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November 16, 2020 
 

VIA E-MAIL 
 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Los Angeles City Council 
c/o City Clerk, Room 395 
200 North Spring Street  
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 
  

Re: November 19, 2020 Agenda, Item 10:  Promenade 2035 Project CEQA Appeal 
(Council File No. 20-1126) 

 
Dear Chair Harris-Dawson and Honorable Councilmembers:   
 
 On behalf of the applicant Unibail-Rodamco-Westfield (“URW”), we support Planning 
staff’s recommendation and respectfully request your denial of the CEQA appeal of the 
environmental clearance for the Promenade 2035 Project, which was unanimously approved by 
the City Planning Commission after lengthy and rigorous environmental review.  As URW has 
described to you in their letter also being submitted today, they are proud to follow their award-
winning adjacent projects in Warner Center, including Westfield Topanga and the Village at 
Westfield Topanga, with Promenade 2035.  With sustainability as a hallmark, the master-planned 
and phased Project will transform an aging enclosed mall surrounded by blacktop surface 
parking into a vibrant mixed-use development, consistent with the City’s Warner Center Specific 
Plan. 
 

Located at 6100 N. Topanga Canyon Boulevard, a 34-acre site in the Downtown District 
of the City’s Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan area, the Project follows the City’s approved 
Specific Plan while adding voluntary affordable housing.  As Councilmember Blumenfield’s 
leadership has emphasized the vital importance of affordable housing, URW’s approved project 
reflects an innovative approach to incorporate subsidized housing for 10% of the housing units, 
with an additional voluntary program for stakeholder housing for an additional 5% of housing 
units in the initial Project phases.  
  

We agree with the Department of City Planning that the Appellant has not provided 
substantial evidence or raised appeal issues that require further analysis under CEQA.  The 
City’s process fully complied with CEQA and the public, including the Appellant, has been 
afforded full opportunity to participate in the process.  The Promenade 2035 Project is the result 
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of over a decade of public engagement and community input in both the City’s Warner Center 
Specific Plan and the Promenade 2035 Project, which implements the Specific Plan’s vision for 
the Downtown District of Warner Center.   

As detailed in the timeline of the extensive process in Attachment A, the City adopted the 
Warner Center Specific Plan in 2013, after Councilmember Blumenfield took office, culminating 
an eight year process of public participation that included a Citizen Advisory Committee.  The 
City also certified the Warner Center Specific Plan EIR, which was designed so that projects 
consistent with the Specific Plan could utilize the Specific Plan EIR as environmental clearance.  
Although the Promenade 2035 Project is consistent with the Specific Plan EIR, that EIR had not 
identified the former Macy’s building at the Promenade as a potentially significant historic 
resource, though the City conducted a separate Citywide historic resources survey.  The 
Promenade 2035 Project therefore agreed to prepare a Supplemental EIR for public review and 
comment which would address the historic issue, tiering off of the City’s EIR for the Warner 
Center Specific Plan.   

The Project’s Supplemental EIR process began with a Notice of Preparation and public 
Scoping Meeting in November 2016, and has now been ongoing for four years.  The public 
review period on the Draft Supplemental EIR, which was released in April 2018, was over 90 
days, more than double the review period required under CEQA.  The City released the Final 
Supplemental EIR a year later, in April 2019, and an Erratum with additional information earlier 
this year, in May 2020.  The Project modifications analyzed in the Erratum were proposed as a 
result of continued community engagement that followed the Zoning Administrator’s July 2019 
approval and concerns raised in appeals of that determination, including by the current 
Appellant.  For example, the Appellant raised concerns in his prior appeal regarding affordable 
housing, and as noted above, URW has added an affordable housing component to the Project, 
including low-income and workforce housing, as well as a stakeholder housing program.   

Project modifications in response to public comments are exactly how the CEQA and 
entitlement processes are intended to work; in fact, the Woodland Hills Homeowners 
Organization withdrew their appeal at the City Planning Commission’s hearing on the modified 
Project.  However this Appellant, Mr. Bornstein, now claims that the Project modifications were 
not properly analyzed under CEQA and that the public was not afforded adequate opportunity to 
review and comment.  As stated clearly in the Erratum, the proposed land uses, maximum 
number of residential units, and overall project square footage of the Project remained the same 
with the proposed modifications.  A key component of the modifications analyzed in the Erratum 
included a significant reduction in the square footage and seats proposed for the Entertainment 
and Sports Center, in response to community concerns.   

