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June 5, 2018 

Via Electronic Mail and Hand Delivery (with references)  

Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission 
c/o Ms. Rosie O. Ruiz 
320 West Temple Street, 13th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
rruiz@planning.lacounty.gov  
 
Re: Centennial Specific Plan  

Dear Commissioners: 

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity 
and the California Native Plant Society regarding the proposed Centennial Project 
. 

Tejon Ranchcorp and its talented team of lawyers and consultants have performed an 
amazing feat they have packaged this incredibly harmful city-sized sprawl project as 

-friendly, when in fact it is the exact opposite.  

We ask that you look past this packaging and reject Centennial for what it is a sprawl 
city in a remote, fire- and earthquake-prone area that will destroy t 
remaining native grasslands. This sprawl city which is an hour drive (with no traffic) from the 
LA Metro area will not provide housing for people already living in Los Angeles communities, 
nor will it provide any benefit to existing communities.  Instead, it will redirect scarce County 
resources for schools, public safety, and social services to a remote corner of the County.  

We ask that you remember that you have no duty to satisfy Tejon and its Wall Street 
shareholders by approving this proposal. The people of LA County want real solutions to the 
housing shortage, not far-flung cities that eliminate irreplaceable wildlands. 
Please listen to the thousands of community members that have taken the time to write to 
the County and voice their objections to this project. 

You should also reject this Project because 
 does not  to 
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adequately analyze a range of environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives; and 
to adequately describe the Project, its impacts, and mitigation.  Indeed, the vast majority of the 

DEIR have not been effectively addressed in the FEIR 
and responses to comments.  Some of the continuing errors are detailed below but most other 

ding and so those 
comments are incorporated herein by reference. The Conservation Groups will be submitting 
additional comments on the FEIR once they have had adequate time to review the thousands of 
pages of additional documents that were released on May 24, 2018. 

 The Center is a non-profit, public interest environmental organization dedicated to the 
protection of native species and their habitats through science, policy, and environmental law.  
The Center has over one million members and online activists throughout California and the 
United Sates.  The Center has worked for many years to protect imperiled plants and wildlife, 
open space, air and water quality, and overall quality of life for people in Los Angeles County. 

The -profit environmental organization 
with 10,000 members in 35 Chapters across California and Baja California, Mexico
m s native plant heritage and preserve it for future generations 
through application of science, research, education, and conservation. CNPS works closely with 
decision-makers, scientists, and local planners to advocate for well-informed policies, 
regulations, and land management practices. 

I. The FEIR Does Not Mitigate the Severe Traffic Impacts of the Project on the 
-Burdened Freeways. 

Centennial is the poster child for 20th century sprawl.  
FEIR states that only 20 percent of commutes need to occur by some form of transit other than 

 of trips will occur by SOVs, 
with the nearest metro centers in Santa Clarita and Los Angeles 35 and 65 miles away, 
respectively. E eving 20 percent of trips by non-SOVs is not likely 
achievable; while the FEIR purports to commit to this goal, there are no plans or policies 
identified in the FEIR to actually achieve this goal except for unspecified (FEIR at 
2-98.) Similarly, there is no consequence if this measure is found to be infeasible in the real 
world.  Nor does there appear to be monitoring to ensure this goal is reached.  And how could 
there be?  Will Tejon or developers to which Tejon sells the project entitlements be requiring 
residents to mandatorily report what manner of transportation they use to leave the project site?  
Such mandatory reporting would obviously implicate privacy concerns and likely be infeasible.  
CEQA requires that mitig
the p Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1116; see 
also Sierra Club v. County of San Diego 
measure is effective requires not just quantification, but also an assessment of the likelihood of 

light of various 
factors].)  promises do not begin to meet  standard.   

highlighted that there is no mechanism to ensure that commercial development and residential 
development are built concurrently; such concurrent development would be necessary to ensure 
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at least some residents have an opportunity to seek jobs onsite and therefore avoid multi-hour 
commutes to the LA Metro.  This concern is shared by Caltrans, which similarly commented: 

If residential development occurs prior to the commercial, business, and employment 
 center, the typical morning and evening commutes could occur, thus establishing a sprawl 
 type of development.  To avoid an unsustainable scenario, the County as lead agency 
 should plan the phasing of the development accordingly. Both residential and 
 employment centers should be developed concurrently. (FEIR, Vol. I at PDF 116.) 

The FEIR attempts to address this issue by claiming that the approval process for 

development occur concurrently. (FEIR at 2-73  76.) However, it is unclear from the FEIR 
whether TTM applications would implicate discretionary or ministerial decision by the County, 
such that CEQA does not necessarily apply.  The EIR does state that approval of final 
subdivision maps will only amount to a ministerial decision by the County. (DEIR at 4-105.)  
Quite tellingly, the FEIR sharply limits which County actions would be construed as 

 such that CEQA would likely only apply to 
  (FEIR at 3-100.)   

