people?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if objectionable odors occur which would adversely
impact sensitive receptors. The Project consists of the vacation of two public streets and would

" While the Project includes a total of 2.65 acres of roadway and sidewalk repair and resurfacing, the
maximum daily disturbance area would be limited to one acre or less.
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Table 4-2
Localized On-Site Peak Daily Construction Emissions

Construction Phase 2 Total On-site Emissions (Pounds per Day)
NO«® (od0) PMjo PMas
Grading and Excavation 25.2 291 4.27 1.34
Paving 7.37 10.8 0.30 0.28
Maximum Daily Emissions: 25.2 29.1 4.27 1.34
SCAQMD Localized Thresholds ¢ 108 1,048 8 5
Potentially Significant Impact? No No No No

Noftes:

« The localized thresholds for all phases are based on a receptor distance of 100 meters in SCAQMD’s
SRA 1 for a Project Site less than one acre.

b The localized thresholds listed for NOx in this table takes into consideration the gradual conversion of
NOx to NO2, and are provided in the mass rate look-up tables in the “Final Localized Significance
Threshold Methodology” document prepared by the SCAQMD. As discussed previously, the analysis of
localized air quality impacts associated with NOx emissions is focused on NO: levels as they are
associated with adverse health effects.

¢ SCAQMD, Final LST Methodology Document, Appendix C — Mass Rate LST Look-Up Tables, October
21, 2009, and Sample Construction Scenarios for Projects Less than Five Acres in Size, Appendix K.

Source: CalEEMod 2022.1.1.30, Calculation worksheets are provided in Appendix E, Air Quality Modeling

and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Worksheets.

not result in any constriction emissions. Further, no new development or changes to the existing
studio uses is being proposed.

Therefore, the Project would have no potential to generate impacts associated with
objectionable odors.

Cumulative Impacts

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the Project in conjunction with the related
projects would result in an increase in construction and operational emissions in an already highly
urbanized area of the City of Los Angeles.

AQMP Consistency

Cumulative development can affect implementation of the 2022 AQMP. The 2022 AQMP was
prepared to accommodate growth, reduce pollutants within the areas under SCAQMD jurisdiction,
improve the overall air quality of the region, and minimize the impact on the economy. Growth
considered to be consistent with the 2022 AQMP would not interfere with attainment because this
growth is included in the projections utilized in the formulation of the AQMP. Consequently, as
long as growth in the Basin is within the projections for growth identified by SCAG, implementation
of the 2022 AQMP will not be obstructed by such growth and cumulative impacts would be less
than significant. Since the Project is consistent with SCAG’s growth projections, it would not have

Ace Mission Studios Project PAGE 42 City of Los Angeles
Initial Study November 2025




a cumulatively considerable contribution to an impact regarding a potential conflict with or
obstruction of the implementation of the applicable air quality plan. Thus, cumulative impacts
related to conformance with the 2022 AQMP would be less than significant.

Construction and Operational Emissions

As stated above, the Project is limited to the street vacation of two street segments and would not
result in any new development or changes to the existing studio operations. The only physical
changes that would occur to the Project Site would be limited to the removal of public street lights,
roadway and side walk repair and resurfacing, and the installation of a perimeter fence to restrict
traffic access within the vacated street segments. The Project would not result in significant
cumulative impacts related to conformance with the 2022 AQMP, nor would it result in significant
cumulative impacts related to construction and/or operational air quality emissions, nor cumulative
odor impacts. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to air quality would be less than
significant.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or [ ] [] [] =

through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian ] [] [] =
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state or [ ] ] ] X
federally protected wetlands (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
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d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any  [] [] [] =
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances [ ] L] L] X
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat [ ] ] ] =
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species
in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

No Impact. A project would normally have a significant impact on biological resources if it could
result in: (a) the loss of individuals, or the reduction of existing habitat, of a state or federal listed
endangered, threatened, rare, protected, candidate, or sensitive species or a Species of Special
Concern; (b) the loss of individuals or the reduction of existing habitat of a locally designated
species or a reduction in a locally designated natural habitat or plant community; or (c)
interference with habitat such that normal species behaviors are disturbed (e.g., from the
introduction of noise or light) to a degree that may diminish the chances for long-term survival of
a sensitive species.

The Project Site is located in an urbanized area of the City of Los Angeles and is currently
developed with existing roadways and the Ace Mission Studios Campus, which is improved with
light manufacturing buildings and surface parking lots. The Project Site was inspected by a
certified consulting arborist in April 2022 and revisited in July 2025.'4 Based on the findings of the
tree inspection, no protected tree species as defined in the City’s Protected Tree Ordinance (Ord.
No 186,873) were observed within the Project Site or surrounding properties. There are 21 trees
on and adjacent to the Project Site including 12 street trees within the public right-of-way and 9
non-protected trees on the Project Site. All existing trees are located in tree wells on adjacent to
sidewalks, within paved parking areas, and adjacent to existing buildings. No native habitat occurs
on site. The Project Site does not contain any critical habitat or support any species identified as
a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

" The Tree Inventory and Report is contained in Appendix D to this ND.
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The Project would not include the removal of any trees or habitat. The only physical changes that
would occur to the Project Site would be limited to the removal of public street lights, roadway
and sidewalk repair and resurfacing, and the installation of a perimeter fence to restrict traffic
access within the vacated street segments. Therefore, the Project would not have a
substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service.

b. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

No Impact. A project would normally have a significant impact on biological resources if it could
result in: (a) the loss of individuals, or the reduction of existing habitat, of a state or federal listed
endangered, threatened, rare, protected, candidate, or sensitive species or a Species of Special
Concern; (b) the loss of individuals or the reduction of existing habitat of a locally designated
species or a reduction in a locally designated natural habitat or plant community; (c) the alternation
of an existing wetland habitat; or (d) interference with habitat such that normal species behaviors
are disturbed (e.g., from the introduction of noise, light) to a degree that may diminish the chances
for long-term survival of a sensitive species.

The Project Site is occupied by existing roadways and the Ace Mission Studios Campus,
consisting of light manufacturing buildings and associated surface parking lots. No riparian or
other sensitive natural vegetation communities are located on the Project Site. Therefore,
implementation of the Project would not result in any adverse impacts to riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural communities, and no impact would occur.

c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

No Impact. A project would normally have a significant impact on biological resources if it could
result in the alteration of an existing wetland habitat, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act. The Project Site is entirely developed with impermeable surfaces and does not contain any
wetlands or natural drainage channels. The Project Site does not contain any wetlands or riparian
habitat as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (see Checklist Question IV(b), above).
Therefore, the Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected wetlands through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means and no impact to riparian or wetland habitats would occur.
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d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

No Impact. A project would normally result in a significant impact on biological resources if it
results in the interference with wildlife movement/migration corridors that may diminish the
chances for long-term survival of a sensitive species. As discussed above, vegetation on the
Project Site is limited to 21 non-protected trees planted within sidewalks, surface parking areas
and adjacent to buildings. As discussed above, the project does not propose the removal of any
trees. Thus, the Project would not interfere with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species. Therefore, no impact would occur.

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance (e.g., oak trees or California
walnut woodlands)?

No Impact. A project-related significant adverse effect could occur if a project were to cause an
impact that is inconsistent with local regulations pertaining to biological resources, such as the
City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance (Ord. No 186,873).

As stated above, no protected tree species as defined in the City’'s Protected Tree Ordinance
were observed within the Project Site or surrounding properties. There are 21 trees on and
adjacent to the Project Site including 12 street trees within the public right-of-way and 9 non-
protected trees on the Project Site. All existing trees are located in tree wells on adjacent to
sidewalks, within paved parking areas, and adjacent to existing buildings. All trees would be
preserved in place. Therefore, the Project would not have the potential to conflict with any
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, and no impact would occur.

f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

No Impact. A significant impact would occur if a project would be inconsistent with mapping or
policies in any conservation plans of the types cited. No locally designated natural communities
are known to occur on or adjacent to the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not conflict
with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation
Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan, and
no impact would occur.

Cumulative Impacts

No Impact. The Project would have no impact upon biological resources with regulatory
compliance. Construction of the Project in combination with the related projects would not impact
wildlife corridors or habitat for any candidate, sensitive, or special status species identified in local
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG or the USFWS. No such habitat occurs in the
vicinity of the Project Site or related projects due to the existing urban development. Moreover,
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development of the related projects is expected to occur in accordance with adopted plans and
regulations. Each of the related projects would be subject to discretionary City approval and
project-specific CEQA review that would address biological resources. Thus, no cumulative
impacts to biological resources would occur.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the [] ] = ]
significance of a historical resource pursuant to §
15064.57
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the [] ] ] X
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to § 15064.5?
c. Disturb any human remains, including those [ ] ] L] X
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?
IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project would disturb historic
resources, which presently exist within the Project Site. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5
defines a historical resource as: 1) a resource listed in or determined to be eligible by the State
Historical Resources Commission for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources; 2)
a resource listed in a local register of historical resources or identified as significant in a historical
resource survey meeting certain state guidelines; or 3) an object, building, structure, site, area,
place, record or manuscript which a lead agency determines to be significant in the architectural,
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural
annals of California, provided that the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial
evidence in light of the whole record. A substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic
resource means demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate
surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired.'

The City of Los Angeles’ Office of Historic Resources recently completed a citywide historic
resource survey known as SurveyLA. None of the buildings within the Project Site or its immediate

15

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(b)(1).
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surroundings were identified as potential historical resources in SurveyLA. In addition, none of
the buildings within the Project Site or its immediate surroundings have ever been previously
surveyed for historic or architectural significance nor were found to be eligible for listing in the
National or California Registers or for local designation under any criteria. None of the buildings
appear to be part of any potential or designated historic district. Furthermore, the project would
not result in any new development or alterations to the structures within the Project Site. The only
physical changes that would occur to the Project Site would be limited to the removal of public
street lights, roadway and sidewalk repair and resurfacing, and the installation of a perimeter
fence to restrict traffic access within the vacated street segments. As such, the Project would
not cause an adverse change in the significance of a historic resource, and a less than
significant impact would occur.

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if grading or excavation activities associated with a
project would disturb archaeological resources which presently exist within the Project Site.
Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines significant archaeological resources as
resources that meet the criteria for historical resources, as discussed above, or resources that
constitute unique archaeological resources.

The South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) has performed a records search for the
Project Site and 2 -mile radius. (see Appendix B to this Negative Declaration). The records search
included a review of all recorded archaeological and built-environment resources as well as a
review of cultural resource reports on file. In addition, the California Points of Historical Interest
(SPHI), the California Historical Landmarks (SHL), the California Register of Historical Resources
(CAL REG), the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the California State Built
Environment Resources Directory (BERD), and the City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural
Monuments (LAHCM) listings were reviewed for the Project Site and Y4-mile radius. The SCCIC
records search concluded that the project area is potentially sensitive for archaeological
resources. Because most of the project area is obscured by urban development, an
archaeological survey is not likely to result in the observation of surface artifacts. Buried remains
of the Zanja Madre (historical water conveyance system) are potentially within the project
boundaries. Only small portions of this historic archaeological resource have been officially
recorded. However, maps of the resource’s vast network show that there is potential for this
resource to be within or adjacent to the Project Site.

Based on consideration of the severity of past disturbance to subsurface soils that has occurred
during construction of the LA River channel, the Pacific railroad infrastructure, and existing
roadways and light industrial buildings already occupying the majority of the Project Site, it
appears unlikely that any cultural resources are present that could be impacted as a result of
Project implementation. No new development or subsurface grading would occur within the
existing segments to be vacated on Willow Street and 6" Street. Physical construction would be
limited to roadway and sidewalk repair and resurfacing and would not involve grading below the
existing street surfaces. As such the Project would have no potential to impact unknown
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archaeological deposits or features that may be present within the project boundaries at
subsurface levels.

Therefore, environmental impacts associated with the inadvertent discovery of significant
archaeological resources would be less than significant.

c. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
dedicated cemeteries?

No Impact. A project-related significant adverse effect could occur if grading activities associated
with the Project would disturb previously interred human remains.

No known human burials have been identified on the Project Site or its vicinity. Construction of
the Project would be limited to street vacation of two street segments, roadway and sidewalk
repair and resurfacing, installation of perimeter fencing, and the removal of street lights within the
vacated streets. No new development on the Project Site is proposed. As such, the Project
would not include any grading activities and cultural impacts associated with the
disturbance of human remains would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the Project, in combination with the related
projects in the Project Site vicinity, would result in the continued redevelopment and revitalization
of the surrounding area. Impacts to cultural resources tend to be site-specific and are assessed
on a site-by-site basis. Each of the related projects would be subject to discretionary City approval
and project-specific CEQA review that would address cultural resources. The analysis of the
Project’s impacts to cultural resources concluded that the Project would have no significant
impacts with respect to cultural resources following appropriate mitigation. Therefore, the
Project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative impact would not be considerable, and
cumulative impacts to cultural resources would be less than significant.

Vi. ENERGY
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Result in potentially significant environmental ] [] = []

impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for [ ] ] = []
renewable energy or energy efficiency?
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction
or operation?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would include the approval of a Vesting Tentative
Tract Map involving the merger of 12 lots and the re-subdivision into three lots, the street vacation
and merger of existing roadway segments along a portion of Willow Street and 6™ Street (between
Mission Road and Anderson Street) and a three-foot roadway dedication along Anderson Street
(between 4" Street and Willow Street). The newly vacated existing roadway segments would be
reserved for private access by the existing Ace Mission Studios to be used for surface parking for
studio operations. No new development resulting in added floor area is proposed. As such, no
new operational activities would occur that would have the potential to impact energy demand
within the Project Site. The only construction activities that would occur as a result of the Project
would be those related to complying with the tract map conditions which would include removal
of street lights within the vacated street segments, removing and resurfacing existing roadways
and sidewalks, and installing perimeter security fencing in the newly vacated areas. As
summarized in Table 4-3, below, the estimated energy demands associated with implementing
these activities would involve include the use of 1,293 kilowatt hour (kW/hr) of electricity, 9,034
gallons of diesel fuel and 40 gallons of gasoline over the period of approximately 44 days of
construction. Due to the limited construction activities involved with the tract map conditions, the
Project would not result in a substantial use of energy. Therefore, the Project would not cause
wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy during the construction and
operation, and impacts with respect to energy consumption would be less than significant.

Table 4-3
Estimated Energy Use During Construction
Fuel Type Quantity
Electricity 1,293 kW/hr
Gasoline 40 gallons
Diesel 9,034 gallons

Notes: kWh = Kilowatt-hour
Source: Parker Environmental Consultants. Calculation worksheets
are provided in Appendix F to this ND.

b. Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy
or energy efficiency?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project has the potential
to conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.
Appendix F: Energy Conservation of the State CEQA Guidelines states the goal of conserving
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energy implies the wise and efficient use of energy. The State CEQA Guidelines outlines three
means to achieve this goal: (1) Decreasing overall per capita energy consumption, (2) Decreasing
reliance on fossil fuels such as coal, natural gas and oil, and (3) Increasing reliance on renewable
energy sources.

As stated above, the project would not involve any new operational activities that would have the
potential to impact energy demand within the Project Site. Additionally, construction activities
associated with implementing tract map conditions would require limited use of energy.
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency, and impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the Project would not have the potential to
increase demand for electricity, natural gas, and fossil fuels. Therefore, the Project would not
cumulatively conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency, and impacts would be less than significant.

VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

a. Directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as [ ] ] X ]
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv. Landslides?

OO o
OO o
X O O KX
X X O

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
c. Be located on a geologic unit that is unstable, or [ ] ] X L]
that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral  spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table [ ] ] ] =
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or
property?
e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the [] [] [] X
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water?
f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique [] ] X ]
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Project Site is located within
a State-designated Alquist-Priolo Zone or other designated fault zone. Based on criteria
established by the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG), now called California
Geologic Survey (CGS), faults may be categorized as active, potentially active, or inactive. Active
faults are those which show evidence of surface displacement within the last 11,000 years
(Holocene-age). Potentially active faults are those that show evidence of most recent surface
displacement within the last 1.6 million years (Quaternary-age). Faults showing no evidence of
surface displacement within the last 1.6 million years are considered inactive for most purposes,
with the exception of design of some critical structures. In 1972, the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies
Zones Act (now known as the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act) was passed into law.
The Act defines “active” and “potentially active” faults utilizing the same aging criteria as that used
by the CGS, described above. However, established State policy has been to zone only those
faults which have direct evidence of movement within the last 11,000 years.
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The Project Site is not located within a seismic hazard zone for liquefaction, landsliding, or
faulting, as delineated by the State of California, in accordance with the Seismic Hazards Mapping
Act or the Alquist-Priolo Act.’® The Project Site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zone, and there are no known faults (active, potentially active, or inactive) that pass directly
beneath the surface of the Project Site, which are known to result in ground ruptures. Thus, the
possibility of damage due to ground rupture is considered low since active faults are not known
to cross the Project Site. Therefore, impacts related to ground rupture from known
earthquake faults would be less than significant.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project represents an
increased risk to public safety or destruction of property by exposing people, property, or
infrastructure to seismically induced ground shaking hazards that are greater than the average
risk associated with other locations in Southern California. The Project Site is located within a
seismically active region, as is all of Southern California. The intensity of ground shaking depends
primarily upon the earthquake magnitude, the distance from the source, and the site response
characteristics. As discussed above, the Project Site is not located within a seismic hazard zone
for liquefaction, landsliding, or faulting, as delineated by the State of California, in accordance
with the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act or the Alquist-Priolo Act. The primary seismic hazard for
this Project is the potential for strong ground motion from future earthquakes within the Los
Angeles Basin. Secondary effects of seismic shaking resulting from large earthquakes on the
major faults in the Southern California region which may affect the site include ground lurching
and shallow ground rupture, soil liquefaction, dynamic settlement, seiches and tsunamis. These
secondary effects of seismic shaking are a possibility throughout the Southern Californian region
and are dependent on the distance between the site and causative fault and the on-site geology.
The major active nearby (within about 15 km) faults that could produce these secondary effects
include the Elysian Park, Puente Hills, Hollywood, Santa Monica, Newport-Inglewood, and
Verdugo Faults. However, the potential for strong ground motion at this site is not unusual for
Southern California.

Construction of the Project is limited to the street vacation of two street segments and the removal
of street lights within the vacated streets. No new development on the Project Site is proposed.
Therefore, construction and operation of the Project would not exacerbate current
environmental conditions that would create a significant hazard with respect to ground
shaking, and impacts would be less than significant.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

No Impact. A project would have a significant impact related to geology and soils if it exposes
people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction caused in whole or in part by

California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey, Seismic Hazards Program:
Alquist-Priolo Fault Hazard Zones, https://maps-cnra-cadoc.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/cadoc::cgs-
seismic-hazards-program-alquist-priolo-fault-hazard-zones/explore?location=34.041414%2C-
118.226759%2C12.00, accessed August 2025.
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the project’s exacerbation of the existing environmental conditions. The Project would not include
any new development or grading activities. Therefore, no impacts associated with the seismic
related hazards including liquefaction would occur.

iv. Landslides?