The Appellant was actively engaged in the CEQA and entitlement processes for the 
Project, provided comments, appealed the Zoning Administrator’s determination last year, 
received regular updates from City Planning staff throughout the process and in advance of the 
City Planning Commission hearing, and testified before the City Planning Commission.  There is 
no reason that the Appellant’s comments in this appeal could not have been raised earlier in the 
process, and, in any event, Appellant does not raise any new issues or provide new information 
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warranting further environmental review.  Unfortunately, this CEQA appeal appears to be a 
delay tactic despite the fact that the Project approval itself is not appealable to the Council.   

Moreover, the alleged substantive basis for the CEQA appeal was not even submitted to 
the City until a month after the due date, and for several reasons, it is not clear that the CEQA 
appeal was properly filed.  First, though the Project’s tract map approvals and environmental 
clearance were appealable, they were not appealed.  The City’s CEQA appeal procedures permit 
a CEQA appeal only when “all administrative appeals of the Project approval were exhausted” 
(LAMC, Section 11.5.13.C.1).  “Project” is defined pursuant to CEQA, which relates to the 
“whole of the action” and not just one specific approval (LAMC Section 11.5.13.B, citing Public 
Resources Code Section 21065 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15378).  In the legislative history 
for the ordinance enacting LAMC Section 11.5.13, the City Attorney’s report states that the 
ordinance “requires that no CEQA appeal may be filed unless all appeals on the project 
approvals were exhausted” (emphasis added).  Similarly, the Planning staff report on the 
ordinance stated that “Appellants must first utilize all available administrative appeals, and no 
further appeals of the project must be available before appealing a project’s CEQA clearance to 
the City Council” (emphasis added).  The staff report also states:  “Because the CEQA appeal is 
the last appeal available after all other appeals are exhausted, there is ample time for 
consideration of environmental concerns that appellants may have.”  In its conclusion, the staff 
report reiterates that “[t]he proposed ordinance… requires that all administrative appeals first be 
exhausted…” That criteria has not been met here, as the Project’s tract maps were further 
appealable but not appealed.  Thus, the Appellant failed to exhaust all administrative appeals as 
required before a CEQA appeal may be filed.   

In addition, the City’s CEQA appeal procedures require the appeal to be filed in a form 
and manner required by the Department of City Planning.  The Planning Department’s CEQA 
appeal form requires the appellant to include a justification describing the specific reasons for the 
appeal, including “how [the appellant] believe[s] CEQA was incorrectly applied, providing a 
legal basis for the appeal.”  Here, as noted in the Planning staff report, the “justification” in the 
CEQA appeal application included a single sentence with no supporting explanation or evidence.  
The “appeal” filed on the appeal deadline appears to have been merely a placeholder, and the 
Appellant’s representative filed supplemental justification letters nearly a month after the close 
of the appeal period.  This is not how the CEQA appeal process is intended to work, especially 
when the City Council is ordinarily expected to act on the CEQA appeal within 75 days (LAMC 
Section 11.5.13.E).  For these reasons, the appeal could be denied on procedural grounds as well 
as for the Appellant’s failure, in the subsequent submittals, to raise any substantive issues 
justifying further review.   

In any case, even if the appeal is considered notwithstanding Appellant’s failure to 
exhaust administrative remedies or timely file the justification for the appeal, we agree with the 
Planning Department’s conclusion that there is no basis for further environmental review under 
CEQA.  We concur with the detailed responses provided by City Planning to each of the points 
raised in the supplemental letters, and we appreciate the City’s time and effort addressing the 
Appellant’s untimely and unsubstantiated claims.  For the reasons identified by the City, and the 
additional substantive justifications set forth in Attachment B of this letter in further support of 
the City Planning Department’s conclusion, no further review is required under CEQA.   
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 On behalf of URW, we respectfully request that you uphold the City Planning 
Commission’s unanimous determination, and deny the CEQA appeal.  Planning for the future is 
ever more important given the current pandemic; the Project represents over $1 billion in long-
term investment in Warner Center, creating more than 10,000 construction jobs and over 9,000 
permanent jobs upon completion. The process of public review and comment, both on the Project 
itself and through CEQA, has been more than fulfilled and it is time to move forward. We 
appreciate your consideration.   
 