Likewise, section 4.5 of the Specific Plan purports to describe the scope of ministerial 
and discretionary authority of the County.  In that section, the Specific Plan states:  

If an applicant requests a change to the phasing design (order of phasing or configuration 
 of each phase map) of an approved Tentative Map, the Director, in consultation with the 
 subdivision committee, shall approve such change if the Director determines that the new 
 order or configuration substantially conforms to the approved Tentative Map. (Specific 
 Plan at 4-5.)  
While the import of this section is not completely clear, it suggests that the configuration and 
timing of phase maps would only be ministerial decisions which the County would be required 

.  In short, the FEIR and Specific Plan suggest that Tejon or future owners of 
the entitlements can make significant changes to the project design and to project phasing 
without any discretionary decision-making processes of the County, and thus without any public 
hearings, public participation, or CEQA review.  
commercial and residential development will occur in tandem. 

In an attempt to alleviate the enormous amount of traffic generated by this Project, the 
FEIR claims that an expanded SR-

-106.)  The FEIR accordingly 
promises to add more lanes to Highway 138 as a mitigation measure. (FEIR at 2-84.)  But the 

not appropriately analyzed or 
considered LA County is already dealing with the legacy of existing freeways and sprawl built 
with little regard for their effects on wildlife movement.  For instance, our local mountain lion 
population is hanging on by a thread due to poorly planned freeway development, necessitating a 
$60 million wildlife crossing to help undo the damage.  Should we really be building another 
freeway on one of the most important habitat linkages in the state in order to accommodate 
the desire of Tejon and its shareholders to make money?  Expanding Highway 138 into a 
full-size freeway will categorically have profound effects on wildlife movement, which will 
become even more imp  
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In addition, while Caltrans recently finalized an EIR/EIS for the SR-138 expansion, there 
would be little reason to actually build this costly highway expansion project unless Centennial is 
approved by the County.  The EIR/EIS for the Northwest State Route 138 Corridor Improvement 
Project  

nt is Centennial and Tejon Mountain Village (which 
Kern County approved years ago, but has not yet been built).  (SR 138 EIR at 31, 47.)  The SR-

accordingly to LA Metro.1  In short, it will likely not be built unless Centennial is approved by 
the County.  With an extensive backlog in maintenance on existing roads in California, 
should the County be approving a massive development that will be dependent upon the 
construction of what will essentially be a new freeway, paid for with scarce taxpayer 
resources?  

Likewise, the FEIR abjectly fails to put forward any workable plan to reduce the 
enormous traffic generated by Centennial.  The 

negotiate with Caltrans without public input or hearings. 
(FEIR at 2-87.)  Tejon engaged in a similar practice with the Grapevine project in northern Kern 
County, in which it executed a mitigation agreement with Caltrans many months after the EIR 
was approved by the Kern County Board of Supervisors. While such agreements will provide 
some (likely significant) funds to Caltrans to build or expand existing freeways, they do nothing 
to prior to project approval.  
CEQA requires that the impacts of the Project and of project mitigation measures be analyzed.  
Promises to pay Caltrans to expand freeways short-circuits the CEQA process by avoiding 
analysis of the impacts of such additional freeways and road projects on wildlife, air quality, and 

able landscapes.   

The FEIR clings to the unrealistic exception that
culture significant numbers of people will work onsite and that a full 65 percent of trips will be 

-1480.)  This position is particularly striking because the 
County arrived at virtually the opposite conclusion regarding a similar (yet smaller) sprawl 
project in northern LA County.  In particular, the Northlake Specific Plan Project Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report proposed both residential and industrial uses, but 

anyone would work onsite: 

Regarding to employment, the Project does include employment opportunities 
 associated with the on-site light industrial, commercial, recreational and institutional 
 uses. While it is possible that some of these jobs may be filled by future residents of the 
 Project, it is too speculative to conclude that. It is noted that the Project Objectives (refer 
 to page 4-3 of the Draft SEIR) identify that jobs would be created and do not identify that 
 these jobs would necessarily be filled by future residents of the Project.2  

While Centennial is a larger project, the County never explains how (1) it is speculative to 
assume that anyone would work onsite for the smaller Northlake sprawl project while (2) it is 

                                                           
1 Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Northwest 138 Corridor, available at 
https://www.metro.net/projects/nw138/ (last visited on June 5, 2018). 
2 Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, NorthLake Specific Plan, Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (January 2018), http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/case/tr073336_seir.pdf. 
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assured that a full 65 percent of trips will be internal at Centennial.  The FEIR even goes a step 

(FEIR at 2-1480.)  Moreover, as discussed above, the FEIR never considers a scenario in which 
the residential and commercial development do not occur concurrently. 