No Impact. The Project would have a significant impact related to geology and soils if the Project
exposes people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving landslides, caused in whole or in part by the project’s exacerbation of
the existing environmental conditions. Landslides generally occur in loosely consolidated, wet soil
and/or rocks on steep sloping terrain. The topography at the Project Site slopes gently to the
south. The Grading Division of the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety has
reviewed the Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTT-83801) and has confirmed that the Project Site
is not located within a City of Los Angeles Hillside Grading Area or a Hillside Ordinance Area and
that geology/soils reports are not required prior to the planning approval of the Tract Map.'” The
City of Los Angeles Safety Element indicates the Project Site is not within a hillside area or an
area identified as having a potential for slope instability. Additionally, the Project Site is not within
an area identified as having a potential for seismic slope instability'® There are no known
landslides near the Project Site, nor is the Project Site in the path of any known or potential
landslides. Additionally, the Project would not include any new development or grading activities.
Therefore, the Project would not exacerbate current environmental conditions that would
create a significant hazard with respect to landslides, and no impact would occur.

b. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact. A project would normally have significant sedimentation or
erosion impact if it would: (a) constitute a geologic hazard to other properties by causing or
accelerating instability from erosion; or (b) accelerate natural processes of wind and water erosion
and sedimentation, resulting in sediment runoff or deposition which would not be contained or
controlled on-site. The Project would not include any new development or subsurface grading
activities. The only construction activities that would occur as part of the Project are those related
to compliance with the tract map conditions which would be limited to localized roadway removal
and repair within an approximate 2.6 acre area of existing roadways, the removal of street lights
within newly vacated street segments, and the installation of perimeter fencing. The removal and
replacement of existing asphalt and concrete roadways and sidewalks would not involve any
subsurface grading since the Project would not require the removal of any subsurface utilities. As
such, the Project would not have the potential to create a significant hazard with respect

City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division, e-mail correspondence from
Casey Jensen, Engineering Geologist Associate Ill, to the Department of City Planning
[planning.central@lacity.org], dated September 12, 2023 and October 9, 2025. (See Appendix A.7 and
A.8)

California Department of Conservation, Landslide Inventory Map of the Hollywood Quadrangle, Los

Angeles County, California, 2013.
https://www.dropbox.com/s/ggmfubpu5dciz0f/lsim_hollywood.pdf?dI=0.
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to the loss soil erosion or loss of topsoil, therefore resulting in a less than significant
impact.

c. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Less Than Significant Impact. A project would have a significant impact related to geology and
soils if it is located on a geologic unit that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse caused in whole or in part by the project's exacerbation of existing
environmental conditions.

As noted above, the Project Site is not within a liquefaction zone and is not located in an area
susceptible to liquefaction or collapse. Additionally, the Project Site is relatively level sloping
gently to the south, with no pronounced highs or lows. There are no known landslides near the
Project Site, nor is the Project Site in the path of any known or potential landslides. The Project
Site is not located within an area of known ground subsidence. No large-scale extraction of
groundwater, gas, oil, or geothermal energy is occurring or planned at the site or in the general
site vicinity, and there is little or no potential for subsidence. Construction of the Project is limited
to the removal of street lights within the vacated street segments, the removal and replacement
of existing roadway and sidewalk surfaces, and the installation of perimeter fencing. No new
development is proposed. As such, the Project would not have the potential to exacerbate current
environmental conditions that would create a significant hazard with respect to landslides, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. Thus, the potential for landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse, or the exacerbation of such, would be
less than significant.

d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18 1 B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

No Impact. A project would normally have a significant geologic hazard impact if it would cause
or accelerate geologic hazards which would result in substantial damage to structures or
infrastructure, or expose people to substantial risk of injury. A significant impact could occur if a
project is built on expansive soils without proper site preparation or design features to provide
adequate foundations for buildings, thus posing a hazard to life and property. As no new
development is being proposed, the Project would have no impact with respect to risks to
life or property related to expansive soils.

e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks
or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal
of wastewater?

No Impact. This question would apply to the Project only if it was located in an area not served
by an existing sewer system. The Project Site is located in a developed area of the City of Los
Angeles, which is served by a wastewater collection, conveyance and treatment system operated
by the City of Los Angeles. No septic tanks or alternative disposal systems neither are necessary,
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nor are they proposed. Therefore, no impacts related to alternative wastewater disposal
systems would occur.

f. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if grading or excavation activities
associated with a project were to disturb paleontological resources or geologic features which
presently exist within a project site. The Project Site is located in the Boyle Heights Community
Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles, and as described above, the Project Site has been graded
and is currently fully developed by the Ace Mission Studios Campus, consisting of light
manufacturing buildings and associated surface parking lots. The Project Site does not contain
any known vertebrate paleontological resources.'® Additionally, the existing below grade
infrastructure at the Project Site will remain in place. The Project would not involve any grading
or earthwork activities existing below existing roadway and sidewalk surfaces. Therefore, the
Project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature, and impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Less Than Significant Impact. Geotechnical hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any,
cumulative geological relationship between the Project and the related projects. Furthermore, the
analysis of the Project’s geology and soils impacts concluded that potential impacts would be less
than significant. Therefore, cumulative geology and soil impacts would be less than
significant.

VIIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either [ ] [] X []
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation [ ] ] = ]

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions
of greenhouse gases?

City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps: Vertebrate
Paleontological Resources in the City of Los Angeles, September 1996.
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 recommends that lead agencies quantify GHG emissions of
projects and consider several other factors that may be used in the determination of significance
of GHG emissions from a project: the extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG
emissions; whether the project exceeds an applicable significance threshold; and the extent to
which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a reduction or
mitigation of GHGs. However, this Project is unique in that it consists of the approval of a tentative
tract map that includes the street vacation of two public roadway segments and would not involve
any new construction or new development on the Project Site that would generate GHG
emissions. Thus, the quantification of GHG emissions is not warranted.

Section 15064 .4 does not establish a threshold of significance. Lead agencies have the discretion
to establish significance thresholds for their respective jurisdictions, and in establishing those
thresholds, a lead agency may appropriately look to thresholds developed by other public
agencies, or suggested by other experts, such as the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association (CAPCOA), as long as any threshold chosen is supported by substantial evidence
(see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(c)). The CEQA Guidelines also clarify that the effects of
GHG emissions are cumulative, and should be analyzed in the context of CEQA’s requirements
for cumulative impact analysis (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(f)). Itis noted that the CEQA
Guidelines were amended in response to SB 97. In particular, the CEQA Guidelines were
amended to specify that compliance with a GHG emissions reduction plan renders a cumulative
impact less than significant.

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), a project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative
impact can be found not cumulatively considerable if the project would comply with an approved
plan or mitigation program that provides specific requirements that would avoid or substantially
lessen the cumulative problem within the geographic area of the project. To qualify, such plans
or programs must be specified in law or adopted by the public agency with jurisdiction over the
affected resources through a public review process to implement, interpret, or make specific the
law enforced or administered by the public agency. Examples of such programs include a “water
quality control plan, air quality attainment or maintenance plan, integrated waste management
plan, habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plans [and] plans or regulations
for the reduction of GHG emissions.” Put another way, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 (h)(3)
allows a lead agency to make a finding of less than significant for GHG emissions if a project
complies with adopted programs, plans, policies, and/or other regulatory strategies to reduce
GHG emissions.

In the absence of any applicable adopted numeric threshold, the significance of the Project's GHG
emissions is evaluated consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) by considering
whether the Project is consistent with applicable regulations or requirements adopted to
implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions.
For this Project, which includes a proposed Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the merger of 12 lots
and the re-subdivision into three lots, the street vacation and merger of existing roadway
segments along a portion of two local streets and a three-foot roadway dedication along Anderson
Street, the most directly applicable adopted regulatory plan to reduce GHG emissions is the
2020-2045 RTP/SCS, which is designed to achieve regional GHG reductions from the land use
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and transportation sectors as required by SB 375 and the State’s long-term climate goals.20
Because the Project will not involve any construction activities or changes to the existing land
uses that are operational on the Project Site, the quantification of GHG emissions is not
warranted.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project would involve limited construction activities
associated with compliance with the tract map conditions. The only physical changes that would
occur to the Project Site would be limited to the removal of public street lights within the vacated
street segments, the removal and replacement of surface roadways and sidewalks, and the
installation of a perimeter fence within the vacated street segments.

Construction of the Project would emit GHG emissions through the combustion of fossil fuels by
construction equipment and through vehicle trips generated by construction workers traveling to
and from the Project Site. These impacts would vary day to day over the approximate 44-day
duration of construction activities. The Project’s construction related GHG emissions were
calculated using CalEEMod (Version 2022.1.30.1). As shown in Table 4-4, the total GHG
emissions from Project construction activities would be 387 metric tons with the greatest annual
emissions occurring in 2024.

Table 4-4
Estimated Construction-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions

COze Emissions
Year (Metric Tons per Year) @

2026 186

Construction CO2 values were derived using CalEEMod Version 2022.1.1.30.
Source: Calculation data and results are provided in Appendix E, Air Quality Modeling and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Worksheets.

No changes to the existing land uses or operations within the proposed tract map area would
occur. As such, the Project would not have the potential to generate a substantial amount of
greenhouse gas emissions. Furthermore, as discussed in Section XVIII. Transportation, the
Project’s change to existing traffic patterns would be negligible and would not result in any
changes to the regional or local VMT in the area. Therefore, the Project would not generate
greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would have a significant
impact on the environment. Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur.

Currently, the most recent RTP/SCS was updated and approved by SCAG’s Regional Council in April
2024 (2024-2050 RTP/SCS). However, CARB has not yet approved the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS;
therefore, this analysis relies on the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS.
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b. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact would occur if the Project would conflict with
an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
GHGs. For purposes of this analysis, and consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b)
the significance of the Project's GHG impacts is determined by considering whether the Proposed
Project is consistent with applicable regulations or requirements adopted to implement a
statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. For this Project,
as a subdivision and street vacation project with no new development or changes to existing land
uses, the most directly applicable adopted regulatory plan to reduce GHG emissions is the 2020-
2045 Regional Transportation Plan /Sustainable Community Strategy (2020-2045 RTP/SCS),
which is designed to achieve regional GHG reductions from the land use and transportation
sectors as required by SB 375 and the State’s long-term climate goals.

2020-2045 RTP/SCS

To implement SB 375 and reduce GHG emissions by correlating land use and transportation
planning, SCAG adopted the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS in September 2020. The vision for the region
incorporates a range of best practices for increasing transportation choices, reducing dependence
on personal automobiles, further improving air quality, and encouraging growth in walkable,
mixed-use communities with ready access to transit infrastructure and employment. More and
varied housing types and employment opportunities would be located in and near job centers,
transit stations and walkable neighborhoods where goods and services are easily accessible via
shorter trips. To support shorter trips, people would have the choice of using neighborhood bike
networks, car share or micro-mobility services like shared bicycles or scooters. For longer
commutes, people would have expanded regional transit services and more employer incentives
to carpool or vanpool. Other longer trips would be supported by on-demand services such as
microtransit, carshare, and citywide partnerships with ride hailing services. For those that choose
to drive, hotspots of congestion would be less difficult to navigate due to cordon pricing and using
an electric vehicle will be easier due to an expanded regional charging network.

The 2020-2045 RTP/SCS is expected to reduce per capita transportation emissions by 19
percent by 2035, which is consistent with SB 375 compliance with respect to meeting the State’s
GHG emission reduction goals. Due to fuel economy and efficiency improvements, GHG emission
rates of model year 2017 vehicles have decreased by 15 to 20 percent when compared to model
year 2008 and earlier vehicles. However, for purposes of SB 375 emissions reduction targets,
the fuel economy improvements have been largely excluded from the reduction calculation. The
SB 375 target focuses on the amount of vehicle travel per capita. OPR recommended that
achieving 15 percent lower per capita (residential) or per employee (office) VMT than existing
development is both generally achievable and is supported by evidence that connects this level
of reduction to the State’s emissions goals (i.e., SB 375 goal). The reductions generated by fuel
economy improvements are already included as part of the State’s GHG emissions reduction
program and are not double-counted in the SB 375 target calculation. As demonstrated in the
discussion provided in Table 4-5, below, the Project would be consistent with SCAG’s 2020/2045
RTP/SCS.
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Table 4-5
Project Consistency Analysis with SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS

Goals and Policies

Consistency Assessment

Goal 2 Improve mobility, accessibility, reliability, and
travel safety for people and goods.

No Conflict. The Project Site is located within a High
Quality Transit Area as defined by SCAG and a Transit
Priority Area as defined by SB 743. The Project would
vacate portions of Willow Street and 6" Street which
primarily provide east-west access to and from the Ace
Mission Studios lots between Anderson Street and
Mission Road. Aside from the Ace Studios lots west of
Mission road, there are no other land uses or public areas
west of Anderson Street that would be impeded by the
proposed street vacations on 6™ Street and Willow Street.
As such, the vacation of these roadway segments would
not restrict access to neighboring land uses. Thus, the
Project would improve mobility, accessibility, reliability,
and travel safety for people and goods, and would not
conflict with this Goal.

Goal 3 Enhance the preservation, security, and
resilience of the regional transportation system.

No Conflict. This goal is directed towards SCAG and
does not apply to the Project. However, the Project would
support this goal by continuing to provide convenient
access to public transit and opportunities for walking and
biking. As discussed in Section XVII. Transportation, the
Project does not propose any new land uses and would
not create additional vehicle trips from residents or
employees. As such, no new household VMT or
employee VMT would be generated. Therefore, the
Project would not conflict with this Goal.

Goal 4 Increase person and goods movement and
travel choices within the transportation system.

No Conflict. As discussed above in response to Goal 2
and Goal 3, the Project would support this goal by
continuing to provide convenient access to public transit
and opportunities for walking and biking. Therefore, the
Project would not conflict with this Goal.

Goal 5 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and
improve air quality.

No Conflict. The Project Site is located in an area that
promotes the use of a variety of transportation options,
which includes walking, biking, and the use of public
transportation. Additionally, the Project does not propose
any new development. As discussed in Section llI, Air
Quality, and Section VI, Greenhouse Gas Emissions the
Project does not propose any new construction and
would not generate any air quality or GHG emissions.
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with this Goal.

Goal 6 Support healthy and equitable communities.

No Conflict. This Goal is directed towards SCAG and the
City of Los Angeles and not does apply to the Project.
Nevertheless, the Project Site is located within a HQTA
and a TPA. As discussed above in response to Goal 2,
the Project vicinity has an existing network of pedestrian
facilities including sidewalks, crosswalks and pedestrian
safety features. The Project would not conflict with this
Goal.

Goal 8 Leverage new transportation technologies
and data-driven solutions that result in more efficient
travel.

No Conflict. This Goal is directed towards SCAG and the
City of Los Angeles and does not apply to the Project.
However, as discussed above, the Project is located in a
highly urbanized area near downtown Los Angeles within
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Goals and Policies

Consistency Assessment

a HQTA and a TPA, therefore in close proximity to
transportation that results in efficient travel. The
proposed street vacations on 6" Street and Willow Street
are intended to improve the internal connections and
provide new pedestrian access for the existing Ace
Mission Studios. The Project would maintain pedestrian-
oriented connectivity along Mission Road and would
accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access leading to
the public park located under the 6" Street Bridge. The
Project would not conflict with this Goal.

Guiding Principal 4 Encourage RTP/SCS
investments and strategies that collectively result in
reduced non-recurrent congestion and demand for
single occupancy vehicle use, by leveraging new
transportation technologies and expanding travel
choices.

No Conflict. This Guiding Principal relates to SCAG
goals in supporting investments and strategies to reduce
congestion and the use of single occupant vehicles.
Nevertheless, the Project is located within a HQTA and a
TPA. The Project would support public transportation and
other alternative methods of transportation (e.g., transit,
walking and biking). Additionally, the Project would not
create new trips from residents or employees, and as
such, no new household VMT or employee VMT would
be generated. Therefore, the Project would not conflict
with this Guiding Principal.

Guiding Principal 5 Encourage transportation
investments that will result in improved air quality and
public health, and reduced greenhouse gas
emissions.

No Conflict. This Guiding Principal is directed towards
SCAG and the City of Los Angeles and does not apply to
the Project. However, this relates to the Connect SoCal
Goal 5, above. The Project Site is located in an area that
promotes the use of a variety of transportation options,
which includes walking, biking, and the use of public
transportation. Additionally, the Project does not propose
any new development. As discussed further in Section Il,
Air Quality, and VIII, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, no new
construction or operational emissions would be
generated by the Project. Therefore, the Project would
not conflict with this Guiding Principal.

Core Vision Topic 1: Sustainable Development
Through our continuing efforts to better align
transportation investments and land use decisions,
we strive to improve mobility and reduce greenhouse
gases by bringing housing, jobs and transit closer
together.

No Conflict. No new development on the Project Site is
proposed. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with
this Core Vision Topic.

Core Vision Topic 5: Complete Streets Creating
“‘complete streets” that are safe and inviting to all
roadway users is critical to increasing mobility
choices, reducing traffic fatalities and serious injuries
and meeting greenhouse gas reduction targets.

No Conflict. The Project will provide safe, clean and
easy to use access points. The Project includes vacating
portions of Willow Street between Mission Road and
Anderson Street, and a portion of 6" Street between
Mission Road and Anderson Street. Based on LADOT’s
correspondence of review for the proposed vesting
tentative tract map and street vacation, LADOT concurs
with the conclusion of the Transportation Assessment
Report prepared by Gibson Transportation Consulting
(dated July 23, 2025) that the proposed street vacations
of Willow Street and 6™ Street would not result in adverse
effects to the adjacent streets and to the surrounding
circulation system. Therefore, LADOT supports the
proposed street vacations of Willow Street and 6™ Street
between Mission Road and Anderson Street. (See
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Goals and Policies Consistency Assessment

Appendix C.1). Therefore, the Project would not conflict
with this Core Vision Topic.

Sustainable Communities Strategy 5 Promote a | No Conflict. This strategy is directed towards SCAG and
Green Region does not apply to the Project. However, this relates to the
Connect SoCal Goal 5, above. See response to Connect
SoCal Goal 5 and Guiding Principal 5, above. Thus, the
Project would not conflict with this Strategy.

Source: Southern California Association of Governments, Connect SoCal (2020-2045 RTP/SCS), September
2020.
Parker Environmental Consultants, 2025.

As the Project would not generate any new GHG emissions, the Project would not conflict
with any applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases.