Very truly yours,  

 
       Lucinda Starrett 
       of LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 
 
 

Attachments: 

A. Environmental Review Process Timeline 
B. Responses to CEQA Points in Supplemental Letters  
 
 
cc (by electronic mail): 
Elizabeth Ene, Councilmember Bob Blumenfield’s Office 
Luci Ibarra, Department of City Planning 
Elva Nuno-O’Donnell, Department of City Planning 
Kim Brewer, URW 
Shivaun Cooney, Latham & Watkins 
Lauren Glaser, Latham & Watkins  
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

Extensive Environmental Review Process: Supplemental EIR for Promenade 2035 Project 
Consistent with Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan and its EIR 

Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan Process 

• The Warner Center Specific Plan was developed over an 8 year process with extensive 
public participation.  More than 120 meetings were held in the community prior to 
adoption of the Warner Center Specific Plan, as detailed below based on  information 
from the City’s staff report to the City Planning Commission:   

o more than 100 Citizen Advisory Committee meetings between 2006 and 2012 

o two large Public Workshops in the summer of 2008 (attended by over 450 people) 

o EIR Scoping Meeting on June 22, 2009 

o EIR open house (after release of the Final EIR) on September 10, 2013 (City sent 
notice to approximately 8,000 property owners and residents) 

o a hearing on the Final EIR on September 18, 2013 (City sent notice to 
approximately 8,000 property owners and residents) 

o public hearings at the City Planning Commission, PLUM, and City Council 
between Fall of 2012 and Fall of 2013 

Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan EIR 

• The Warner Center Specific Plan EIR was certified by City Council on April 24, 2013 

• The Warner Center Specific Plan EIR was designed so that projects consistent with the 
Specific Plan could utilize the Specific Plan EIR as environmental clearance.   

Promenade 2035 Project and Promenade 2035 Supplemental EIR Process  

• The Promenade 2035 Project is consistent with the Specific Plan EIR, but since that EIR 
had not identified the former Macy’s building at the Promenade as a potentially 
significant historic resource, though a later City survey had characterized it as such, the 
Promenade 2035 Project agreed to prepare a Supplemental EIR for public review and 
comment.  

• Promenade 2035 Project applications filed with City – October 13, 2016 

• Notice of Preparation for Promenade 2035 Supplemental EIR was published by City 
November 9, 2016, for a 34-day comment period 
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• Public Scoping Meeting or Promenade 2035 Supplemental EIR was held by City on 
November 29, 2016 

• Draft Supplemental EIR was published by City and circulated for public review and 
comment on April 26, 2018, initially for a 45-day comment period (to June 11, 2018) 

• Comment period was extended on June 5, 2018, to July 26, 2018, for a total public 
comment circulation period of 92 days, more than double the usual comment period 

• Final Supplemental EIR released on April 5, 2019, with responses to comments 

• Concurrent public hearing was held by Zoning Administrator and Deputy Advisory 
Agency on April 30, 2019 

• The Zoning Administrator certified the SEIR in its letter of determination dated July 17, 
2019; tract map approvals using the same SEIR as environmental clearance were also 
issued on July 22, 2019 

• Appeals were filed by Jeff Bornstein (current Appellant) and others of ZA determination 
in July 2019 

• URW submitted project modifications in response to appeals, including proposed 
affordable housing programs and a reduction in the size of the Entertainment and Sports 
Center, to City Planning on February 21, 2020 

• Notice issued for City Planning Commission hearing on February 27, 2020, for March 
26, 2020 hearing 

• Following mid-March COVID-19 orders, notice issued on March 18, 2020 of 
cancellation of March City Planning Commission hearing due to COVID-19 pandemic  

• Notice of City Planning Commission hearing issued April 28, 2020, for hearing 
scheduled for May 28, 2020 

• Additional EIR information resulting from modifications (referenced by City as Erratum) 
was released by City May 5, 2020 

• City Planning Commission hearing held on appeals May 28, 2020, and project with 
modifications unanimously approved 

• City Planning Commission Letters of Determination from May 2020 hearing were issued 
August 4, 2020 

• The City Planning Commission’s determination on the ZA case was issued August 4, 
2020 and was not further appealable.  The Tract Maps were appealable (appeal deadline – 
August 14, 2020); no appeals were filed 
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• CEQA appeal deadline – August 19, 2020; CEQA appeal filed by Jeff Bornstein 
(represented by Channel Law Group) on August 19, 2020; justification for appeal filed in 
supplemental letters dated September 14 and 23, 2020 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Responses to CEQA Points in Supplemental Letters 