On a relate note, the EIR claims that no project alternative would generate more VMT 
and convert more wildlands to development.  (FEIR at 2-540.)  This statement is not supportable.  
Clearly less VMT would be generated by leaving the Project area undeveloped as opposed to 
building a city of 60,000 people.  

II. The FEIR Does Not Adequately Analyze and Provide Appropriate Mitigation 
for the Project  Impacts to Habitat Connectivity for Wildlife Movement.   

failure to adequately analyze and mitigate project impacts to habitat connectivity and wildlife 
movement. The Center, along with CNPS, CFS , the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy ( SMMC ), TriCounty Watchdogs ( TCW ), the Three Points-Liebre 
Mountain Town Council ( TPLMTC ), the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
( CDFW ), and the Department of Water Resources ( DWR ), have expressed their concerns 
regarding this matter through public comment, yet the FEIR continues to downplay the P
impacts to the unique, intact landscape where several bioregions converge, including the San 
Joaquin Valley, Tehachapi Mountains, Mojave Desert, Transverse Ranges, Coast Ranges, and 
the Southern California Coastal Plains. It is more than reasonable for agencies and organizations 

that it is surrounded by SEA 17 on three sides (to the north, west, and south, DEIR Exhibit 5.7-
15) and the June Administrative Draft of the Antelope Valley Regional Conservation Investment 
Strategy (AV RCIS) identifies the project area as core habitat with important biological value 
and intactness. 

The FEIR argues that the AV RCIS erroneously identifies the project area as having 
biological and intact habitat value because they do not trust that their comments and requested 
changes were taken into consideration at the time of the June 2017 Administrative Draft since 
they (the County) are no longer involved in the AV RCIS Steering Committee (FEIR at 2-788). 
The FEIR claims that the use of the Environmental Evaluation Modeling System ( EEMS ) in 
the preparation of the AV RCIS to identify areas of high biological value within Antelope Valley 
is inadequate because they could not assess the methods used to generate the model, and they 
dismiss the findings that the project area falls within valuable core habitat (FEIR at 2-788-789). 

at 2-789). However, the 
presence of high quality habitat outside of the project area does not negate the biological value 
within the project area. Furthermore, if Tejon disagrees with the use of the EEMS in identifying 
areas of high biological value, then it is unclear why Tejon goes on to laud that its On- and Off-
site Mitigation Preserve includes core habitat identified by the AV RCIS (FEIR at 2-789). It 
seems that Tejon will accept the reported results of the AV RCIS only when it is in its favor to 
do so.  

The project area constitutes important habitat that connects the Tehachapi Mountains 
with the San Gabriel Mountains/Angeles National Forest and allows for the movement of 
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wildlife, like pronghorn, coyotes, mountain lions, and bears, between these regions. The AV 
RCIS identifies the project area as being an important corridor where wildlife can move between 
landscapes easily, yet the FEIR provides little to avoid impacts to habitat connectivity. The FEIR 
asserts that the California Aqueduct is already a substantive barrier to wildlife movement (FEIR 
at 2-415), minimizing the importance of two locations where the west branch of the aqueduct 
goes underground and allows for wildlife movement. Yet multiple species with large home 
ranges are known to use the habitat in the project area. For example, pronghorn from the 
southern-most herd in California have been observed over the past few years in scattered 
locations in the project area (FEIR Exhibit B.4-
historical range, and the nearby population is already struggling and needs to be afforded 
opportunities to expand its range and mix with other populations. Despite this, the FEIR 
continues to dismiss the potential impacts of the Project on movement by pronghorn (FEIR page 
2-783), suggesting that mitigation to improve connectivity would actually harm the population 
(FEIR at 2-147). The FEIR also states that individuals found outside of known occurrence areas 
(i.e., a pronghorn was observed on the Peterson Ranch Habitat Mitigation Bank in July 2017, 
FEIR comment B.4-37 by CDFW) are outliers that likely do not represent a potential range 
expansion (FEIR at 2-147-148). These comments are unfounded and further downplay project 
impacts to wildlife movement. 

In addition, there is evidence that other large mammals requiring large tracts of land for 
movement, including mountain lions, black bears, and bobcats, use the project area (FEIR at 2-
415). The FEIR argues that species like mountain lions and black bears have large home ranges 
that would preclude them from occurring on site in concentrated numbers, insinuating that 
because those species would be uncommon, the impact to their movement would be minimal. 
However, habitat connectivity that allows for movement between areas with quality habitat are 
especially important for those species that have large home ranges and occur in relatively low 
density because individuals need more intact space to find food, shelter, and mates. The FEIR 
provides insufficient analyses of project impacts to wildlife movement and downplays the need 
for effective mitigation measures to enhance connectivity between the Tehachapi Mountains and 
the Angeles National Forest. The FEIR argues that the project only fragments natural open space 
within the project footprint (FEIR 2-735), not acknowledging that the project itself fragments the 
greater landscape, ultimately impacting wildlife movement. The lack of intact habitat that would 
allow wildlife to move north and south in the project area and the provision for just one wildlife 
crossing where State Route 138 and Cement Plant Road intersect is insufficient to sustain 
wildlife movement in the area. 