Cumulative Impacts

Less Than Significant Impact. An individual project's GHG emissions is typically relatively very
small in comparison to state or global GHG emissions and, consequently, they would, in isolation,
have no significant direct impact on climate change. Rather, it is the increased accumulation of
GHG from more than one project and many sources in the atmosphere that may result in global
climate change, which can cause the adverse environmental effects previously discussed.
Accordingly, the threshold of significance for GHG emissions determines whether a project’s
contribution to global climate change is “cumulatively considerable.” Many regulatory agencies,
including the SCAQMD, concur that GHG and climate change should be evaluated as a potentially
significant cumulative impact, rather than a project direct impact. Accordingly, the GHG analysis
presented above analyzes whether the Project would be cumulatively considerable using a plan-
based approach (supported by a qualitative analysis) to determine the Project’s contributing effect
on climate change. As discussed above, the Project would result in relatively limited amount of
GHG emissions (e.g., 186 CO.MT/yr) over an approximate 2 month period of construction. Thus,
the Project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to GHG emissions,
and impacts would be less than significant.
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the [ ] ] = ]

environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the [ ] ] = ]
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardousor [ ] ] ] X
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of [ ] ] = []
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

e. For a project located within an airport land use [ ] ] L] X
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard
or excessive noise for people residing or working
in the project area?

f. Impair implementation of or physically interffere [ ] ] X ]
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

g. Expose people or structures, either directly or [ ] ] ] X
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires?
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project would involve the use
or disposal of hazardous materials as part of its routine operations, or would have the potential to
generate toxic or otherwise hazardous emissions that could adversely affect sensitive receptors.
The Project includes the vacation of two street segments. No new development is proposed. As
such, no hazardous materials would be transported to the Project Site. Therefore, the Project
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials and a less than significant impact would
occur.

b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. A project would normally have a significant impact to hazards
and hazardous materials if: (a) the project involved a risk of accidental explosion or release of
hazardous substances (including, but not limited to oil, pesticides, chemicals or radiation); or (b)
the project involved the creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard. The
determination of significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis considering the following
factors: (a) the regulatory framework for the health hazard; (b) the probable frequency and
severity of consequences to people or property as a result of a potential accidental release or
explosion of a hazardous substance; (c) the degree to which project design will reduce the
frequency or severity of a potential accidental release or explosion of a hazardous substance; (d)
the probable frequency and severity of consequences to people from exposure to the health
hazard; and (e) the degree to which project design would reduce the frequency of exposure or
severity of consequences to exposure to the health hazard. No new development is proposed.
Therefore, impacts relating to release of hazardous materials would be less than
significant.

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

No Impact. A project-related significant adverse effect may occur if the Project Site is located
within 0.25-mile of an existing or proposed school site, and is projected to release toxic emissions,
which would pose a health hazard beyond regulatory thresholds. There are no existing or
proposed schools located with 0.25-mile of the Project Site. Furthermore, the project would not
involve any uses or activities that would have the potential to emit hazardous substances or
emissions. Therefore, the Project would not have the potential to emit any hazardous
emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school site.
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d. Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. California Government Code Section 65962.5 requires various
state agencies to compile lists of hazardous waste disposal facilities, unauthorized releases from
underground storage tanks, contaminated drinking water wells, and solid waste facilities from
which there is known migration of hazardous waste, and submit such information to the Secretary
for Environmental Protection on at least an annual basis. A significant impact may occur if the
Project Site is included on any of the above lists and poses an environmental hazard to
surrounding sensitive uses. The Project Site is not listed on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.21 Furthermore, the Project would not
involve any grading activities or operations that would have the potential to create a significant
adverse hazard to the public or environment. Therefore, potential impacts related to
hazardous materials sites would be less than significant.

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result
in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. A significant project-related impact may occur if the Project were placed within a
public airport land use plan area, or within two miles of a public airport, and subject to a safety
hazard. The closest public airport to the Project Site is the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX),
located approximately 11 miles southwest of the Project Site. Furthermore, the Project Site is not
in an airport hazard area. Therefore, the Project would not result in an aviation-related safety
hazard for people residing or working in the Project area, and impacts would be less than
significant.

f. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. A project would normally have a significant hazardous impact if
the project involved possible interference with an emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan. The determination of significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis
considering the degree to which the project may require a new, or interfere with an existing
emergency response or evacuation plan, and the severity of the consequences.

The Project is not located on or near an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan route.??
The Project includes street vacation of two local street segments and would result in alterations
to the existing vehicular circulation routes and patterns. A Level of Service operation of four study
intersections was performed to determine the impact of the street vacations on the existing
circulation system. The analysis determined that the effect of closing the vacations would not

2! California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Envirostor database, https://www.envirostor.dtsc.

ca.gov/ public/map/?myaddress=4001+e+4th+Street%2C+Los+Angeles+CA#, accessed August
2025.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Safety Element, Exhibit H, Critical Facilities and
Lifeline Systems in the City of Los Angeles, accessed March 2023.

22
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cause substantial delay or queueing at any of the study intersections and a new two lane (one
lane in each direction) north-south would have enough capacity to handle the potential shift in
Average Daily Traffic (ADT). As discussed below under Checklist Question XVII(d)
Transportation, the Project would not create significant impacts along nearby streets that would
impact emergency access or response plans. Furthermore, based on LADOT’s correspondence
of review for the proposed vesting tentative tract map and street vacation, LADOT concurs with
the conclusion of the Transportation Assessment Report prepared by Gibson Transportation
Consulting (dated July 23, 2025) that the proposed street vacations of Willow Street and 6" Street
would not result in adverse effects to the adjacent streets and to the surrounding circulation
system. Therefore, LADOT supports the proposed street vacations of Willow Street and 6" Street
between Mission Road and Anderson Street.23 Therefore, the Project’s impacts related to
interference with any adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan
would be less than significant.

g. Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project is located in proximity to wildlands areas
and would pose a potential fire hazard, which could affect persons or structures in the area in the
event of a fire. The Project Site is located in a highly urbanized area of Los Angeles and does not
include wildlands or high fire hazard terrain or significant vegetation. The Project Site is not
located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.?* Therefore, no impacts from wildland fires
would occur.

Cumulative Impacts

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the Project in combination with the related
projects has the potential to increase to some degree the risks associated with the use and
potential accidental release of hazardous materials in the City of Los Angeles. However, the
potential impacts associated with the Project would be less than significant and, therefore, not
cumulatively considerable. With respect to the related projects, the potential presence of
hazardous substances would require evaluation on a case-by-case basis, in conjunction with the
development proposals for each of those properties. Further, local municipalities are required to
follow local, state, and federal laws regarding hazardous materials, which would further reduce
impacts associated with the related projects. Therefore, with compliance with local, state, and
federal laws pertaining to hazardous materials, the Project in conjunction with related
projects would be expected to result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts with
respect to hazardous materials.

2 City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation, Transportation Analysis for the Proposed Street

Vacations of Willow Street and 6" Street (Formerly Proposed Street Vacations of Lower 4" Street,
Willow Street, 6™ Street and Mission Road) For Ace* Mission Studios at 516 South Mission Road (ENV-
2022-3226-EAF/VTT-83801), DOT Case No. CEN22-54715, August 4, 2025.

City of Los Angeles Department of Planning, Zone Information and Map Access System, accessed
March 2023.
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with
Significant ~ Mitigation
Impact Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

Would the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste [] ]
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or ground water quality?

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or [ ] ]
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of [ ] ]
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river or through the
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which
would:

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site;

ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or off-site;

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?

d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk [ | []
release of pollutants due to project inundation?

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water ] ]
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

X []
X []
X []
[] X
[] X
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements
or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

Less Than Significant Impact. A project would normally have a significant impact on surface
water quality if discharges associated with the project would create pollution, contamination, or
nuisance as defined in Section 13050 of the California Water Code (CWC) or that cause
regulatory standards to be violated, as defined in the applicable National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permit or Water Quality Control Plan for the receiving
body of water. A significant impact may occur if a project would discharge water which does not
meet the quality standards of agencies which regulate surface water quality and water discharge
into stormwater drainage systems. Significant impacts would also occur if a project does not
comply with all applicable regulations with regard to surface water quality as governed by the
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) through its nine Regional Boards. The Project
Site lies within the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

The Project would not involve any new development or changes to the Project Site that would
alter or impact the direction or flow of water runoff. The Project’s construction activities would be
limited to the removal of street lights within the vacated street segments, the removal and
replacement of concrete and asphalt roadway and sidewalk surfaces, and the installation of
perimeter fencing around the newly vacated street segments. The removal and replacement of
existing roadway and sidewalk areas would not substantially alter the existing hydrological flow
of rainwater runoff as these improvements would restore or improve curbs and roadway surfaces
to meet city standards. As such, the Project would not violate any water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground
water quality, and impacts would be less than significant.

b. Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?

Less Than Significant Impact. A project would normally have a significant impact on
groundwater level if it would change potable water levels sufficiently to: (a) reduce the ability of a
water utility to use the groundwater basin for public water supplies, conjunctive use purposes,
storage of imported water, summer/winter peaking, or respond to emergencies and drought; (b)
reduce vyields of adjacent wells or well fields (public or private); (c) adversely change the rate or
direction of flow of groundwater; or (d) result in demonstrable and sustained reduction in
groundwater recharge capacity. As discussed above, the Project Site is 100 percent impervious.
As such, 100 percent of the surface water runoff from the Project Site is directed to adjacent storm
drains and does not percolate into the groundwater table beneath the Project Site. No new
development is proposed and the Project would not result in any subsurface grading activities
extending below the existing roadway or sidewalk surfaces which would be removed and repaired.
Therefore, the Project would not deplete groundwater supplies, and impacts to the
groundwater table would be less than significant.
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c. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition
of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:

i Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;

Less Than Significant Impact. A project would normally have a significant impact on surface
water hydrology if it would result in a permanent, adverse change to the movement of surface
water sufficient to produce a substantial change in the current or direction of water flow that would
result in a substantial increase in erosion or siltation during construction or operation of the project.

The Project Site is located in a highly urbanized area of Los Angeles and is approximately 100
percent impervious. Implementation of the Project would not increase site runoff or result in any
changes in the local drainage patterns as no new development on the Project Site is proposed.
Impacts associated with localized drainage and surface water runoff would therefore be
considered less than significant.

ii. Would the project substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site;

Less Than Significant Impact. As stated above in response to Checklist Questions X(a) and
(i), the Project Site is approximately 100 percent impervious under existing conditions and would
remain 100 percent impervious under proposed conditions, as the Project does not propose any
development or construction activities that would result in any changes to surface water runoff.
Therefore, the Project would not increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on-or off-site and impacts associated with the potential for
off-site flooding would be less than significant.

iii. Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the volume of stormwater runoff
from the Project Site were to increase to a level which exceeds the capacity of the storm drain
system serving the Project Site. A project-related significant adverse effect would also occur if the
Project would substantially increase the probability that polluted runoff would reach the storm
drain system.

As addressed above, the Project Site is completely developed with impervious surfaces and 100
percent of surface water runoff is directed to adjacent street storm drains. No new development
is proposed. Existing storm drain lines serving the Project Site are located along 4" Street,
Anderson Street, Willow Street, 6" Street, and Mission Road.?® The existing below grade
infrastructure will remain in place. The removal and replacement of existing roadways and
sidewalks in accordance with City standards would improve surface water drainage. Therefore,
the Project would not create or contribute to runoff water which would exceed the capacity

City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering, Navigate LA, accessed March 2023.
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of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff, and water quality impacts would be less than significant.

iv.  Would the project impede or redirect flood flows?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Project was located within
a 100-year flood zone, which would impede or redirect flood flows. The Project Site is not in an
area designated as a 100-year flood hazard area.?® The Project Site is located in an area that is
currently developed with paved surfaces and contours that direct surface water runoff to existing
storm drains. No changes to the local off-site stormwater drainage infrastructure would occur with
implementation of the Project. As such, the Project would not have the potential to impede
or redirect floodwater flows and a less than significant impact would occur.

d. Would the project in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants
due to project inundation?

No Impact. The Project Site is not located in a coastal area. Therefore, the potential for tsunamis
to adversely impact the Project Site is considered low. Additionally, the Project Site is not located
within a Flood Zone. Therefore, the Project would not expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow. Thus, no impact would occur.

e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?

No Impact. As specified above, the Project does not propose any new development that would
increase FAR, as such, the Project would not adversely impact a groundwater management plan
or otherwise impede groundwater replenishment in the basin. As discussed above, the Project
would not involve any construction activities that would have the potential to impact groundwater
recharge. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan.

Cumulative Impacts

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the Project in combination with the related
projects would result in the further infilling of uses in an already dense urbanized area. As
discussed above, the Project Site and the surrounding area is served by the existing City storm
drain system. Runoff from the development sites and adjacent urban uses is typically directed
into the adjacent streets, where it flows to the nearest drainage improvements. It is likely that
most, if not all, of the related projects would also drain to the surrounding street system. However,
little if any additional cumulative runoff is expected from the Project Site or the related project
sites, since this part of the City is already fully developed with impervious surfaces.

The Project would not result in any changes to the direction or flow of surface water runoff and
the existing storm drains serving the Project Site would remain in place. Therefore, the Project

City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering, Navigate LA, accessed March 2023.
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would not make a cumulative contribution to impacting the volume or quality of surface water
runoff, and cumulative impacts to the existing or planned stormwater drainage systems would be
less than significant. Therefore, cumulative water quality impacts would be less than
significant.

Xl. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community? ] [] [] =
b. Cause a significant environmental impact duetoa [ ] ] = []

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project physically divide an established community?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project would be sufficiently large enough or
otherwise configured in such a way as to create a physical barrier within an established
community. The determination of significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis considering
the following factors: (a) the extent of the area that would be impacted, the nature and degree of
impacts, and the types of land uses within that area; (b) the extent to which existing
neighborhoods, communities, or land uses would be disrupted, divided or isolated, and the
duration of the disruptions; and (c) the number, degree, and type of secondary impacts to
surrounding land uses that could result from implementation of a project.

The Project Site is located in the Boyle Heights Community Plan Area. The zoning designation
for the Project Site is M2-1-RIO-CUGU and the General Plan land use designation for the Project
Site is Light Industrial. The Project Site is surrounded by industrial uses, commercial/retail, and
multi-family buildings. No new development is proposed. As mentioned above, the Project
includes street vacation of two existing local roadway segments along 6" Street and Willow Street
(between Anderson Street and Mission Road), and would therefore alter vehicular and pedestrian
circulation routes and patterns in the local area. LADOT has provided a Transportation Analysis
(See Appendix C.2 of this Negative Declaration) in which they conclude that the proposed street
vacations will not create adverse conditions to the surrounding circulation system. The proposed
street vacations are intended to improve the internal connections and provide new pedestrian
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access for the existing Ace Mission Studios. While the vacation of 6™ Street and Willow Street
would restrict public access through the site, alternative vehicular and pedestrian traffic routes
are available to access non-studio land uses such as the public park and other industrial
properties north of 4" Street and south of 6" Street. As such, no separations of uses or disruption
of access between land use types would occur as a result of the Project. Accordingly,
implementation of the Project would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of the
established community, and no impact would occur.

b. Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project would cause a
significant environmental impact due to an inconsistency or in conflict with the General Plan or
zoning designations currently applicable to the Project Site.

The Project Site is located within the Boyle Heights Community Plan area, the Adelante Eastside
Redevelopment Project Area, the Boyle Heights Clean Up Green Up, the East Los Angeles State
Enterprise Zone, and the River Implementation Overlay District. The Project Site is also within a
Transit Priority Area pursuant to SB 743 and noted in the City of Los Angeles’ Zoning Information
File No. 2452.%"

Local Plans

City of Los Angeles General Plan

The Project would conform to objectives outlined in the City of Los Angeles General Plan (General
Plan). The General Plan is a comprehensive, long-range declaration of purposes, policies and
programs for the development of the City. The General Plan is a dynamic document consisting of
11 elements, which include a Framework Element, Air Quality Element, Conservation Element,
Housing Element, Noise Element, Open Space Element, Service Systems Element / Public
Recreation Plan, Safety Element, Mobility Element, the Land Use Element, and a new Health and
Wellness Element. The Land Use Element is comprised of 34 community plans.?

The elements that would be most applicable to the Project are the Framework Element, the
Mobility Plan, and the Land Use Element.

General Plan Framework Element

The General Plan’s Framework Element provides citywide guidelines and a foundation upon
which Community Plans and other General Plan Elements can base their more specific goals,

2 City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Zoning Information File, ZI No. 2452, Transit Priority

Areas (TPAs) / Exemptions to Aesthetics and Parking within TPAs Pursuant to CEQA, accessed March
2023.

City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, General Plan Elements,
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/accessed March 2023.
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objectives, and policies. The General Plan’s Framework Element was adopted on December 11,
1996 and re-adopted on August 8, 2001. The General Plan Framework Element defines citywide
policies that influence most of the City's General Plan Elements. The most applicable General
Plan Framework Element policy is within Chapter 5: Urban Form and Neighborhood Design. The
General Plan Framework Element defines "urban form" as (a) the "general pattern of building
height and development intensity" and (b) the "structural elements" that define the City physically,
such as natural features, transportation corridors (including the planned fixed rail transit system),
open space, public facilities, as well as activity centers and focal elements. "Neighborhood
design" is defined as the physical character of neighborhoods and communities within the City.

As shown in Table 4-6, below, the Project is consistent with the purposes, intent and provisions
of the General Plan Framework Element because it provides pedestrian-priority segments and
has the following characteristics (as defined through the Street Standards Committee and
designated by amendments to the community plans to address local conditions): Sidewalks
should be wide and lined with open canopied street trees, pedestrian-scale street lights provided
to recognized standards commensurate with planned nighttime use, and other pedestrian
amenities. Therefore, the Project is consistent with the General Plan’s Framework Element.

Table 4-6
Project Consistency with Applicable Objectives
and Policies of the Framework Element

Objective / Policy Project Consistency Analysis

Urban Form and Neighborhood Design

Objective 5.2: Encourage future
development in centers and in nodes along
corridors that are served by transit and are
already functioning as centers for the
surrounding neighborhoods, the community or
the region.

No Conflict. The Project is located within a HQTA and a
TPA. The Project would support public transportation and
other alternative methods of transportation (e.g., transit,
walking and biking). The proposed vacation of Willow and
6" Street between Anderon Street and Mission Road
would improve on-site access and circulation for the studio
uses and would minimize existing pedestrian/vehicle
conflicts with existing parking and congestion along the
streets to be vacated. Thus, the Project would improve
mobility and accessibility along corridors that are served
by transit and are already functioning as centers for the
surrounding community, and would not conflict with this
objective.

Objective 5.5: Enhance the liveability of all
neighborhoods by upgrading the quality of
development and improving the quality of the
public realm.

No Conflict. The Project is limited to the vacation of
portions of two existing local roadway segments along
Willow Street and 6™ Street (between Anderson Street and
Mission Road). No new construction or development
would occur as a result of the Project. Therefore, the
Project would not conflict with this objective.

Policy 5.5.2: Install "slow residential streets"
where requested by residents and feasible
within the established street hierarchy.
Techniques include speed bumps, diagonal
parking, widened sidewalks and narrowed
streets.

No Conflict. Several streets in the Project vicinity are
included within the planned Neighborhood Enhanced
Network, including Anderson Street. The Neighborhood
Enhanced Network is the network of locally-serving streets
planned to contain traffic calming measures that close the
gaps between streets with bicycle facilities. The project
includes a three foot wide dedication along Anderson
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Objective / Policy

Project Consistency Analysis

Street between 4" Street and 6™ Street. The existing
sidewalk along the West side of Anderson Street would be
maintained in its current condition. Thus, the Project would
not conflict with this policy.

Policy 5.5.4: Determine the appropriate
urban design elements at the neighborhood
level, such as sidewalk width and materials,
street lights and trees, bus shelters and
benches, and other street furniture.