 The Appellant’s arguments that the City’s environmental review process failed to comply 
with CEQA lack merit.  The City complied with all procedural and substantive requirements of 
CEQA in preparing, publishing, and certifying the Project’s Supplemental EIR and preparing and 
publishing the Erratum to analyze the Project’s modifications in response to community 
feedback.  In addition to the City’s more detailed responses to the specific points raised in the 
Appellant’s Supplemental Letters, we note the following: 

Recirculation of the Supplemental EIR is Not Required 

 The Appellant claims that the City’s CEQA review process was confusing and deprived 
the public the opportunity to review and comment on the modifications to the Project.  Yet, the 
Appellant was an active participant in the process throughout the last several years.  The 
Appellant commented on the Draft Supplemental EIR, which comments were fully responded to 
within the Final Supplemental EIR, but failed to raise many of the substantive concerns 
regarding the EIR’s detailed technical analysis until after the Project’s approvals were final.  Nor 
were these issues raised in the Appellant’s appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s determination or 
the Appellant’s testimony before the City Planning Commission.   

The Appellant’s late-filed supplemental letters raise substantive environmental concerns 
and issues with the CEQA review procedure for the first time, 18 months after the release of the 
Final Supplemental EIR, more than four months after the release of the Erratum, and nearly a 
month after the close of the CEQA appeal period.  Nevertheless, the City has prepared detailed 
responses to these substantive issues as presented in the City Planning staff recommendation 
report to the City Council dated November 10, 2020.  As the Department of City Planning 
concluded, “the Appellant has not raised appeal points or provided substantial evidence that 
require the City Council to decertify Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2016-
3909-EIR and set aside the Project approvals.”  The Appellant’s failure to utilize the numerous 
opportunities for public participation in the CEQA review process to raise these substantive 
concerns does not constitute a failure of the public review process or indicate that further public 
review of the Project’s Supplemental EIR or Erratum is required.   

Further, the Appellant claims that the modifications made to the Project in response to 
feedback from City staff and the community necessitate recirculation of the Supplemental EIR.  
CEQA does not require recirculation of an EIR unless significant new information changes the 
EIR in a manner that deprives the public a meaningful opportunity to comment upon substantial 
adverse environmental impacts.  (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(a).) Here, the Draft Supplemental 
EIR was published more than two years ago, the Final Supplemental EIR was published 18 
months ago, and the 45-page Erratum (excluding appendices) was published several weeks prior 
to the City Planning Commission’s hearing (earlier than required) and more than four months 
prior to the Appellant’s submittal of the Supplemental Letters detailing alleged inadequacies in 
the technical analyses.  As the Erratum details, the modifications to the Project are within the 
scope of the analysis in the Supplemental EIR and the Erratum did not identify any new impacts 
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or a substantial increase in the severity of any impact.  The Erratum demonstrated that the 
Project as modified is within the envelope of development analyzed in the Supplemental EIR, no 
additional impacts would result, and no new mitigation is required.  There was no significant 
new information that would preclude the public’s ability to comment on the potential impacts of 
the Project.  The public was provided ample opportunity to comment upon the Project’s potential 
environmental impacts and recirculation is not required under CEQA. 

The City Did Not Abuse Its Discretion in Approving Modifications to the Project 

 In response to public comment, including from the Appellant, and feedback from the 
City, URW made various modifications to the Project to allow for the incorporation of on-site 
affordable housing and reduce the size and capacity of the Entertainment and Sports Center.  As 
demonstrated in the Erratum, these refinements to the Project’s development program did not 
result in any new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of impacts 
previously analyzed.  The modifications to the Project did not change the overall square footage 
of the Project, the proposed land uses, or the total number of residential units.  The modifications 
simply reallocated floor area amongst the already proposed land uses, and did not introduce new 
land uses.  Further, the modifications did not result in any major changes to the design of the 
Project site, including the circulation patterns, or the placement of various land uses.  While the 
Appellant attempts to characterize the modifications as a completely new project requiring a new 
environmental review, the Project’s refinements instead incorporated public and City comment 
without materially changing the impact conclusions analyzed in the Supplemental EIR.  