No Conflict. The project includes a three foot wide
dedication along Anderson Street between 4" Street and
6" Street. The existing sidewalk along the West side of
Anderson Street would be maintained in its current
condition. Consistent with the Bureau of Street Lighting's
recommendations for approving the tract map, the existing
public street lights on Willow Street and 6" Street will be
removed as part of the project. Additionally, the 21 trees
that occur on and adjacent to the Project Site will be
maintained in place as no tree removals are proposed.
Thus, the Project would not conflict with this policy.

Objective 5.8: Reinforce or encourage the
establishment of a strong pedestrian
orientation in designated neighborhood
districts, community centers, and pedestrian-
oriented subareas within regional centers, so
that these districts and centers can serve as a
focus of activity for the surrounding
community and a focus for investment in the
community.

No Conflict. The proposed street vacations are intended
to improve internal connectivity on-site and provide new
pedestrian access for the existing Ace Mission Studios.
Pedestrian and bicycle access would be maintained along
Mission Road. Additionally, 4™ Street is identified as part
of a Pedestrian Enhanced District as a designated
Pedestrian Segment. No changes to 4" Street are
proposed.

As provided in Appendix C.1, LADOT confirmed that the
proposed street vacations would not create adverse
conditions to the surrounding circulation system, nor
would the Project create significant impacts along nearby
streets. As such, LADOT supports the proposed street
vacations, which are intended to improve internal
connections and provide new pedestrian access for the
existing Ace Mission Studios. Thus, the Project would not
conflict with this objective.

Objective 5.9: Encourage proper design
and effective use of the built environment
to help increase personal safety at all
times of the day.

No Conflict. As discussed in Section XVII.
Transportation, the Project would not introduce hazardous
design features that would create hazardous conditions to
the public. The Project vicinity generally has a mature
network of pedestrian facilities including sidewalks,
crosswalks and pedestrian safety features. Mission Road
is identified as a Tier 2 Bicycle Lane and part of the Bicycle
Lane Network. Mission Road is currently improved with a
protected bicycle lane. The Project would not result in any
changes to the bikeway on Mission Road. The Project is
not located in the High Injury Network. LADOT supports
the proposed street vacations, which are intended to
improve internal connections and provide new pedestrian
access for the existing Ace Mission Studios. The newly
vacated portions Willow Street, 6" Street, and Mission
Road would be converted to private access only and as
such would be patrolled by the Ace Mission Studios private
security. Thus, the Project would not conflict with this
objective.

Source: City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Framework Element, December 11, 1996.
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Objective / Policy Project Consistency Analysis

Parker Environmental Consultants, 2025.

Mobility Plan 2035 of the General Plan

The Mobility Plan 2035 (“Mobility Plan”) of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, amendment
adopted September 7, 2016, is designed to provide a policy foundation for the transportation
system within the City of Los Angeles. There are five goals of the Mobility Plan that define the
City’s high-level mobility priorities and include: safety first; world class infrastructure; access for
all Angelenos; collaboration, communication and informed choices; and clean environments and
healthy communities. The Mobility Plan contains several objectives pertinent to the Project, which
are identified as follows:

e Ensure that 80% of street segments do not exceed targeted operating speeds by 2035;

e Ensure that 90% of all households have access within one-half mile to high quality
bicycling facilities by 2035; and

¢ Increase the combined mode split of persons who travel by walking, bicycling or transit
to 50% by 2035.

The Mobility Plan 2035 identifies corridors proposed to receive improved bicycle, pedestrian, and
vehicle infrastructure improvements. Tier 1 Protected Bicycle Lanes are bicycle facilities that are
separated from vehicular traffic. Tier 2 and Tier 3 Bicycle Lanes are facilities on roadways with
striped separation. Tier 2 Bicycle Lanes are those more likely to be built by 2035. The Mobility
Plan 2035 identifies Mission Road as a Tier 2 Bicycle Lane. The Project includes a bike hub and
traffic calming measures.

The Neighborhood Enhanced Network is the network of locally-serving streets planned to contain
traffic calming measures that close the gaps between streets with bicycle facilities. Several streets
in the project vicinity are included within the planned Neighborhood Enhanced Network, including
Anderson Street. The Project vicinity generally has a mature network of pedestrian facilities
including sidewalks, crosswalks and pedestrian safety features. As shown in Table 4-7, below,
the Project would not conflict with the Mobility Plan.
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Table 4-7
Project Consistency Analysis with the Mobility Plan 2035

Mobility Plan Goals

Consistency Analysis

GOAL 1 Safety First: Crashes, speed, protection,
security, safety education, and enforcement.

No Conflict. The Project would include the street
vacation of existing roadway segments along a portion
of Willow Street between Mission Road and Anderson
Street, a portion of 6" Street between Mission Road
and Anderson Street. LADOT concluded that the
proposed street vacations will not create adverse
conditions to the surrounding circulation system or
create significant impacts along nearby streets (See
Appendix C.1). Therefore, the Project would not
conflict with this goal.

Policy 1.6: Design detour facilities to provide
safe passage for all modes of travel during
times of construction.

No Conflict. The Project would Not involve any
construction activities. Therefore, the Project would
not conflict with this policy.

GOAL 2 World Class Infrastructure: Design,
Complete Streets Network (walking, bicycling,
transit, vehicles, goods movement), Bridges,
Highways, Smart Investments.

No Conflict. The Project would maintain mobility,
accessibility, reliability, and travel safety for people
and goods on the roadways surrounding the Project
Site. As such, the Project would not conflict with this
goal.

Policy 2.3: Recognize walking as a component
of every trip, and ensure high quality pedestrian
access in all site planning and public right-of-way
modifications to provide a safe and comfortable
walking environment.

No Conflict. Pedestrian access would be provided
along the perimeter of the Project Site. The project
includes a three foot wide dedication along Anderson
street where the existing sidewalk would be
maintained in its current condition. Once the two
roadway segments are vacated pedestrian safety
would be improved within the Mission Studios
Campus. Therefore, the Project would promote and
recognize walking as a mode of transportation. Thus,
the Project would not conflict with this policy.

Policy 2.6: Provide safe, convenient, and
comfortable local and regional bicycling facilities
for people of all types and abilities.

No Conflict. The Project would maintain bicycle
access along Mission Road. Therefore, the Project
would not conflict with this policy.

Policy 2.10: Facilitate the provision of adequate
on and off-street loading areas.

No Conflict. The Project does not propose any
loading zones. The Project does not contain any new
development, as such, all existing loading zones
would be maintained. Therefore, the Project would not
conflict with this policy.

GOAL 3 Access for All Angelenos: Affordability,
vulnerable users, land use, operations, reliability,
demand management, community connections.

No Conflict. The Project would still provide public
access along Mission Road for vehicles, bicyclists,
and pedestrians. Therefore, the Project would not
conflict with this goal.
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Policy 3.1: Recognize all modes of travel, | No Conflict. The Project would continue to recognize
including pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and | all modes of travel. Thus, the Project would not conflict
vehicular modes—including goods movement— | with this policy.

as integral components of the City’s
transportation system.

Policy 3.8: Provide bicyclists with convenient, | Not Applicable. The Project Would not impact the
secure and well-maintained bicycle parking | existing designated bike lanes on Mission Road. The
facilities. proposed street vacations on Willow and 6" Street
would not impede bike access around the Project Site.
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with this

policy.

GOAL 5 Clean Environments and Healthy | No Conflict. No new development is proposed. Thus,
Communities Environment, public health, clean air, | the Project would not result in any new air quality and
clean fuels and fleets. greenhouse gas emissions. Therefore, the Project
would not conflict with this goal.

Policy 5.2: Support ways to reduce vehicle | Not Applicable. No new developmentis proposed. As
miles traveled (VMT) per capita. concluded in the Traffic Impact Assessment and
LADOT'’s correspondence of approval (see Appendix
C.1), the Project would not result in an increase in
daily trips or VMT. Therefore, the Project would not
conflict with this policy.

Policy 5.5: Maximize opportunities to capture | No Conflict. Existing storm drain lines serving the
and infiltrate stormwater within the City’s public | Project Site are located along lower 4" Street,
right-of-ways. Anderson Street, Willow Street, 6" Street, and Mission
Road. These storm drain lines will remain in place as
part of the Project. The Project would continue to
generate surface water runoff, and runoff would be
directed to existing stormwater inlets in a similar
manner as existing conditions. The Project would also
provide landscaping along the proposed street
realignments, which would increase stormwater
capture. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with
this policy.

Sources: City of Los Angeles General Plan Elements, Mobility Plan 2035.

Parker Environmental Consultants, 2025.

General Plan Land Use Element — Boyle Heights Community Plan

As shown in Table 4-8, below, the Project would not conflict with the Los Angeles General Plan
Land Use Element, which consists of the 34 Community Plan Area plans, of which the property
is in the Central City Community Plan. The Project Site is located within the Boyle Heights
Community Plan Area. Therefore, all development activity on-site is subject to the land use
policies of the Boyle Heights Community Plan (Community Plan). Land uses within the CPA
consist of a mix of residential, commercial, industrial, open space and public facility land. Boyle
Heights contains a significant amount of industrial land along its southern boundary bordering the
industrial city of Vernon and along the western boundary adjacent to the Los Angeles River.
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The Obijectives listed within the Boyle Heights Community Plan for the Industrial Zone are as
follows: To preserve designated industrial lands for industrial uses; To conserve the existing
industry in order to contribute to the tax base for the City and as a potential employment resource
for community residents; To encourage and provide opportunities for new industrial uses that
generate intensive employment; To improve the quality of industrial developments and to protect
the amenities of adjacent areas.

The Project would preserve designated industrial lands for industrial uses, as no new
development is proposed on the Project Site. As such, the Project would be consistent with the
goals, objectives, and policies set forth in the Boyle Heights Community Plan.

Table 4-8
Boyle Heights Community Plan Consistency

Objective / Policy | Project Consistency Analysis

Industrial
Objective 1: To preserve designated industrial | No Conflict. The Project would preserve designated
lands for industrial uses. industrial lands for industrial uses, as no new

development is proposed on the Project Site. Therefore,
the Project is consistent with this objective.

Objective 2: To conserve the existing industry
in order to contribute to the tax base for the City
and as a potential employment resource for
community residents.

No Conflict. As mentioned in response to Objective 1,
above, the Project would conserve the existing industry
as no new development is proposed on site. Therefore,
the Project is consistent with this objective.

Objective 4: To improve the quality of industrial
developments and to protect the amenities of
adjacent areas.

No Conflict. Development of the Project Site is limited
to street vacation and realignment of existing roadway
segments. The Project would provide a pedestrian
promenade and paseo which would improve the quality
of the existing surrounding industrial developments and
contribute new amenities to the adjacent areas. The
proposed Mission Road realignment will include
pedestrian and bicycle access routes and amenities
including intermittent seating areas, landscaping, public
shade structures, pedestrian-oriented light poles, a bike
hub, and ftraffic calming measures. Therefore, the
Project is consistent with this objective.

Policy 3: That the City encourage the use of
public and private resources designed to
stimulate industrial rehabilitation, intensification
and new development.

No Conflict. As mentioned, development of the Project
Site is limited to street vacation and realignment of
existing roadway segments. The newly vacated portions
of Willow Street, 61 Street, and Mission Road would be
converted to private access only. The new roadway
alignment would re-connect to the existing Mission Road
at lower 4™ Street and at 6" Street. Pedestrian and
bicycle access would be provided along the proposed
Mission Road alignment to the public park located under
the 6th Street Bridge. The proposed Mission Road
realignment will include new pedestrian and bicycle
access routes and amenities including intermittent
seating areas, landscaping, public shade structures,
pedestrian-oriented light poles, a bike hub, and traffic
calming measures. The Project would increase and
improve pedestrian access through the project Site by
increasing the public right-of-way along the new
proposed Mission Road alignment. A new pedestrian 38
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Objective / Policy Project Consistency Analysis

foot wide paseo with a bike lane is proposed along the
western portion of the Project Site, adjacent to the
railroad alignment. Therefore, the Project is consistent
with this objective.

Source: City of Los Angeles, Boyle Heights Community Plan, November 10, 1998.
Parker Environmental Consultants, 2025.

Los Angeles Municipal Code
Zoning and General Plan Land Use Designations

The Project Site is located within the City of Los Angeles, which is subject to the requirements
LAMC. As noted in the Department of Building and Safety’s Inter-Departmental Correspondence
to the Department of City Planning, Building and Safety’s Zoning Section has reviewed Tract Map
No. 83801 — Vesting — Revised Map 3 (date stamped July 11, 2025) and indicated a clearance
letter will be issued stating that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist relating to the
subdivision on the subject site once the conditions identified in their correspondence letter have
been satisfied.29

Regional and Local Plan Consistency

As discussed in the preceding paragraphs, the Project would not conflict with local and regional
plans applicable to the Project Site. With approval of discretionary requests and adherence to
appropriate regulatory compliance measures, any impacts would be less than significant.

The Project would not cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect, and impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the Project in conjunction with the related
projects would result in an intensification of existing prevailing land uses in an already heavily
urbanized area of Los Angeles. With regard to land use plans, regional and citywide projects
under consideration would implement and support important local and regional planning goals
and policies. Like the Project, each related project would be subject to a discretionary land use
approval process, including CEQA review, and would incorporate any mitigation measures
necessary to reduce potential land use impacts such that no significant impacts with regard to
adopted land use plans would occur. Also, upon approval of the requested actions, development

2 City of Los Angeles, Inter-Departmental Correspondence from Helen Nguyen, Subdivision Review,

Minye Pak, Zoning Engineer, Department of Building and Safety, to Deborah Kahen, Deputy Advisory
Agency, Department of City Planning, Re: Tract Map No. 83801 — Vesting- Revised Map 3, 516 S.
Mission Road, August 25, 2025 (see Appendix A.5).
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of the Project together with future forecasted growth would not be anticipated to conflict with the
intent of the City General Plan, with other applicable land use plans, or with the LAMC regarding
the future development of the Boyle Heights community. Therefore, development of the Project
together with the related projects would not be expected to result in cumulatively considerable
impacts with respect to applicable land use plans and regulations.

With regard to physical land use, it should be noted that all of the related projects are subject to
local zoning and land use designations for each of the related project sites. These requirements
would regulate future land uses and provide development standards for such land uses that would
further preclude potential land use compatibility impacts. As the Project would not combine
with the related projects to substantially or adversely change the existing relationship with
offsite communities and would not disrupt, divide, or isolate existing communities, the
Project, combined with the related projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable
physical land use impacts.

Xil. MINERAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral [ ] [] [] =

resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the state?

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally- [] ] [] =
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or
other land use plan?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

No Impact. A significantimpact may occur if a project site is located in an area used or available
for extraction of a regionally-important mineral resource, or if the project development would
convert an existing or future regionally-important mineral extraction use to another use, or if the
project development would affect access to a site used or potentially available for regionally-
important mineral resource extraction. The determination of significance shall be made on a case-
by-case basis considering: (a) whether, or the degree to which, the project might result in the
permanent loss of, or loss of access to, a mineral resource that is located in a State Mining and
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Geology Board Mineral Resource Zone MRZ-2 zone or other known or potential mineral resource
area, and (b) whether the mineral resource is of regional or statewide significance, or is noted in
the Conservation Element as being of local importance.

The Project Site is not located within a Mineral Resources Zone 2 (MRZ-2).*° The Project Site is
not currently used for the extraction of mineral resources, and there is no evidence to suggest
that the Project Site has been historically used for the extraction of mineral resources. The Project
Site is currently developed with the Ace Mission Studios Campus, consisting of light
manufacturing buildings and associated surface parking lots. Development of the Project Site is
limited to street vacation of existing roadway segments. The Project would not block or hinder
access or availability of mineral resources. Therefore, the development of the Project would
not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource, and no impact would
occur.

b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Project Site is located in an area used or
available for extraction of a regionally-important mineral resource, or if the development would
convert an existing or future regionally-important mineral extraction use to another use, or if the
development would affect access to a site used or potentially available for regionally-important
mineral resource extraction. The Project Site is not located within a MRZ-2 zone. As such, the
Project Site is not currently used for the extraction of mineral resources. Development of the
Project Site would not block or hinder access or availability of locally important mineral resources.
Therefore, no impact to locally important mineral resources would occur.

Cumulative Impacts

No Impact. As discussed above, the Project would have no impact on mineral resources. It is
not known if any of the related projects would result in the loss of availability of known mineral
resources. Each related project would be required to comply with the Los Angeles CEQA
guidelines and execute required project site studies. Nevertheless, the Project would have no
incremental contribution to the potential cumulative impact on mineral resources and
would have no cumulative impact on mineral resources.

City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps: Areas
containing Significant Mineral Deposits in the City of Los Angeles, September 1996.
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XIlll. NOISE

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project result in:
a. Generation of a substantial temporary or [ ] ] = []
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?
b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or [ ] [] X []
groundborne noise levels?
c. For a project located within the vicinity of a private  [] [] [] =

airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such
a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

Fundamentals of Noise

Sound is technically described in terms of amplitude (loudness) and frequency (pitch). The
standard unit of sound amplitude measurement is the decibel (dB). The decibel scale is a
logarithmic scale that describes the physical intensity of the pressure vibrations that make up any
sound. The pitch of the sound is related to the frequency of the pressure vibration. Since the
human ear is not equally sensitive to a given sound level at all frequencies, a special frequency-
dependent rating scale has been devised to relate noise to human sensitivity. The A-weighted
decibel scale (dBA) provides this compensation by discriminating against frequencies in a manner
approximating the sensitivity of the human ear.

Noise, on the other hand, is typically defined as unwanted sound. A typical noise environment
consists of a base of steady “background” noise that is the sum of many distant and
indistinguishable noise sources. Superimposed on this background noise is the sound from
individual local sources. These can vary from an occasional aircraft or train passing by to virtually
continuous noise from, for example, traffic on a major highway.

Several rating scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of community noise on
people. Since environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that the effect of
noise upon people is largely dependent upon the total acoustical energy content of the noise, as
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well as the time of day when the noise occurs. Those that are applicable to this analysis are as
follows:

Leq — An Leg, Or equivalent energy noise level, is the average acoustic energy content of
noise for a stated period of time. Thus, the Leq of a time-varying noise and that of a steady
noise are the same if they deliver the same acoustic energy to the ear during exposure.
For evaluating community impacts, this rating scale does not vary, regardless of whether
the noise occurs during the day or the night.

Lmax — The maximum instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time.
Lmin — The minimum instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time.

CNEL — The Community Noise Equivalent Level is a 24-hour average Leq with a 5 dBA “weighting”
during the hours of 7:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M. and a 10 dBA “weighting” added to noise during the
hours of 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. to account for noise sensitivity in the evening and nighttime,
respectively. The logarithmic effect of these additions is that a 60 dBA 24 hour Leq would result in
a measurement of 66.7 dBA CNEL.

Noise environments and consequences of human activities are usually well represented by
median noise levels during the day, night, or over a 24-hour period. For residential uses,
environmental noise levels are generally considered low when the CNEL is below 60 dBA,
moderate in the 60—70 dBA range, and high above 70 dBA. Noise levels greater than 85 dBA
can cause temporary or permanent hearing loss. Examples of low daytime levels are isolated,
natural settings with noise levels as low as 20 dBA and quiet suburban residential streets with
noise levels around 40 dBA. Noise levels above 45 dBA at night can disrupt sleep. Examples of
moderate level noise environments are urban residential or semi-commercial areas (typically 55—
60 dBA) and commercial locations (typically 60 dBA). People may consider louder environments
adverse, but most will accept the higher levels associated with noisier urban residential or
residential-commercial areas (60—75 dBA) or dense urban or industrial areas (65-80 dBA).

It is widely accepted that in the community noise environment the average healthy ear can barely
perceive CNEL noise level changes of 3 dBA. CNEL changes from 3 to 5 dBA may be noticed
by some individuals who are extremely sensitive to changes in noise. A 5 dBA CNEL increase is
readily noticeable, while the human ear perceives a 10 dBA CNEL increase as a doubling of
sound.

According to the World Health Organization (WHO), sleep disturbance can occur when
continuous indoor noise levels exceed 30 dBA or when intermittent interior noise levels reach 45
dBA, particularly if background noise is low. With a bedroom window slightly open (a reduction
from outside to inside of 15 dB), the WHO criteria suggest that exterior continuous (ambient)
nighttime noise levels should be 45 dBA or below, and short-term events should not generate
noise in excess of 60 dBA. WHO also notes that maintaining noise levels within the recommended
levels during the first part of the night is believed to be effective for the ability of people to initially
fall asleep. Other potential health effects of noise identified by WHO include decreased
performance for complex cognitive tasks, such as reading, attention span, problem solving, and

Ace Mission Studios Project PAGE 83 City of Los Angeles
Initial Study November 2025



memorization; physiological effects such as hypertension and heart disease (after many years of
constant exposure, often by workers, to high noise levels); and hearing impairment (again,
generally after long-term occupational exposure, although shorter-term exposure to very high
noise levels, for example, exposure several times a year to convert noise at 100 dBA, can also
damage hearing).

Finally, noise can cause annoyance and can trigger emotional reactions like anger, depression,
and anxiety. WHO reports that, during daytime hours, few people are seriously annoyed by
activities with noise levels below 55 dBA or moderately annoyed with noise levels below 50 dBA.
Vehicle traffic and continuous sources of machinery and mechanical noise contribute to ambient
noise levels. Short-term noise sources, such as truck backup beepers, the crashing of material
being loaded or unloaded, car doors slamming, and engines revving outside a nightclub,
contribute very little to 24-hour noise levels but are capable of causing sleep disturbance and
severe annoyance. The importance of noise to receptors depends on both time and context. For
example, long-term high noise levels from large traffic volumes can make conversation at a
normal voice level difficult or impossible, while short-term peak noise levels, if they occur at night,
can disturb sleep.3'

Noise levels from a particular source generally decline as distance to the receptor increases.
Sound from a small, localized source (approximating a point source) radiates uniformly outward
as it travels away from the source in a spherical pattern. The sound level attenuates or drops off
at about 6 dBA for each doubling of the distance. Other factors, such as the weather and reflecting
or barriers, also help intensify or reduce the noise level at any given location. A commonly used
rule of thumb for roadway noise is that for every doubling of distance from the source, the noise
level is reduced by about 3 dBA at acoustically “hard” locations (i.e., the area between the noise
source and the receptor is nearly complete asphalt, concrete, hard-packed soil, or other solid
materials) and 4.5 dBA at acoustically “soft” locations (i.e., the area between the source and
receptor is normal earth or has vegetation, including grass).

Noise from stationary or point sources is reduced by about 6 to 7.5 dBA for every doubling of
distance at acoustically hard and soft locations, respectively. In addition, noise levels are also
generally reduced by 1 dBA for each 1,000 feet of distance due to air absorption. Noise levels
may also be reduced by intervening structures, such as hills, manmade features, buildings, and
walls. Generally, for an at-grade facility in an average residential area where the first row of
buildings cover at least 40 percent of total area, the reduction provided by the first row is
reasonably assumed to be 3 dBA, with 1.5 dBA for each additional row. For buildings spaced
tightly, the first row provides about 5dBA of reduction, successive rows reduced noise by 1.5 dBA
per row, with a maximum reduction limit of 10 dBA.32 Additional noise attenuation can be provided

o City & County of San Francisco Superior Court, Mission Bay Alliance v. Office of Community Investment

and Infrastructure, November 29, 2016, website: https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca-court-of-
appeal/1756110.html, accessed March 2023.

California Department of Transportation, Division of Environmental Analysis, Technical Noise
Supplement, September 2013, page 2-35, https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-
media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/env/tens-sep2013-a11y.pdf, accessed March
2023.
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within residential structures. Depending on the quality of the original building facade, especially
windows and doors, sound insulation treatments can improve the noise reduction by 5 to 20
dBA.33

General Plan Noise Element

As discussed previously, California Government Code Section 65302(g) requires that a noise
element be included in the general plan of each county and city in the state. The Noise Element
of the City’s General Plan establishes CNEL guidelines for land use compatibility as shown in
Table 4-9, below, and includes a number of goals, objectives, and policies for land use planning
purposes. The overall purpose of the Noise Element of the City’s General Plan is to guide
policymakers in making land use determinations and in preparing noise ordinances that would
limit exposure of citizens to excessive noise levels. The following policies and objectives from the
Noise Element of the General Plan are applicable to the Project.>*

Objective 2 (Non-airport): Reduce or eliminate non-airport related intrusive noise,
especially relative to noise sensitive uses.

Policy 2.2: Enforce and/or implement applicable city, state, and federal regulations
intended to mitigate proposed noise producing activities, reduce intrusive noise and
alleviate noise that is deemed a public nuisance.

Objective 3 (Land Use Development): Reduce or eliminate noise impact associated with
proposed development of land and changes in land use.

Policy 3.1: Develop land use policies and programs that will reduce or eliminate potential
and existing noise impacts.

In accordance with the City’s Noise Element, a noise exposure of 60 dBA CNEL or less is
considered to be the most desirable target for the exterior of noise-sensitive land uses, or sensitive
receptors, such as homes, schools, churches, libraries, etc. It is also recognized that such a level
may not always be possible in areas of substantial traffic noise intrusion. Exposures up to 70
dBA CNEL for noise-sensitive uses are generally considered conditionally acceptable if all
measures to reduce such exposure have been taken. Noise levels above 70 dBA CNEL are
normally unacceptable for residential uses.

* Federal Transit Administration, Office of Planning and Environment, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact

Assessment, September 2018, https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/research-
innovation/118131/transit-noise-and-vibration-impact-assessment-manual-fta-report-no-0123_0.pdf,
accessed March 2023.

Noise Element of the General Plan, adopted February 3, 1999,
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/b49a8631-19b2-4477-8c7f-08b48093cddd/Noise_Element.pdf,
accessed Mach 2023.
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Los Angeles Municipal Code

The City has numerous ordinances and enforcement practices that apply to intrusive noise and
that regulate new construction activities. The City’s comprehensive noise ordinance, found in
Chapter Xl of the LAMC, sets forth sound measurement and criteria, minimum presumed ambient
noise levels for different land use zoning classifications, sound emission levels for specific uses,
hours of operation for certain uses, standards for determining when noise is deemed to be a
disturbance, and legal remedies for violations. Key provisions of Chapter Xl of the LAMC that are

applicable to the Project are discussed below.

Table 4-9
City of Los Angeles Community Noise Exposure Guidelines
Normally Conditionally Normally Clearly
Land Use Acceptable 2 | Acceptable® | Unacceptable ¢ | Unacceptable ¢

Single—family— Duplex— Mobile ) ) )
Homes 50 - 60 55-70 70 -7- above -5
Multi-Family Homes 50 - 65 60-70 70-75 above 75
Schools, Libraries, Churches,

Hospitals,~Nursing Homes 50-70 60-70 70-80 above 80
Transient Lodging - Motels,
Hotels 50 - 65 60-70 70 -80 above 75
Auditoriums,  Concert  Halls,

Amphitheaters 50-70 above 70
Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator
Sports 50-75 - above 75
Playgrounds, Neighborhood
Parks 50-70 - 67-75 above 75
Golf Courses, Riding Stables,

Water Recreation, 50-75 - 70 - 80 above 80

Cemeteries
Office Buildings, Business and

Professional Commercial 50-70 67-17 above 75 -
Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 50 - 75 70 - 80 above 75 .

Agriculture

a Normally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any
buildings involved are of normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation

requirements.

b  Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a
detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features
included in the design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply

systems or air conditioning will normally suffice.

¢ Normally Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new
construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements
must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design.

d Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken.

Source: Office of Planning and Research, State of California General Plan Guidelines, October 2003 (in

coordination with the California Department of Health Services); City of Los Angeles, General Plan Noise

Element, adopted February 1999.
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Los Angeles Municipal Code

SEC.41.40. Noise Due to Construction, Excavation Work—When Prohibited

(a) No person shall, between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. of the following day,
perform any construction or repair work of any kind upon, or any excavating for, any
building or structure, where any of the foregoing entails the use of any power drive
drill, riveting machine, excavator or any other machine, tool, device or equipment
which makes loud noises to the disturbance of persons occupying sleeping quarters
in any dwelling hotel or apartment or other place of residence. In addition, the
operation, repair or servicing of construction equipment and the job-site delivering of
construction materials in such areas shall be prohibited during the hours herein
specified. Any person who knowingly and willfully violates the foregoing provision
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor punishable as elsewhere provided in this
Code.

SEC 112.05 Maximum Noise Level of Powered Equipment or Powered Hand Tools

Between the hours of 7:00 A.M. and 10:00 P.M., in any residential zone of the City or
within 500 feet thereof, no person shall operate or cause to be operated any powered
equipment or powered hand tool that produces a maximum noise level exceeding the
following noise limits at a distance of 50 feet therefrom:

(@) 75 dBA for construction, industrial, and agricultural machinery including
crawler-tractors, dozers, rotary drills and augers, loaders, power shovels, cranes,
derricks, motor graders, paving machines, off-highway trucks, ditchers, trenchers,
compactors, scrapers, wagons, pavement breakers, compressors and pneumatic
or other powered equipment;

(b) 75 dBA for powered equipment of 20 HP or less intended for infrequent use in
residential areas, including chain saws, log chippers and powered hand tools;

(c) 65 dBA for powered equipment intended for repetitive use in residential areas,
including lawn mowers, backpack blowers, small lawn and garden tools and riding
tractors.

Said noise limitations shall not apply where compliance therewith is technically infeasible.
The burden of proving that compliance is technically infeasible shall be upon the person
or persons charged with a violation of this section. Technical infeasibility shall mean that
said noise limitations cannot be complied with despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound
barriers and/or other noise reduction device or techniques during the operation of the
equipment.

SEC. 112.04 Powered Equipment Intended for Repetitive Use in Residential Areas and
Other Machinery, Equipment, and Devices.
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(b) Except as to the equipment and operations specifically mentioned and related
elsewhere in this Chapter or for emergency work as that term is defined in
Section 111.01(d), and except as to aircraft, tow tractors, aircraft auxiliary power units,
trains and motor vehicles in their respective operations governed by State or federal
regulations, no person shall operate or cause to be operated any machinery,
equipment, tools, or other mechanical or electrical device, or engage in any other
activity in such manner as to create any noise which would cause the noise level on
the premises of any other occupied property, or, if a condominium, apartment house,
duplex, or attached business, within any adjoining unit, to exceed the ambient noise
level by more than five (5) decibels.

SEC. 116.01. Loud, Unnecessary and Unusual Noise

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this chapter and in addition thereto, it shall be
unlawful for any person to willfully make or continue, or cause to be made or continued,
any loud, unnecessary, and unusual noise which disturbs the peace or quiet of any
neighborhood or which causes discomfort or annoyance to any reasonable person of
normal sensitiveness residing in the area. The standard which may be considered in
determining whether a violation of the provisions of this section exists may include, but not
be limited to, the following: (a) The level of noise; (b) Whether the nature of the noise is
usual or unusual; (c) Whether the origin of the noise is natural or unnatural; (d)The level
and intensity of the background noise, if any; (e) The proximity of the noise to residential
sleeping facilities; (f) The nature and zoning of the area within which the noise emanates;
(9) The density of the inhabitation of the area within which the noise emanates; (h) The
time of the day and night the noise occurs; (i) The duration of the noise; (j) Whether the
noise is recurrent, intermittent, or constant; and (k) Whether the noise is produced by a
commercial or noncommercial activity.

Ambient Noise Levels

To assess the existing ambient noise conditions in the area, ambient noise measurements were
taken with a Larson Davis 831 sound level meter, which conforms to industry standards set forth
in ANSI S1.4-1983 (R2001) - American National Standard Specification for Sound Level Meters.
Figure 4-2, Noise Monitoring and Sensitive Receptor Location Map, depicts the noise
measurement locations fronting the adjacent residential uses as the most likely sensitive
receptors to experience noise level increases during construction at the Project Site. The detailed
noise monitoring data are provided in Appendix G, Noise Monitoring Data and Calculations
Worksheets, and are summarized below in Table 4-10, Existing Ambient Noise Levels in Project
Site Vicinity. As shown in Table 4-10, the ambient daytime noise in the vicinity of the Project Site
is 61.5 Leq at the nearby multi-family Sensitive Receptor. The maximum instantaneous noise level
during the daytime 15-minute recording was 79.3 dB Lmax. The primary noise sources that
contributed most to the measured ambient noise levels were pedestrians and vehicle traffic during
the daytime hours, including cars, motorcycles, buses, and delivery trucks.
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Table 4-10
Existing Ambient Noise Levels in the Project Site Vicinity

Primary Noise Noise Level Statistics ?
No. Location Sources Time Leq Lmin Lmax
A | On the east side of Light vehicle traffic | Daytme |  61.5 48.6 79.3
Clarence Street

@ The daytime noise measurement was taken on February 16, 2023 at approximately 12:05 p.m. for a duration of
15 minutes. See Appendix G of this ND for noise monitoring data sheets.
Parker Environmental Consultants, 2023.

Sensitive Receptors

For purposes of assessing noise impacts on sensitive populations, the sensitive receptors in close
proximity (within 500 feet) to the Project Site were identified. Table 4-11 below provides a
summary of the sensitive receptor by land use and the respective proximity to the Project Site, as
shown in Figure 4-2, above.

Table 4-11
Summary of Noise Sensitive Land Uses within 500 Feet of the Project Site
Distance to
ID Land Use / Description Project Site
1 Multi-Family Housing 400 ft.
Source: Parker Environmental Consultants, 2023.

The location of the Sensitive Receptor relative to the Project Site is depicted in Figure 4-2, Noise
Monitoring and Sensitive Receptor Location Map. In terms of assessing construction-generated
vibration impacts, there are no buildings that are directly abutting the Project Site that would be
potentially susceptible to structural vibration impacts from the construction activities proposed for
the Project.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project result in the generation of a substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Project would generate
excess noise that would cause the ambient noise environment at the Project Site to exceed noise
level standards set forth in the City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise Element (Noise Element)
and the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance (Noise Ordinance) codified in the Los Angeles
Municipal Code (LAMC). No changes to the existing onsite studio uses are being proposed. The
only physical changes that are anticipated to occur as part of the Project would be associated
with implementing tract map conditions, which would involve the removal of public street lights,
repairing and resurfacing the roadways and sidewalks within and adjacent to the tract map
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boundaries, and the installation of a perimeter fence to restrict traffic access within the vacated
street segments.

Construction-related noise impacts upon adjacent land uses would be significant if, as indicated
in LAMC Section 112.05, noise from construction equipment within 500 feet of a residential zone
exceeds 75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the noise source. However, the above noise
limitation does not apply where compliance is technically infeasible. Technically infeasible means
that the above noise limitation cannot be complied with despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound
barriers and/or any other noise reduction device or techniques during the operation of the
equipment. Further, in compliance with LAMC Section 112.04, this analysis addresses whether
construction activities would exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA (hourly Leq)
or more in residential areas.

The Project’s construction noise levels were estimated using the noise prediction and reference
noise levels for construction equipment usage by phase based on the Federal Highway
Administration’s (FHWA) Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM, Version 1.1 (2006)). The
average (hourly Leg) construction noise levels by phase are based on the quantity, type, and usage
factors for the construction equipment anticipated to be used during each phase of construction.
The predicted construction noise levels at the sensitive receptor were then estimated based on
respective distance between the source and the receptor, the distance between the centerline of
the source and the receptor, and other factors that would affect noise levels, such as intervening
structures or barriers that provide sound attenuation.

Table 4-12, below, shows the estimated exterior construction noise levels at the identified
sensitive receptor location. As shown, unmitigated construction noise levels would not exceed
ambient noise levels by more than 5-dBA.

Table 4-12
Estimated Exterior Construction Noise at Nearest Sensitive Receptors
Construction
Existing Roadway Roadway Noise
Exterior Grading Noise Paving Noise Impact Above
Ambient Noise | Levels (dBA L) Levels Threshold
# Land Use (dBA L.g) b (dBA Leg) © (dBA Leg) ¢
Multi-family residential east of the
1 | Project Site, along Clarence 61.5 54.0 54.2 No
Street
Notes

a Roadway removal and resurfacing activities could occur as close as approximately 400 feet from the nearest
sensitive receptor.

b  Significance criteria is based on the ambient noise levels plus 5 dBA, pursuant to LAMC Section 112.04.

Source: Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM), Version 1.1 (See Construction Noise Calculation

Worksheets in Appendix G).

As shown in Table 4-12, construction of the Project would not exceed ambient noise levels by
more than 5-dBA without mitigation.
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Therefore, the Project would not generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of standards established in
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies, and
impacts would be less than significant.

b. Would the project result in the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Less Than Significant Impact. Vibration is sound radiated through the ground. Vibration can
result from a source (e.g., subway operations, vehicles, machinery equipment, etc.) causing the
adjacent ground to move, thereby creating vibration waves that propagate through the soil to the
foundations of nearby buildings. This effect is referred to as groundborne vibration. In terms of
construction vibration impacts on buildings, there are no buildings that are immediately adjacent
to the Project Site’s property lines. The Project Site is bordered by existing roadways and the 6™
Street bridge (located 18 feet to the south of 6" Street) and the 4" Street Bridge (Located 30 feet
north of the south sidewalks to be repaired along 4™ Street). Construction would be limited to the
removal and repair of portions of the existing roadway segments within and adjacent to the tract
map boundaries. As shown in Appendix G, the Project's maximum expected vibration impacts
would range from 0.13 to 0.07 PPV(in/sec), which is below the structural impact threshold for
building damage to reinforced concrete, steel, or timber structures. As such, the Project’s
construction activities would have no groundborne vibration impacts upon any surrounding
structures. Therefore, the Project would not generate excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels, and impacts would be less than significant impact.

c. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan,
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Project were located within an airport land use
plan and would introduce substantial new sources of noise or substantially add to existing sources
of noise within or in the vicinity of the Project Site. There are no airports within a two-mile radius
of the Project Site, and the Project Site is not within any airport land use plan or airport hazard
zone. The Project would not expose people to excessive noise levels associated with
airport uses. No impact would occur.