In fact, development of the Project site was already contemplated and analyzed in the 
Warner Center Specific Plan EIR, which analyzed development to be permitted under the 
Specific Plan through 2035, including much higher density for the Project site than proposed 
under the Project.  The Warner Center Specific Plan contemplates the development of more than 
1.5 million square feet of retail and more than 2.5 million square feet of office uses within the 
area of the Project site, and also permits residential uses.  The Promenade 2035 Project analyzed 
in the Supplemental EIR and the Erratum and approved by the City Planning Commission would 
add approximately 2.6 million square feet of net new development on the Project Site, well 
below the permitted density for the site that was analyzed in the Warner Center Specific Plan 
EIR. 

Unlike the examples that the Appellant references in its Supplemental Letter, the Project 
represents a specific development and is not a conceptual program lacking definition.  The 
Description of Proposed Modifications contained on pages 3 through 10 of the Erratum detailed 
the proposed refinements, including the reduction of building height in the residential buildings 
on the northern half of the Project Site, the reduction in the size of the Entertainment and Sports 
Center, and the corresponding modifications to the mix of non-residential land uses in the 
Project’s Southwest Area.  Further, the Modified Project Site Plan on page 5 of the Erratum 
shows the placement of the various buildings across the Project Site.  Both the Supplemental EIR 
and the Erratum provide a high level of detail about the proposed Project and its potential 
impacts.  The Project modifications analyzed in the Erratum were also presented in detail by both 
Planning staff and the applicant at the City Planning Commission hearing in May 2020, in which 
the Appellant actively participated.  Consistent with CEQA, the City Planning Commission’s 
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determination sets forth the specific reasons to support its action in findings and a statement of 
overriding considerations.  As detailed in the City Planning Commission’s determination, the 
Project includes substantial public benefits that outweigh the Project’s few significant and 
unavoidable impacts, and overriding considerations of economic, social, aesthetic, and 
environmental benefits for the Project justify its adoption, as well as certification of the 
Supplemental EIR.  There is no basis for the Appellant’s claim that the City abused its discretion 
in approving the Project. 

Appellant’s Substantive Critiques of the Supplemental EIR and Erratum are Unfounded  

 The Appellant raises various substantive critiques of the detailed technical analyses 
contained within the Supplemental EIR and Erratum, including the approach to analyzing 
greenhouse gas emissions, but fails to describe how these critiques render the Project’s 
environmental review inadequate.  As noted above, the City’s responses to the Appellant’s 
arguments confirm that there are no substantive inadequacies in the Project’s environmental 
review (see City Planning staff recommendation report to the City Council dated November 10, 
2020). 

 The Supplemental EIR and Erratum include an exhaustive review of the Project’s 
potential environmental impacts, in many instances going above and beyond the minimum 
requirements of CEQA.  Collectively, the Draft and Final Supplemental EIR include more than 
thirty technical appendices detailing the rigorous environmental analysis of the Project.  The 
Erratum also includes technical documentation supporting its conclusions.  The Project’s 
comprehensive environmental analysis meets or exceeds all substantive requirements of CEQA, 
and, as discussed above, the public was afforded ample opportunity for review and comment.  
The Appellant’s argument that certain aspects of this detailed analysis failed to comply with 
CEQA or City standards is not supported by substantial evidence.   

 For example, more than a month after the CEQA appeal deadline, the Appellant 
submitted comments on the Erratum prepared by SWAPE, alleging that the Erratum did not 
adequately evaluate greenhouse gas emissions associated with the Project.  However, as detailed 
in the technical responses prepared by the environmental consultant, Eyestone Environmental, 
included in the City Planning staff recommendation report to the City Council dated November 
10, 2020, no substantial evidence was provided in the SWAPE comments that the analysis was 
inadequate or that further analysis is required under CEQA. 

In addition to the responses included in the City Planning staff recommendation report 
and the Eyestone Environmental memorandum, we note that the Project is exactly the kind of 
development encouraged by state, regional, and local regulatory plans to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.  As explained in the environmental analysis for the Project, the Project is an infill 
development that would concentrate new residential, retail/restaurant, office, hotel and 
entertainment uses in close proximity to public transit opportunities (e.g., light rail and bus 
routes).  The Project site is located in a High Quality Transit Area as designated by the 2016-
2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, and it is directly adjacent 
to the Warner Center Transit Hub.  The Project would expand multi-modal transportation options 
and promote a pedestrian-friendly community and bicycling by breaking up the current single, 



November 16, 2020 
Page 11 

                         

 
US-DOCS\118907989 

large superblock with a number of paths traversing the Project site.  In addition, the Project 
includes a number of project design features that would reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 
reduce the amount of energy used by the Project, conserve water, and promote recycling, as well 
as a substantial commitment to provide solar energy on the Project site.  