Cumulative Impacts

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the Project in conjunction with the related
projects, would result in an increase in construction-related noise. The Project Applicant has no
control over the timing or sequencing of the related projects that have been identified within the
Project study area and it is impossible to predict with any degree of certainty the occurrence of
concurrent construction activities. Therefore, any quantitative analysis that assumes multiple,
concurrent construction projects would be speculative. Construction-period noise for the Project
and each related project (that has not yet been built) would be localized and mitigated on a project-
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by-project basis. The closest related project to the Project Site is Related Project No. 2 (2233 E.
Jesse Street), which is located over 250 feet south of the Project Site. This related project is
separated from the Project Site by Whittier Boulevard which would block the line of sight and
contain construction noise such that cumulative noise impacts would not occur. In addition, each
of the related projects would be required to comply with the City’s noise ordinance, as well as
mitigation measures that may be prescribed pursuant to CEQA provisions that require potentially
significant impacts to be reduced with feasible mitigation. As demonstrated above, the Project’s
construction noise impacts would be less than significant. As such, the Project’s construction
noise impact would not be cumulatively considerable. Additionally, because each related
project would be required to comply with the City’s noise ordinance, cumulative impacts
associated with construction noise would be mitigated to less than significant levels.

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth in [ ] [] [] =
an area, either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or [ ] ] [] =

housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Project would locate new development such as
homes, businesses, or infrastructure, with the effect of substantially inducing growth in the
proposed area that would otherwise not have occurred as rapidly or in as great a magnitude. The
determination of whether a project results in a significant impact on population and housing growth
shall be made considering: (a) the degree to which a project would cause growth (i.e., new
housing or employment generators) or accelerate development in an undeveloped area that
exceeds projected/planned levels for the year of project occupancy/buildout, and that would result
in an adverse physical change in the environment; (b) whether the project would introduce
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unplanned infrastructure that was not previously evaluated in the adopted Community Plan or
General Plan; and (c) the extent to which growth would occur without implementation of the
project.

The Project includes the vacation of two street segments within the Boyle Heights Community
Plan area within the City of Los Angeles. The Project does not include any new development that
would increase employment or population. Therefore, the Project would not have the potential
to induce substantial unplanned population growth and no impact related to population
and housing would occur.

b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Project would result in the displacement of
existing housing units, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No
displacement of existing housing or residents would occur with the development of the Project.
Thus, the Project would not displace substantial numbers of people or housing and no
impact would occur.

Cumulative Impacts

Less Than Significant Impact. Any residential related project would result in direct population
growth in the Project Site area.

As discussed in Question XIV(a), the Project is not a development project, and as such would not
contribute to the growth projections of SCAG’s Connect SoCal plan for the City of Los Angeles
subregion. Because the Project would not displace any residents, and there would be no
population growth associated with the Project, the Project’s cumulative impacts to population and
housing would be less than significant.

With respect to population growth from permanent employment of any commercial related project,
jobs in commercial land uses typically do not generate substantial population growth within the
region. As such, jobs are generally filled by residents that already reside within close proximity to
those jobs. Further, residential neighborhoods would be supportive and complementary to the
proposed commercial land uses. As such, the related projects would not generate substantial
indirect population growth or demand for new housing, and a less than significant impact
would occur.

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the
public services:
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a. Fire protection? [] [] X L]
b. Police protection? ] ] = ]
c. Schools? [] L] ] X
d. Parks? [] [] L] X
e. Other public facilities? ] ] ] X

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Fire protection?

Less Than Significant Impact. Section 35 of Article Xlll of the California Constitution at
subdivision (a)(2) provides: “The protection of public safety is the first responsibility of local
government and local officials have an obligation to give priority to the provision of adequate
public safety services.” Section 35 of Article XllII of the California Constitution was adopted by the
voters in 1993 under Proposition 172. Proposition 172 directed the proceeds of a 0.50-percent
sales tax to be expended exclusively on local public safety services. California Government Code
Sections 30051-30056 provide rules to implement Proposition 172. Public safety services include
fire protection. Section 30056 mandates that cities are not allowed to spend less of their own
financial resources on their combined public safety services in any given year compared to the
1992-93 fiscal year. Therefore, an agency is required to use Proposition 172 to supplement its
local funds used on fire protection services, as well as other public safety services. In City of
Hayward v. Board of Trustee of California State University (2015) 242 Cal. App. 4th 833, the court
found that Section 35 of Article XIII of the California Constitution requires local agencies to provide
public safety services, including fire protection and emergency medical services, and that it is
reasonable to conclude that the city will comply with that provision to ensure that public safety
services are provided.3%

Roadway congestion, intersection level of service (LOS), weather conditions, and construction
traffic along a response route can affect response time. Generally, multilane arterial roadways
allow emergency vehicles to travel at higher rates of speed and permit other traffic to maneuver
out of a path of an emergency vehicle. Additionally, the LAFD, in collaboration with Los Angeles
Department of Transportation (LADOT), has developed a Fire Preemption System (FPS), a
system that automatically turns traffic lights to green for emergency vehicles traveling along

35 City of Hayward v. Board Trustee of California State University (2015) 242 Cal. App. 4th 833, 847
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designated City streets to aid in emergency response.®* The City of Los Angeles has over 205
miles of major arterial routes that are equipped with FPS.%

According to the LAFD, although response time is considered to assess the adequacy of fire
protection services, it is one factor among several that LAFD utilizes in considering its ability to
respond to fires and life and health safety emergencies, including required fire flow, response
distance from existing fire stations, and the LAFD’s judgement for needs in an area. If the number
of incidents in a given area increases, it is the LAFD’s responsibility to assign new staff and
equipment, and potentially build new or expanded facilities, as necessary, to maintain adequate
levels of service. In conformance with the California Constitution Article XllI, Section 35(a)(2) and
the City of Hayward v. Board Trustee of California State University ruling, the City has and will
continue to meet its legal obligations to provide adequate public safety services, including fire
protection and emergency medical services.

A project would normally have a significant impact on fire protection if it requires the addition of a
new fire station or the expansion, consolidation or relocation of an existing facility to maintain
service. The Project Site is primarily served by LAFD Station No. 2, located at 1962 E. Cesar
Chavez Avenue, approximately 1.1 miles northeast (driving distance) of the Project Site. The
Project is limited to the street vacation and realignment of existing roadway segments, and the
demolition of one light manufacturing industrial building. The Project would not increase the
utilization of the Project Site and would therefore not increase the demand for LAFD services.

Emergency vehicle access to the Project Site and surrounding area would continue to be provided
from local and major roadways (i.e., 4" Street, Anderson Street, Mission Road, Willow Street, and
6™ Street). The two existing roadway segments on Willow Street and 6" Street that are proposed
to be vacated for private access would remain accessible by the LAFD. All circulation
improvements proposed would be in compliance with the Fire Code, including any additional
access requirements of the LAFD. Additionally, emergency access to the Project Site would be
maintained at all times during both Project construction. Therefore, impacts related to emergency
access would be less than significant.

Based on the above, the Project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered government facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for fire protection services. Therefore, impacts to
fire protection and emergency medical services from the Project would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

3% LADOT, Los Angeles Signal Synchronization Fact Sheet, accessed March 2023.
37 Los Angeles Fire Department, Training Bulletin: Traffic Signal Preemption System for Emergency
Vehicles, Bulletin No. 133, October 2008.
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b. Police protection?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the City of Los Angeles Police
Department (LAPD) could not adequately serve a project, necessitating a new or physically
altered station that would result in a physical adverse impact upon the environment. Section
15382 of the CEQA guidelines defines “significant effect on the environment” as “a substantial, or
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected
by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of
historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered
a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a physical change
may be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.” Thus, the addition
of a new police station or police substation, if warranted, would only be considered significant if
such activities result in a physical adverse impact upon the environment.® Moreover, in City of
Hayward v. Board of Trustee of California State University (2015) 242 Cal. App. 4th 833, the court
found that Section 35 of Article XllI of the California Constitution requires local agencies to provide
public safety services, including police protection services, and that it is reasonable to conclude
that the city will comply with that provision to ensure that public safety services are provided.

For the purpose of this analysis, a significant impact may occur if the City of Los Angeles Police
Department (LAPD) could not adequately serve a project, necessitating a new or physically
altered station, the construction of which may cause significant environmental impacts. The
determination of whether the project results in a significant impact on police protection shall be
made considering the following factors: (a) the population increase resulting from the project,
based on the net increase of residential units or square footage of non-residential floor area; (b)
the demand for police services anticipated at the time of project buildout compared to the
expected level of service available, considering, as applicable, scheduled improvements to LAPD
services (facilities, equipment, and officers) and the project’s proportional contribution to the
demand; and (c) whether the project includes security and/or design features that would reduce
the demand for police services.

The Project Site is currently served by the LAPD’s Central Bureau, which oversees LAPD
operations in the Central, Hollenbeck, Newton, and Rampart areas. The Hollenbeck Community
Police Station serves the Project Site and is located at 2111 E. 1% Street, approximately 1.3 miles
northeast (driving distance) from the Project Site. The Hollenbeck Community Police Station is
located east of downtown Los Angeles, has a population of roughly 200,000 people and is 15.2
square miles in size. It encompasses the communities of El Sereno, Lincoln Heights and Boyle
Heights, and is under the jurisdiction of Central Bureau.

City of Hayward et al. v. Board of Trustees of the California State University (2015).
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The Project is limited to the vacation of two local street segments on portions of Willow Street and
6™ Street (between Anderson Street and Mission Road). The only physical changes that would
occur to the Project Site would be limited to the removal of public street lights and the installation
of a perimeter fence to restrict traffic access within the vacated street segments. As such, the
Project would not result in an increase of on-site residents, visitors, patrons, or employees to the
Project Site, and would therefore not generate a potential increase in the number of service calls
from the Project Site. The Project would include adequate and strategically positioned functional
and security lighting to enhance public safety. The newly vacated portions of Willow Street and
6™ Street would be converted to private access only and as such would be patrolled by the Ace
Mission Studios private security. As such, the Project’s impacts to LAPD Services would be less
than significant.

Based on the above, the Project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered government facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for police protection services. Therefore, impacts
to police protection services would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures
are required.

c. Schools?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project includes substantial employment or
population growth, which could generate a demand for school facilities that would exceed the
capacity of the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD). The Project is limited to the vacation
of two local street segments on portions of Willow Street and 6" Street (between Anderson Street
and Mission Road). No new development resulting in added floor area is proposed. As such, the
Project would not result in the generation of additional employees, residents, or students. The
schools currently serving the Project Site would continue to operate as they currently do. As such,
the Project would not contribute to demands upon local schools. Therefore, the Project would
have no impact upon public school services.

d. Parks?

No Impact. A significant impact would occur if the recreation and park services available could
not accommodate the projected population increase resulting from implementation of a project or
if a project resulted in the construction of new recreation and park facilities that create significant
direct or indirect impacts to the environment.

The Public Recreation Plan (PRP), a portion of the Service Systems Element of the City of Los
Angeles General Plan, provides standards for the provision of recreational facilities throughout
the City and includes Local Recreation Standards.3® The desired long-range standard for local
parks is based on two acres per 1,000 persons for neighborhood parks and two acres per 1,000
persons for community parks or four acres per 1,000 persons of combined neighborhood and

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Public Facilities and Services Element, Public

Recreation Plan, https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/43319adf-80e9-4080-8d1d-
ed7b3d3e2607/Public%20Facilities.pdf, accessed March 2023.
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community parks. However, the PRP also notes that these long-range standards may not be
reached during the life of the plan, and, therefore, includes more attainable short- and
intermediate-range standards of one (1) acre per 1,000 persons for neighborhood parks and one
(1) acre per 1,000 persons for community parks, or two (2) acres per 1,000 people of combined
neighborhood and community parks. These standards are Citywide goals and are not intended to
be requirements for individual development projects. The Public Recreation Plan of the City’s
General Plan Service Systems Element also recognizes that the achievement of such goals is
not the responsibility of individual development projects and that such goals will be met by
“seek[ing] federal, state, and private funds to implement acquisition and development of parks
and recreational facilities.”

The Project Site is located within an urbanized and industrial area of the Boyle Heights
community. Development of the Project is limited to street vacation and subdivision. No new
development resulting in added floor area is proposed. As such, the Project would not result in
the generation of additional residents or employees. Because the Project would not result in
population or employment growth, the use of the existing parks would remain the same. Based
on review of the proposed Tract Map, the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and
Parks (RAP) has concluded that the proposed Project has no anticipated recreation and park
impacts and therefore RAP has no recommendations regarding the Project.40 Therefore, the
Project would not increase demands upon public parkland and recreation facilities, and no
impact would occur.

e. Other public facilities?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project includes substantial employment or
population growth that could generate a demand for other public facilities (such as libraries), which
would exceed the capacity available to serve the Project Site. The determination of whether the
project results in a significant impact on libraries shall be made considering the following factors:
(a) the net population increase resulting from the project; (b) the demand for library services
anticipated at the time of project buildout compared to the expected level of service available.
Consider, as applicable, scheduled improvements to existing library services (renovation,
expansion, addition or relocation) and the project’s proportional contribution to the demand; and
(c) whether the project includes features that would reduce the demand for library services (e.g.,
onsite library facilities or direct financial support to the Los Angeles Public Library).

Within the City of Los Angeles, the Los Angeles Public Library (LAPL) provides library services at
the Central Library, seven regional branch libraries, 56 community branches and two bookmobile
units, consisting of a total of five individual bookmobiles. Approximately 6.5 million books and
other materials comprise the LAPL collection. The LAPL branches currently serving the Project
Site include:

City of Los Angeles, Department of Recreation and Parks, Darryl Ford, Superintendent, Department of
Recreation and Parks Report and Recommendations Relative to VTT-83801, August 11, 2025 (See
Appendix A.6).
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e Benjamin Franklin Branch Library, located at 2200 E. 1% Street, approximately 1.0 mile
northeast of the Project Site; and

e Little Tokyo Branch Library, located at 203 S. Los Angeles Street, approximately 1.5
miles northwest of the Project Site.

LAPL Criteria for New Libraries (formerly Site Selection Guidelines) recommended sizes for
libraries are 12,500 sf facilities for communities with less than a population of 45,000 and 14,500
sf facilities for communities with a population of more than 45,000. Development of the Project is
limited to street vacation, street realignment, and demolition of one light manufacturing building.
No new development resulting in added floor area is proposed. As such, the Project would not
result in the generation of additional residents or employees. Additionally, employees of
commercial development, such as the Ace Mission Studios, do not typically frequent libraries
during work hours, but are more likely to use libraries near their homes during non-work hours.
As such, the library branches listed above would continue to operate with no changes as a result
of the development of the Project. Therefore, there would be no potential impacts to library
service and facilities.

Cumulative Impacts

(i) Fire protection

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the related projects would result in an
intensification of existing land uses in an already highly urbanized area of Los Angeles and could
increase the demand for fire protection services in the vicinity of the projects. Specifically, there
could be increased demands for additional LAFD staffing, equipment, and facilities over time. This
need would be funded via existing mechanisms (e.g., property taxes, government funding, and
developer fees) to which the Project and the related projects would contribute. Each project would
be individually subject to LAFD review and would be required to comply with all applicable fire
safety requirements of the LAFD in order to adequately mitigate fire protection impacts. To the
extent cumulative development causes the need for additional fire stations to be built throughout
the City, the development of such stations would be on small infill lots within existing developed
areas and would not likely cause a significant impact upon the environment. Nevertheless, the
siting and development on any new fire stations would be subject to further CEQA review and
evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Consistent with City of Hayward v. Board Trustees of
California State University (2015) 242 Cal.App.4th 833, ruling and the requirements stated in the
California Constitution Article XIII, Section 35(a)(2), the obligation to provide adequate fire
protection services is the responsibility of the City. LAFD would continue to monitor population
growth and land development in the City and identify additional resource needs including staffing,
equipment, basic cars, other special apparatuses, and possibly station expansions or new station
construction that may become necessary to achieve the required level of service. Through the
City’s regular budgeting efforts, LAFD’s resource needs would be identified and allocated
according to the priorities at the time. Further analysis, including a specific location, would be
speculative and beyond the scope of this document. However, as the LAFD does not currently
have any plans for new fire stations to be developed in proximity to the Project Site,
cumulative impacts on fire protection would be less than significant.
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(i) Police protection

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the related projects would result in an
intensification of existing land uses in an already heavily urbanized area of Los Angeles and could
increase the demand for police protection services in the vicinity of the projects. Specifically, there
would be an increased demand for additional LAPD staffing, equipment, and facilities over time.
This need would be funded via existing mechanisms (e.g., sales taxes, government funding, and
developer fees), to which the Project and the related projects would contribute. In addition, each
project would be individually subject to Site Plan review and would be required to comply with all
applicable safety requirements of the LAPD and the City of Los Angeles in order to adequately
address police protection service demands. Furthermore, each related project would likely be
required install and/or incorporate adequate crime prevention design features in consultation with
the LAPD, as necessary, to further decrease the demand for police protection services.

To the extent cumulative development causes the need for additional police stations to be built
throughout the City, the development of such stations would be on small infill lots within existing
developed areas and would not likely cause a significant impact upon the environment.
Nevertheless, the siting and development on any new police stations would be subject to further
CEQA review and evaluated on a case-by-case basis. However, as the LAPD does not currently
have any plans for the development of new police stations in the vicinity of the Project Site, no
impacts with respect to construction of new stations are currently anticipated to occur.

Additionally, consistent with the City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of the California State
University ruling and the requirements stated in the California Constitution Article Xlll, Section
35(a)(2), the obligation to provide adequate police protection services is the responsibility of the
City. LAPD will continue to monitor population growth and land development in the City and
identify additional resource needs, including staffing, equipment, basic cars, other special
apparatuses, and possibly station expansions or new station construction needs that may become
necessary to achieve the required level of service. Through the City’s regular budgeting efforts,
LAPD'’s resource needs will be identified and allocated according to the priorities at the time. At
this time, LAPD has not identified any new station construction in the area impacted by this Project
either because of this Project or other projects in the service area. If LAPD determines that new
facilities are necessary at some point in the future, such facilities: (1) would occur where allowed
under the designated land use; (2) would be located on parcels that are infill opportunities on lots
that are between 0.5 and 1 acre in size; and (3) could qualify for a categorical exemption or
Mitigated Negative Declaration under CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 or 15332 and would not
be expected to result in significant impacts. Further analysis, including identification of a specific
location for such potential facilities, would be speculative and beyond the scope of this document.
On this basis, the Project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to
demand for police protection services, and cumulative impacts on police protection would
be less than significant.
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(iii)  Schools

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the related projects would result in an
intensification of existing prevailing land uses in an already heavily urbanized area of Los Angeles.
The related projects are expected to result in a cumulative increase in the demand for school
services. This would create an increased cumulative demand on the local school districts.
However, each related project would be required to pay school developer fees, pursuant
to California Education Code Section 17620(a)(1), which would mitigate any cumulative
impacts. As such, cumulative impacts on schools would be less than significant.

(iv) Parks

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the related projects that include residential uses
could result in an increase in permanent residents residing in the vicinity of the projects. In the
absence of mitigation, additional cumulative development would contribute to lowering the City’s
existing parkland to population ratio, which is currently below the long-term goal standards.
However, each related project with residential uses would comply with payment of Quimby or
other fees, such as the Dwelling Unit Construction Tax (for apartment units). Each related project
with residential uses would also be required to comply with the on-site open space requirements
of the LAMC. Therefore, with payment of the applicable recreation fees on a project-by-
project basis, cumulative impacts would be less-than-significant.

(v) Other Public Facilities

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the related projects is projected to generate
additional housing and residents within the study area, which would likely generate additional
demands upon library services. This increase in resident population, would result in a cumulative
increase in demands upon public library services. To meet the increased demands upon the City’s
Public Library system, Los Angeles voters passed a Library Bond Issue for $178.3 million to
improve, renovate, expand, and construct 32 branch libraries. Since the Program’s inception in
1998, the Library Department and the Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering have
made considerable progress in the design and construction of the branch library facilities. Based
on the growth forecasts utilized in the 2015-2020 Strategic Plan, much of this growth has already
been accounted for in planning new and expanded library facilities. The LAPL is committed to
increase the number of people who use the library services, to increase the number of library
cardholders and actively promote the robustly market programs and services to increase
residents’ overall engagement with the libraries.*! Thus, the additional population generated
by the related projects would not make a cumulatively considerable impact upon the City’s
library system.

Los Angeles Public Library Strategic Plan 2015-2020, June 2015.
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XVI. RECREATION

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Would the project increase the use of existing [ | ] [] =
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?
b. Does the project include recreational facilities or [ ] ] [] =

require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would
occur or be accelerated?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Project would include substantial employment
or population growth which would increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated.

As discussed above, the Project would not generate employment or population growth. The
Project includes the vacation of a portion of two street segments. No development resulting in
new floor area is proposed. The only physical changes that would occur to the Project Site would
be limited to the removal of public street lights, roadway and sidewalk repair and resurfacing, and
the installation of a perimeter fence to restrict traffic access within the vacated street segments.
Therefore, no new population or employment would be introduced that would increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks such that substantial physical deterioration would occur
or be accelerated. Thus, no impact would occur.

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion
of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project includes the construction or expansion of
park facilities and where such construction would have a significant adverse effect on the
environment. As noted above, no new development resulting in new floor area is proposed. No
new residential or new employment population would be generated. As such, the Project would
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not lead to an increased demand in recreational facilities and would not require the construction
or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment. Therefore, no impact to existing recreational infrastructure would occur.

Cumulative Impacts

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would not lead to a cumulatively considerable
increase in demand for parks and recreational facilities. The Project does not propose new
development that would introduce additional residential or employment population to the Project
Site and surrounding area. Related projects within the City of Los Angeles that include residential
units or generate new employment would be required to pay park fees or applicable Quimby fees
to mitigate their impacts on parks and recreational facilities, and to provide additional funds to
meet the Citywide park goals. Additionally, each related project would be subject to the
requirements of the LAMC for providing on-site open space, which is proportionately based on
the amount of new development. As such, the Project’s street vacation, roadway
realignment, and demolition of one building on-site would not result in a cumulatively
considerable impact on recreational resources, even when viewed with the related
projects. A less than significant impact would occur.

XVIl. TRANSPORTATION

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or [ ] [] X []
policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities?
b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA [ ] [] X []
Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
c. Substantially increase hazards due to a [ ] [] X []
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
d. Resultin inadequate emergency access? [] [] X []
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project would conflict with a
program plan, ordinance, or policy designed to maintain adequate effectiveness of an overall
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. In accordance
with the City’s TAG, a project that generally conforms with, and does not obstruct the City's
development policies and standards will generally be considered to be consistent. Table 4-5,
below, provides responses to the list of policy related questions, as recommended by LADOT, in
order to help determine whether the project conflicts with the City’s circulation system policies.

As indicated in Table 4-13, below, the Project is in conformance with the applicable policies and
programs and would not preclude the City’s implementation of any adopted policy and/or program.
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian
facilities, and impacts would be less than significant.

Table 4-13

Questions to Determine Project Applicability to Plans, Policies, and Programs

# Guiding Questions

Response

Plan Applicability

1 |Does the Project include additions or
a new construction along a street
designated as a Boulevard 1, and I,
and/or Avenue |, Il, or lll on property
zoned R3 or less restrictive zone?
(screening question)

No Conflict. The Project does not include any additions or new
construction.

2 |ls the Project Site along any network
identified in the City’s Mobility Plan?

No Conflict. The Mobility Plan identifies Whittier Boulevard as
part of the Transit Enhanced Network as a designated
Comprehensive Transit Enhanced Street and part of a Bicycle
Enhanced Network designated as a Tier 1 Protected Bicycle
Lane. The portion of Whittier Boulevard that borders the Project
Site to the south includes the 6" Street Bridge, which is currently
improved with a protected bicycle lane and is part of the City’s
Transit Enhanced Network to improve existing and future bus
service by prioritizing improvements for transit riders.

Mission Road is identified as a Tier 2 Bicycle Lane and part of
the Bicycle Lane Network. Mission Road is currently improved
with a protected bicycle lane.

East 4" Street is identified as part of a Pedestrian Enhanced
District as a designated Pedestrian Segment.

The Project would not alter the configuration of Whittier
Boulevard (6" Street Bridge) or East 4'" Street. The Project is not
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Guiding Questions

Response

located in the High Injury Network (HIN).42 As such the Project
would not conflict with any of the network programs or policies of
the Mobility Plan 2035.

Are dedications or improvements
needed to serve long-term mobility
needs identified in the Mobility Plan
20357

No Conflict. The Project would include a three-foot roadway
dedication along Anderson Street (between 4™ Street and Willow
Street). No other dedications on the street adjacent to the
proposed tract map are required. Therefore, the Project would
not be in conflict with long-term mobility needs identified in the
Mobility Plan 2035.

Does the Project require placement of
transit furniture in accordance with
the City's Coordinated Street
Furniture and Bus Bench Program?

No Conflict. The Project does not require placement of transit
furniture in accordance with the City’s Coordinated Street
Furniture and Bus Bench Program. As such, no conflict would
occur.

Is the Project Site in an Identified
Transit Oriented Community?

No Conflict. The Project Site is located in a Tier 1 and Tier 3
Transit Oriented Community. As discussed in Section 3, Project
Description, the Project Site is designated as a “Transit Priority
Area” per the Department of City Planning’s Zoning Information
File ZI No. 2452, Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) / Exemptions to
Aesthetics and Parking within TPAs Pursuant to CEQA. No
conflict would occur.

Is the Project Site on a roadway
identified in the City’s High Injury
Network?

No Conflict. The Project Site is not identified in the City’s High
Injury Network.#3 As such, no conflict would occur.

Does the Project propose
repurposing existing curb space?
(Bike corral, car-sharing, parklet,
electric vehicle charging, loading

zone, curb extension, etc.)

No Conflict. The Project does not propose to repurpose existing
curb space such as installing bike corrals, car-sharing space,
parklet space, electric vehicle charging areas, loading zones, or
curb extensions. The Project would vacate streets internal to the
Project Site on 6" Street and Willow Street (between Anderson
Street and Mission Road). In its analysis provided in Appendix
C.1, LADOT confirmed that the proposed street vacations would
not create adverse conditions to the surrounding circulation
system, nor would the Project create significant impacts along
nearby streets. As such, LADOT supports the proposed street
vacations, which are intended to improve internal connections
and provide new pedestrian access for the existing Ace Mission
Studios. Thus, the Project would not be in conflict with long-term
mobility needs identified in the Mobility Plan 2035.

Does the Project propose narrowing

No Conflict. The Project does not propose narrowing or shifting

or shifting existing sidewalk|existing sidewalk placement. As such, no conflict would occur.
placement? See also responses to questions 2 and 7 above.
“ City of Los Angeles, Department  of  Transportation, High Injury  Network,
https://ladotlivablestreets.org/programs/vision-zero/maps, accessed March 2023.
' ibid.
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Guiding Questions

Response

Does the Project propose paving,
narrowing, shifting or removing an
existing parkway?

No Conflict. The Project would vacate portions of existing
roadway segments along Willow Street and 6™ Street (between
Mission Road and Anderson Street). Vacated streets would be
reserved for private access by the existing Ace Mission Studios.
In its analysis provided in Appendix C.1, LADOT confirmed that
the proposed street vacations would not create adverse
conditions to the surrounding circulation system, nor would the
Project create significant impacts along nearby streets. LADOT
supports the proposed street vacations, which are intended to
improve internal connections and provide new pedestrian
access for the existing Ace Mission Studios. Thus, the Project
would not be in conflict with long-term mobility needs identified
in the Mobility Plan 2035.

10

Does the Project propose modifying,
removing, or otherwise affect existing
bicycle infrastructure (ex: driveway
proposed along street with bicycle
facility)

No Conflict. As discussed above, Mission Road is identified as
a Tier 2 Bicycle Lane and part of the Bicycle Lane Network.
Mission Road currently maintains a protected bike lane. The
Project would not modify or remove this existing infrastructure.
As such, no conflict would occur.

11

Is the Project Site adjacent to an

alley? If yes, will the Project make
use of, modify, or restrict alley
access?

No Conflict. The Project Site is not adjacent to an alleyway. As
such, no conflict would occur.

12

Does the Project create a cul-de-sac
or is the Project Site adjacent to an
existing cul-de-sac? If yes, is the cul-
de-sac consistent with design goal in
Mobility Plan 2035 (maintain through
bicycle and pedestrian access)?

No Conflict. The Project Site is not located adjacent to a cul-de-
sac and does not propose one. The two dead end roadways
created at the proposed terminus of Willow Street and 6™ Street
(west of Anderson Street) would be designed and improved to
meet LADOT’s standard and minimum turning radius standards.
As such there would be no conflict with the Mobility Plan 2035.

Access: Driveways and Loading

13

Does the Project Site introduce a new
driveway or loading access along an
arterial (Avenue or Boulevard)?

No Conflict. The Project does not propose a new driveway or
loading access area along an arterial. No conflict would occur.

14

If yes to 13, Is a non-arterial frontage
or alley access available to serve the
driveway or loading access needs?

No Conflict. The answer to 13 was “no.” As such, this question
is not applicable.

15

Does the Project Site include a corner
lot? (avoid driveways too close to
intersections)

No Conflict. The Project Site includes several corner lots: one
along the southwest intersection of South Anderson Street and
East 4™" Street, one along the northwest intersection of South
Anderson and East 6™ Street, and one along South Mission
Road and the northern border of Whittier Boulevard (6" Street
Bridge). However, no new driveways are proposed, and as such,
the Project would not be in conflict with this question.
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Guiding Questions

Response

Does the Project propose driveway
width in excess of City standard?

No Conflict. The Project does not propose any driveways. The
Project does not contain any new development, as such, all
existing driveways would be maintained. No conflict would occur.

17

Does the Project propose more
driveways than required by City
maximum standard?

No Conflict. The Project does not propose any driveways. The
Project does not contain any new development, as such, all
existing driveways would be maintained. No conflict would occur.

18

Are loading zones proposed as part
of the Project?

No Conflict. The Project does not propose any loading zones.
The Project does not contain any new development, as such, all
existing loading zones would be maintained. No conflict would
occeur.

19

Does the Project include “drop-off”
zones or areas? If yes, are such
areas located to the side or rear of the
building?

No Conflict. The Project does not propose a drop off zone. The
Project does not contain any new development, as such, all
existing drop off zones would be maintained. No conflict would
occur.

20

Does the Project propose modifying,
limiting/restricting, or removing public
access to a public right-of-way (e.g.,
vacating public right-of-way)?

The Project does propose modifying, limiting/restricting, or
removing public access to a public right-of-way. The Project
proposes to vacate streets internal to the Project Site,
specifically street vacations of existing roadway segments along
a portion of Willow Street and a portion of 6" Street (between
Mission Road and Anderson Street). Vacated streets would be
reserved for private access by the existing Ace Mission Studios.
The proposed street vacations along portions of Willow Street
and 6" Street between Mission Road and Anderson Street would
better integrate the Studio structures as a whole and would be
used for surface parking and Studio operations. The adjacent
streets have more than sufficient roadway capacities to
accommodate any potential shifts in ADT due to the proposed
street vacations, and the proposed street vacations would not
cause substantial delay or queueing at any of the study
intersections. As concluded in this environmental review, the
Project would not result in any significant environmental impacts
resulting from the proposed street vacations and alterations to
the public right-of-way.

Source: Los Angeles Department of Transportation. Parker Environmental Consultants, 2025.
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b. Would the Project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)?

Less Than Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(1) states for land use
projects, vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of significance may indicate a
significant impact. On July 30, 2019, the City of Los Angeles adopted LADOT’'s CEQA
Transportation Assessment Guidelines (TAG) (updated August 2022), which sets forth the revised
thresholds of significance for evaluating transportation impacts as well as screening and
evaluation criteria for determining impacts in conformance with SB 743. The adopted TAG
establishes VMT as the City’s formal method of evaluating a project’s transportation impacts,
which include screening questions and impact thresholds.

The Project includes street vacations and subdivision. No new development resulting in new
residential or employment population is proposed. Therefore, the Project would not create new
trips from residents or employees, and as such, no new household VMT or employee VMT would
be generated. As discussed in the Transportation Assessment, the Project would shift existing
trips from the existing roadway configuration to the proposed roadway configuration. The Project
would not cause additional regional mileage that would result in substantial VMT increases in the
area. As such, the Project encourages alternative transportation travel modes and supports
strategies that would reduce the dependency on single-occupancy vehicles. Therefore, VMT
impacts would be less than significant. The Project would not conflict or be inconsistent
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3.

c. Would the Project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Project includes new
roadway design or introduces a new land use or features into an area with specific transportation
requirements and characteristics that have not been previously experienced in that area, or if
project site access or other features were designed in such a way as to create hazard conditions.

The Project includes the street vacation of existing roadway segments and would therefore alter
local vehicular circulation routes and patterns. However, the Project would not include unusual or
hazardous design features. The Project would include the street vacation of existing roadway
segments along a portion of Willow Street between Mission Road and Anderson Street, and a
portion of 6" Street between Mission Road and Anderson Street. Pedestrian access would be
maintained along Mission Road and Anderson Street to the public park located underneath the
6™ Street Bridge. As such, no sharp curves or dangerous intersections or incompatible uses are
proposed. The proposed street vacations are intended to improve internal connectivity on-site
and provide new pedestrian access for the existing Ace Mission Studios. Further, LADOT
concluded that the proposed street vacations will not create adverse conditions to the surrounding
circulation system or create significant impacts along nearby streets (see Appendix C.1 to this
Negative Declaration). Therefore, the Project would not substantially increase hazards due
to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses, and impacts would be less than
significant.
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d. Would the Project result in inadequate emergency access?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project design would not
provide emergency access meeting the requirements of the LAFD or in any other way threaten
the ability of emergency vehicles to access and serve the Project Site or adjacent uses.
Construction at the Project Site may require temporary and/or partial street closures due to
construction activities. Nonetheless, while such closures may cause temporary inconvenience,
they would not be expected to substantially interfere with emergency response or evacuation
plans.

The Project includes street vacation of existing roadway segments and would therefore alter local
vehicular circulation routes and patterns. LADOT reviewed the Transportation Analysis (See
Appendix C.1 of this Negative Declaration) in which they concluded that the proposed street
vacations will not create adverse conditions to the surrounding circulation system. A Level of
Service operation of four study intersections was performed to determine the impact of the street
vacations on the existing circulation system. The analysis determined that the effect of the
proposed vacations would not cause substantial delay or queueing at any of the study
intersections, and a new two lane (one lane in each direction) north-south road realignment would
have enough capacity to handle the potential shift in average daily traffic. There are no hazardous
design features included in the access design or site plan for the Project that could impede
emergency access. Further, the Project would be developed in a manner that satisfies the
emergency response requirements of the LAFD and LAPD, which would be confirmed during plan
check review process to ensure that all access roads, driveways, and parking areas would remain
accessible to emergency service vehicles. The two dead end roadways created at the proposed
terminus of Willow Street and 6" Street (west of Anderson Street) would be designed and
improved to meet LADOT’s standard and minimum turning radius standards. Therefore, the
Project would not be expected to result in inadequate emergency access, and impacts
would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would not generate a cumulatively considerable
increase in average daily trips and peak hour vehicle trips. The Project encompasses street
vacation, roadway realignment, and the demolition of one building on-site. No new development
resulting in new floor area is proposed. As such, no new residential and no new employment
population that would generate an increase in average daily trips and peak hour trips would be
introduced. LADOT’s conclusions confirmed that the effect of the proposed street vacations would
not cause substantial delay or queueing at any of the study intersections. Thus, the
transportation impacts of the Project would not be cumulatively considerable when viewed
with the related projects, and impacts would be less than significant.
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XVIIl. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register [ ] ] ] X

of Historical Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public Resources
Code section 5020.1(k), or

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, inits [ ] [] [] X

discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.

IMPACT ANALYSIS
Responses to a and b: No Impact.

The Project Site is currently developed with the Ace Mission Studios Campus, consisting of light
manufacturing buildings and associated surface parking lots. The project site is located within a
highly urbanized area of downtown Los Angeles. Surrounding uses in the vicinity of the project
site include commercial and industrial uses.

The Project Site is situated in the valley representing Downtown Los Angeles, approximately 13
miles northeast of the Pacific Ocean. Due the size and nature of past development associated
with the surroundings structures and existing paved area native subsurface soils with potential to
support the presence of cultural deposits have likely been disturbed. However, there is always
some possibility that subsurface Native American resources could be present, as have been
encountered elsewhere in the City. Historic-age refuse deposits generally post-dating the primary
period of Native American use of this area have also been identified throughout downtown Los
Angeles.
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As mentioned previously in Checklist Question V(b), Cultural Resources, the SCCIC found no
archaeological resources within the Project Site area, but several studies and reports have been
prepared within the Project Are and “s-mile survey radius. Because most of the Project Site has
been subject to grading and topological changes resulting from the development of the LA River
Channel, the adjacent railroad tracks, and light industrial development that presently exists on-
site, an archaeological survey is not likely to result in the observation of surface artifacts. The
Project would not result in any grading or subsurface grading activities extending below the depth
of the existing roadway and sidewalk surfaces that are to be removed and resurfaced. As such
the Project would have no potential to unearth previously unknown tribal cultural resources should
any exist below grade within the Project Site area. Therefore, the Project would have no
potential for the inadvertent discovery of any tribal cultural resources or human remains,
including Native American resources.

Cumulative Impacts

Development of the related projects in the Project Site vicinity would result in the continued
redevelopment and revitalization of the surrounding area. Impacts to tribal cultural resources tend
to be site-specific and are assessed on a site-by-site basis. The Project would have no significant
impacts with respect to cultural resources as no construction activities involving grading or soil
excavation extending below the depth of the existing roadway and sidewalk surfaces that are to
be removed and resurfaced is proposed. Therefore, the Project’s incremental contribution to
a cumulative impact would not be considerable, and cumulative impacts to tribal cultural
resources would be less than significant.

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Require or result in the relocation or construction [ ] [] X []
of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment
or storm water drainage, electric power, natural
gas, or telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve [ ] ] [] =
the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
c. Result in a determination by the wastewater [ | ] ] =

treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’'s projected demand in addition to the
provider’'s existing commitments?

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local [ ] ] = []
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management [ | ] = []
and reduction statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded
water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project would increase
demands upon infrastructure to such a degree such that the construction or relocation of facilities
currently serving the project site would result in significant environmental impacts.