The Appellant suggests that the environmental analysis was flawed in its consideration of 
the Project’s consistency with state, regional, and local regulatory plans (AB 32, SCAG’s 2016-
2040 RTP/SCS, and the City’s LA Green Plan) in connection with the analysis of the Project’s 
potential impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions.  However, such consistency analyses are a 
well-established component of the City’s greenhouse gas analyses.  As explained above, among 
other consistency determinations, the Project is exactly the type of infill Project near public 
transit that is encouraged by the 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy, which is a regional plan adopted by the Southern California Association 
of Governments to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the land use and transportation sectors 
pursuant to SB 375.  Moreover, the consistency assessment is but one part of a comprehensive 
analysis that also quantified the Project’s greenhouse gas emissions and evaluated the Project in 
relation to an efficiency metric.  This type of analytical approach has been expressly found to be 
adequate for purposes of CEQA, where the greenhouse gas emissions analysis includes both a 
quantitative analysis of a project’s emissions and a qualitative analysis of the project’s 
consistency with state and local plans and policies (see City of Long Beach v. City of Los 
Angeles, 19 Cal.App.5th 465, 491-94 (2018)). 

In addition, Appellant asserts that the plan elements listed in CEQA Guidelines section 
15183.5(b)(1) must be met in order for a plan to be a “statewide, regional, or local plan for the 
reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions” that a lead agency may use for its 
consistency analysis.  However, CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4 provides lead agencies 
substantial discretion in assessing the significance of GHG impacts, and section 15064.4(b)(3) 
merely refers to such plans as an example, among others, that may be considered (“The extent to 
which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, 
regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions (see, e.g., 
section 15183.5(b))” (emphasis added)).  Thus, a plan that meets the requirements of section 
15183.5(b)(1) is just one example of plans that can be a “statewide, regional, or local plan for the 
reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.” Furthermore, the remaining portion of 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4(b)(3) states that a lead agency can also use comparisons to 
plans that do not meet the requirements of section 15183.5(b)(1) to make determinations of 
significance:  “In determining the significance of impacts, the lead agency may consider a 
project’s consistency with the State’s long-term climate goals or strategies, provided that 
substantial evidence supports the agency’s analysis of how those goals or strategies address the 
project’s incremental contribution to climate change and its conclusion that the project's 
incremental contribution is not cumulatively considerable.”  (see Center for Biological Diversity 
v. Dep’t of Fish & Wildlife (2015), 62 Cal.4th 204, 223 [rejecting argument that using AB 32 to 
assess GHG impacts was improper under CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4(b)(3), and noting 
that “a discussion of a project’s consistency with the State’s long-term climate stabilization 
objectives … will often be appropriate … under CEQA . . .”].) Here, the City properly evaluated 
the Project’s GHG emissions for consistency with the 2016-2040 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, the Climate Change Scoping Plan under AB 32, and the 
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City’s LA Green Plan.  Thus, Appellant’s comments are not consistent with the CEQA 
Guidelines.   

Further, as noted above, the Warner Center Specific Plan EIR already analyzed 
development of the Warner Center area, including redevelopment of the Project Site.  The 
supplemental environmental analysis prepared for the Project provides a site-specific analysis 
that demonstrates that the Project, with implementation of project design features, would not 
result in significant impacts to greenhouse gas emissions.  As explained in the Supplemental EIR 
for the Project, the Project represents a reduction of approximately one million square feet of 
development and substantially fewer vehicular trips as compared to the Warner Center Specific 
Plan EIR’s analysis for the Project site area, and the Project has incorporated project design 
features to further reduce GHG emissions.  Thus, the Project represents a reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions compared to the analogous land uses analyzed in the Warner Center 
Specific Plan EIR.  The Appellant’s contentions that the Project’s greenhouse gas emissions 
analysis is inadequate are unfounded, and there is no basis for further analysis under CEQA.   

 

  

 
 