The Project includes the street vacation of existing roadway segments along a portion of Willow
Street between Missions Road and Anderson Street, and a portion of 6™ Street between Mission
Road and Anderson Street. No new development resulting in new floor area is proposed. The
existing below grade infrastructure would remain in place. As there is no new or additional floor
area or development being proposed, the Project would not generate new residential or
employment population, which would create an increased demand in public utilities. Since the
Project only encompasses street vacation and subdivision, the Project would not generate water,
wastewater, electricity, natural gas, or telecommunications to such a degree that would require
or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment,
electrical power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities.

Regarding storm water drainage, Section X. Hydrology and Water Quality, above, concluded that
nearly 100 percent of the surface water runoff from the Project Site is directed to adjacent storm
drains and does not percolate into the groundwater table beneath the Project Site. Existing storm
drain lines serve the Project Site along 4™ Street, Anderson Street, Willow Street, 6™ Street, and
Mission Road. These storm drain lines are owned and maintained by the City of Los Angeles.
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The continued maintenance of these storm drain lines is a regulatory requirement that will be
reviewed and addressed through the City’s subdivision approval process. Thus, the Project
would have a less than significant environmental impact related to the construction or
relocation of public utilities.

b. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project would increase water consumption to a
degree such that new water sources would need to be identified. The City’s water supply comes
from local groundwater sources, the Los Angeles Owens River Aqueduct, State Water Project,
and from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) of Southern California, which is obtained from
the Colorado River Aqueduct. The Project Site is located within the service area of the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) for potable water service.

The Project Site is currently developed with the Ace Mission Studios Campus, consisting of light
manufacturing buildings and associated surface parking lots. The Project would only include
street vacation and subdivision. No new development resulting in new floor area is proposed, and
existing below grade infrastructure would remain in place. Thus, no changes to the water demand
on the Project Site would occur. The LADWP has confirmed that the proposed tract map can be
supplied with water from the municipal system subject to the LADWP Water System Rules and
requirements.#4 Thus, the Project would have no increased demands on water supply
capacity. No impact would occur.

c. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

No Impact. A significant impact would occur if a project exceeded wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Section 13260
of the California Water Code states that persons discharging or proposing to discharge waste that
could affect the quality of the waters of the State, other than into a community sewer system, shall
file a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) containing information which may be required by the
appropriate RWQCB. The RWQCB then authorizes a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit that ensures compliance with wastewater treatment and discharge
requirements. The Los Angeles RWQCB (LARWQCB) enforces wastewater treatment and
discharge requirements for properties on the Project Site and in the Project Site area.

Wastewater from the Project Site is conveyed through municipal sewage infrastructure
maintained by the Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation to the Hyperion Water Reclamation Plant
(HWRP). The HWRP is a public facility and, therefore, is subject to the State’s wastewater
treatment requirements stated in the California Water Code above. The HWRP treats an average

“ City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Written Correspondence from Martin Lam, P.E.,

Engineer of Central District, Water Distribution Engineering to Mr. Vincent Bertoni, Department of City
Planning, Re: Tract Map 83801 516 South Mission Road, dated July 19, 2022. (See Appendix A.1 to
this ND). LADWP did not provide a response to the Tract Map revision dated June 5, 2025.
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daily flow of 275 million gallons per day (mgd) on a dry weather day and was designed to
accommodate both dry and wet weather days with a maximum daily flow of 450 mgd and peak
wet weather flow of 800 mgd.45 This equals a remaining average daily flow of 175 mgd of
wastewater able to be treated at HWRP.

As discussed previously, the Project would not include new development that would result in new
floor area or additional residential or employment population. Therefore, existing wastewater
generated at the Project Site would continue to be conveyed through the municipal sewage
infrastructure and would continue to be treated according to the wastewater treatment
requirements enforced by the LARWQCB similar to existing uses. Existing below grade
infrastructure on the Project Site would remain in place. As noted in the City of Los Angeles
Department of Sanitation’s (LASAN) correspondence letter dated November 18, 2025, LASAN
found no potential problems to existing structures and/or potential maintenance issues, with the
noted exception that any proposed development in close proximity to existing easements must
secure Department of Public Works approval.#6 The Project would be in compliance with this
request. Thus, the Project would have no increased demands on wastewater infrastructure
capacity. No impact would occur.

d. Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in
excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project were to increase solid
waste generation to a degree such that existing and projected landfill capacity would be
insufficient to accommodate the additional solid waste. The Project would not involve any
demolition and/or construction activities that would have the potential to generate solid waste.
Additionally, no changes to the current studio operations is proposed. As such, no new operational
solid waste would be generated on the Project Site which would increase the demand for solid
waste accommodation from an area landfill. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on
solid waste infrastructure.

e. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction
statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact would occur if a project would not comply
with a federal, state, and local management and statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
The Project is limited to the vacation of two street segments. The only physical changes that
would occur to the Project Site would be limited to the removal of public street lights and the
installation of a perimeter fence to restrict traffic access within the vacated street segments. No

“ City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Hyperion Water Reclamation

Plant,
https://www.dropbox.com/s/arifp525e4ypbdf/Hyperion%20Water%20Reclamation%20Plant.pdf?dI=0,
accessed March 2023.

City of Los Angeles, Inter-Departmental Correspondence, from Kwasi Berko, Division Manager, Clean
Water North Conveyance Division, LA Sanitation & Environment, to Shana M.M. Bonstin, Arthi L.
Varma, Lisa M. Webber, Deputy Director of Planning, Department of City Planning, Re: VTT 83801 —
516 S. Mission Rd. (et al.), dated November 18, 2025. (See Appendix A.3. to this ND).
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new development or new floor area is proposed. Thus, the Project would not conflict with any
federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to
solid waste, and construction and demolition impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project includes the street vacation of certain existing
roadway segments internal to the Project Site to provide private access to the Ace Mission
Studios. No new development resulting in new floor area is proposed, and existing below grade
infrastructure would remain in place. As there is no new or additional floor area or development
being proposed, the Project would not generate new residential or employment population, which
would create an increased demand in public utilities. As such, the Project would not generate
water, wastewater, electricity, natural gas, or telecommunications that would be cumulatively
considerable, when viewed in conjunction with the related projects.

Regarding solid waste, the Project would not generate an increased demand for solid waste
infrastructure accommodation or have an increased effect on diminishing the daily capacity of
regional landfills.

Regarding storm water drainage, as previously established, because no new construction is
proposed, the Project would continue to generate surface water runoff that would be directed to
stormwater inlets in a similar manner as existing conditions. Thus, the Project would not create
a cumulatively considerable impacts on public utilities. Impacts would be less than
significant impact.

XX. WILDFIRE
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones would the
project:
a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency [ | [] [] X
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, [ ] [] [] =
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from
a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
c. Require the installation or maintenance of [ ] ] [] =
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that
may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?
d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, [ | ] ] =

including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Responses a through d: No Impact. A potential significant impact upon wildfire hazards could
occur if the Project Site were located on a state responsibility area or lands classified as very high
fire hazard severity zones. Lands subject to this provision have been designated by the City of
Los Angeles Fire Department pursuant to Government Code Section 51178 and were identified
and recommended to local agencies by the Director of Forestry and Fire Protection, based on
criteria that includes fuel loading, slope, fire weather, and other relevant factors. These areas
must comply with the Brush Clearance Requirements of the California Fire Code. The Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) was first established in the City of Los Angeles in 1999 and
replaced the older “Mountain Fire District” and “Buffer Zone”. In addition, the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire) updated their Fire Hazard Severity Zone
Maps in 2022 to reflect the latest science of fire risk and covers a much broader area of the state
than the prior iteration. The Project Site is not located within a state responsibility area of land
classified as a VHFHSZ.4748 Therefore, this Checklist Question is not applicable to the
Project, and no impact would occur.

Cumulative Impacts

No Impact. The Project and related land use projects are not located within a VHFHSZ. No
cumulative impacts with regard to wildfire risk would occur.

47 City of Los Angeles Fire Department, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map webpage,
https://www.lafd.org/fire-prevention/brush/fire-zone/fire-zone-map, accessed March 2023.

“® CalFire, State Responsibility Area Fire Hazard Severity Zones, Los Angeles County Map,
https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/cuxngmcw/fhsz_county_sra_11x17_2022_losangeles_ada.pdf,
accessed March 2023.
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XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially [ ] ] = []

degrade the quality of the environment,

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife

species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop

below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate

a plant or animal community, substantially reduce

the number or restrict the range of a rare or

endangered plant or animal or eliminate important

examples of the major periods of California history

or prehistory?
b. Does the project have impacts that are individually [ ] ] = []

limited, but cumulatively considerable?

(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the

incremental effects of a project are considerable

when viewed in connection with the effects of past

projects, the effects of other current projects, and

the effects of probable future projects)?
c. Does the project have environmental effects which [ ] [] = []

will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant
or animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare
or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory?

Less Than Significant. A significant impact would occur only if the Project results in potentially
significant impacts for any of the above issues. The Project is located in a densely populated
urban area and would have no significant impacts with respect to biological resources of
California’s history or pre-history. As noted in the analysis above, the Project Site is located in an
urbanized area in the City of Los Angeles and is currently developed with the Ace Mission Studios
Campus, which consists of light manufacturing buildings and associated surface parking lots. As
noted in the analysis above, the Project does not propose the removal of any trees. No native
habitat occurs on site. As such, the Project Site does not support any habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, would not cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, would

Ace Mission Studios Project PAGE 118 City of Los Angeles
Initial Study November 2025




not threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, would not substantially reduce the number
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California history or prehistory. Therefore, the Project would have a less
than significant impact on biological resources.

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Project, in conjunction with
other related projects in the area of the Project Site, would result in impacts that would be less
than significant when viewed separately, but would be significant when viewed together. As
concluded in the analysis provided under each Checklist Question above, the Project’s
incremental contribution to cumulative impacts related to all environmental issue areas would be
less than significant. As such, the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would be
less than significant.

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Project has the potential to
result in significant impacts, as discussed in the preceding sections, that would cause or
contribute to a substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Based
on the preceding environmental analysis the Project would result in less than significant impacts
with respect to impacts related to human health and safety, such as air quality, hazards and
hazardous materials, greenhouse gas emissions, geologic hazards, noise, public services, and
public utilities. Thus the Project’s impacts to human beings would be less than significant.

Ace Mission Studios Project PAGE 119 City of Los Angeles
Initial Study November 2025



5 PREPARERS AND PERSONS CONSULTED

Lead Agency

City of Los Angeles

Department of City Planning

200 North Spring Street, Room 621
Los Angeles, California 90012

Bryant Wu, City Planning Associate
Chi Dang, City Planner

Project Applicant

Duesenberg Investment Company, LLC
516 South Mission Road
Los Angeles CA 90033

Rebecca Reyna, Director
Alex Lampsos, Studio Manager

Engineer

KPFF
700 Flower Street, Suite 2100
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Chris Jones, PLS, Principal
Environmental Consultant

Parker Environmental Consultants
25350 Magic Mountain Parkway, Suite 300
Valencia, CA 91355

Shane E. Parker, President
Elise Lorenzana-Cronkrite, Senior Environmental Planner
Adrianna Gjonaj, Senior Environmental Planner

Ace Mission Studios Project PAGE 120
Initial Study

City of Los Angeles
November 2025



Traffic Consultant

Gibson Transportation Consulting Inc.
655 N. Central Avenue, Suite 920
Glendale CA 91203

Sarah M. Drobis, P.E.,
Casey Le, P.E.

Arborist

Alison Lancaster Consulting Arborists LLC
1744 Franklin Street Unit B
Santa Monica, CA 90404

Alison Lancaster
ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #770
ISA Board Certified Master Arborist #WWE-12464B

Ace Mission Studios Project PAGE 121 City of Los Angeles
Initial Study November 2025



6 REFERENCES

California Air Resources Board, The 2017 Scoping Plan Update: The Proposed Strategy for
Achieving California’s 2030 Greenhouse Gas Target, November 2017,
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf,
accessed September 2022.

California Air Resources Board, The 2022 Scoping Plan For Achieving Carbon Neutrality
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/ab-32-climate-change-scoping-plan/2022-
scoping-plan-documents, accessed May 2023.

California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey, Fault Activity Map of
California, https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/fam/, accessed August 2025.

California Department of Conservation, State of California Williamson Act Contract Land Map
2015-2016,
https://www.dropbox.com/home/2022%20Projects/400%20San%20Vicente%20SCEA/R
eferences?preview=CA+Dept+Conservation_LA+County+Williamson+Act+FY_15_16_W
A.pdf, accessed September 2024.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Statute and Guidelines, 2025.

City of Hayward et al. v Board of Trustees of the California State University (2015), 242 Cal.
App. 4th 833https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca-court-of-appeal/1719667.html, accessed
September 2022.

City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering, Navigate LA,
https://navigatela.lacity.org/navigatela/, accessed 2025.

City of Los Angeles, CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Air Quality Element of the General Plan,
November 24, 1992, https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/0ff9a9b0-0adf-49b4-8e07-
Oc16feea70bc/Air_Quality _Element.pdf, accessed August 2025.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, City of Los Angeles Zoning Information and
Map Access System (ZIMAS), http://www.zimas.lacity.org, accessed August 2025.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Conservation Element, Exhibit A: Mineral
Resources, November 2001, https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/28af7e21-ffdd-4f26-
84e6-dfa967b2a1ee/Conservation_Element.pdf, accessed August 2025.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, General Plan Elements,
https://planning.lacity.org/plans-policies/general-plan-overview, accessed August 2025.

Ace Mission Studios Project PAGE 122 City of Los Angeles
Initial Study November 2025



City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Housing Element 2021-2029,
https://planning.lacity.org/plans-policies/housing-element, accessed August 2025.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan
Framework Final Environmental Impact Report, 1995, Section 2.15 Cultural Resources,
Prehistoric & Historical Archaeological Sites and Survey Areas in the City of Los
Angeles,
https://planning.lacity.org/eir/LA%20citywide%20GP %20F mwk/FrameworkFEIR.pdf,
accessed August 2025.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Mobility Plan 2035: An Element of the
General Plan, September 7, 2016, https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/523f2a95-9d72-
41d7-aba5-1972f84c1d36/Mobility _Plan_2035.pdf, accessed September 2022.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources, SurveyLA
Wilshire Results, https://planning.lacity.org/preservation-design/survey-la-results-
wilshire, accessed August 2025.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Public Facilities and Services Element, Public
Recreation Plan, https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/43319adf-80e9-4080-8d1d-
ed7b3d3e2607/Public%20Facilities.pdf, accessed August 2025.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, The Citywide General Plan Framework, An
Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, adopted December 11, 1996 and re-
adopted August 8, 2001, https://planning.lacity.org/cwd/framwk/contents.htm, accessed
August 2025.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Boyle Heights Community Plan,
https://planning.lacity.gov/plans-policies/community-plan-area/boyle-heights, accessed
August 2025.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Zoning Information File, ZI No. 2452, Transit
Priority Areas (TPAs) / Exemptions to Aesthetics and Parking within TPAs Pursuant to
CEQA, http://zimas.lacity.org/documents/zoneinfo/Z12452.pdf, accessed August 2025.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Los Angeles Municipal Code,
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/los_angeles/latest/lamc/0-0-0-107363, accessed
August 2025.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, The Green New Deal Sustainable City pLAN,
2019, https://plan.mayor.lacity.gov/las-green-new-deal/reports, accessed August 2025.

City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, High Injury Network,
https://ladotlivablestreets.org/programs/vision-zero/maps, accessed August 2025.

Ace Mission Studios Project PAGE 123 City of Los Angeles
Initial Study November 2025



City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Historic Resources Inventory, HistoricPlacesLA Webpage,
http://historicplacesla.org/index.htm, accessed September 2024.

City of Los Angeles, Protected Tree Ordinance No. 186,873, 2021,
https://streetsla.lacity.org/sites/default/files/protected_tree ordinance.pdf, accessed
August 2025.

City of Los Angeles, Safety Element of the General Plan, Exhibit A — Alquist Priolo Special
Study Zones & Fault Rupture Study Areas in the City of Los Angeles,
https://ffiles.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/221458-
6/attachment/ZCwECAZaE2n8EukiyVAOANYfdy6TZY8k6JQNLxSmnjBhimW-
G9JktkdTM4_HdFlaZzwOJr5iKxv6c4B9x0, accessed September 2024.

City of Los Angeles, Safety Element of the General Plan, Exhibit B — Areas Susceptible to
Liquefaction in the City of Los Angeles, https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/221458-
6/attachment/ZCwECAZaE2n8EukiyVAOANYfdy6TZY8k6JQNLXxSmnjBhimW-
G9JkftkdTM4_HdFlaZwOJr5iKxv6c4B9x0, accessed September 2024.

City of Los Angeles, Safety Element of the General Plan, Exhibit C — Landslide Inventory &
Hillside Areas in the City of Los Angeles, https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/221458-
6/attachment/ZCwECAZaE2n8EukiyVAOANYfdy6TZY8k6JQNLXxSmnjBhimW-
G9JkfkdTM4_HdFlaZwOJr5iKxv6c4B9x0, accessed September 2024.

City of Los Angeles, Safety Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan, Exhibit H, Critical
Facilities and Lifeline Systems in the City of Los Angeles, April 1995,
https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/221458-
6/attachment/ZCwECAZaE2n8EukiyVAOANYfdy6TZY8k6JQNLXxSmnjBhimW-
G9JkftkdTM4_HdFlaZwOJr5iKxv6c4B9x0, accessed September 2024.

City of Los Angeles, Sustainable City pLAnN, April 8, 2015,
https://plan.lamayor.org/sites/default/files/2015_ Sustainable_City pLAn.pdf, accessed
September 2024.

Southern California Association of Governments, Connect SoCal, 2020-2045 Regional
Transportation / Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), September 2020,
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/0903fconnectsocal-plan_0.pdf,
accessed September 2024.

Southern California Association of Governments, Connect SoCal, 2020-2045 Regional
Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), Demographics and
Growth Forecast Appendix, September 2020, https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-
attachments/0903fconnectsocal_demographics-and-growth-forecast.pdf, accessed
September 2024.

Southern California Association of Government, Connect SoCal, 2020-2045 Regional
Transportation / Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), Sustainable

Ace Mission Studios Project PAGE 124 City of Los Angeles
Initial Study November 2025



Communities Strategy (SCS) Technical Report, adopted September 2020, website:
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/0903fconnectsocal_sustainable-
communities-strategy.pdf, accessed September 2024.

State of California Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,
2006, http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/05-06/bill/asm/ab_0001-
0050/ab_32_bill_20060927_chaptered.pdf, accessed September 2022.

State of California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program, Los Angeles County Important Farmland 2016, Map,
https://www.dropbox.com/home/2022%20Projects/400%20San%20Vicente%20SCEA/R
eferences?preview=CA+Dept+Conservation_LA+County+Important+Farmland+2016.pdf
, accessed September 2024.

State of California, Division of Land Resources Protection, Williamson Act Program,
https://www.dropbox.com/home/2022%20Projects/400%20San%20Vicente%20SCEA/R
eferences?preview=CA+Dept+Conservation_LA+County+Williamson+Act+FY_15_16_W
A.pdf, accessed September 2024.

Ace Mission Studios Project PAGE 125 City of Los Angeles
Initial Study November 2025