III. The FEIR Does Not Adequately Analyze or Mitigate Potential Project Impacts 
to Wildlife.  

The project area is located in an area with rich biodiversity. Although the FEIR 
acknowledges this, reporting that 19 of 33 potentially occurring special status species were 
observed utilizing habitat in the project area (DEIR Table 5.7-8), it fails to provide adequate 
analysis of project impacts to special status species and lacks appropriate mitigation to avoid or 
minimize impacts. In addition to the Center, CNPS, and CFS, other government agencies and 
organizations have shared their concern about the inadequate analysis of impacts to important 
biological resources, including the USFWS, CDFW, SMMC, TCW, and TPLMTC. And while 
the FEIR accommodates several comments and concerns regarding species known to occur in the 
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project area (per CDFW comments), mitigation measures to avoid or minimize impacts to special 
status species are still inadequate.  

The FEIR asserts that many special status species are unlikely, and, if present, they are 
uncommon, based upon survey data collected between 2000 and 2015 (e.g., FEIR page 2-779-
780). However, many of the focused surveys were conducted more than 10 years ago (DEIR 
Table 5.7-2), which makes it difficult to understand what the environmental baseline is for many 
of the special status species. For example, breeding and non-breeding burrowing owls are known 
to occur in and near the project area, but focused surveys were only conducted in 2003 and 2006. 
Is it possible that conditions have changed in the last 12 years? Similarly, focused surveys for 

at that 
time migrants (i.e., non-nesting individuals) were observed on the project site. The most recent 
focused surveys were conducted in 2005 for western spadefoot toads and 2006 for arroyo toads 
and red-legged frogs west of the aqueduct and south of SR 138, and it is unclear why the 
bog/marsh/riparian habitat identified just north of SR 138 was not surveyed (DEIR Exhibit 5.7-
1). Population dynamics are just that  dynamic. It would be helpful to have more recent data to 
better understand how these species are using the habitat in the project area, if species ranges are 
potentially expanding, and how the Project would impact them.  

IV. The FEIR Does Not Adequately Analyze Impacts on Native Grasslands, 
Wildflower Fields, and Rare Plants. 

 The FEIR has now jettisoned  the requirement for a  Grassland Management Plan  and 
replaced that requirement simply with compliance with the Ranch Wide Management Plan 
(RWMP) included in the Final EIR at Appendix 5.7-D.  The RWMP refers to the Grazing 
Management Recommendations in Appendix B to guide the grazing regime for the 
mitigation/preservation areas, but Appendix B is included only as a cover page with no actual 
grazing management recommendations provided (FEIR pdf at 244).  This is clearly inadequate in 
order to evaluate the grazing management and how it may impact or conserve the impacted 
plants and plant communities for two reasons: 1) the obvious lack of providing information in 
Appendix B of the RWMP on how the grazing is going to be implemented and 2) Appendix B 
are only recommendations, not binding requirements for managing the grazing in the 
mitigation/preservation areas.  In addition, the existing RWMP does not provide adequate 
safeguards to protect the native grasslands and wildflower fields because it is focused on grazing 
management, not resource management. Because the goal of the mitigation/preservation lands 
are to offset the impacts of the development, the highest priority needs to be for resource 
conservation, not grazing. Grazing still needs to be evaluated for appropriateness as a 
management tool, because in the arid Mojave Desert where the project site and mitigation sites 
are located, grazing has been documented as an impact to habitat of native plants and animals.  

 The FEIR is now proposing a 2:1 ratio of individual plants preserved:impacted (FEIR at 
2-153).  This approach may work with the perennial plant species (Perideridia pringlei), but is 
totally inadequate for the remaining special status plant species, which are annual plant species.  
Annual plant species rely on a single year to germinate, grow, flower and produce seeds.  Most 
of the time they are present only as seeds.  Because the Project is in the arid western Mojave 

erminate and complete their 
lifecycle in years of optimum environmental conditions (appropriate amount of precipitation, at 
appropriate times to see the plants through see production with appropriate temperatures for both 
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the plants and their pollinators [only one special status annual plant is wind pollinated]).  
Therefore, the metric that needs to be used to mitigate annual plants is the maximum area of 
occupancy.  Because of the vagaries of rainfall in the arid western Mojave desert, identification 
of the extent of the occupied habitat is often only identifiable through consistent studies 
undertaken over a number of years (often a decade), although seedbank studies could also 

ntain the 
biodiversity of the flora and fauna of Los Angeles County, it needs to initially be able to evaluate 
the extent of the special status annual plant occupancy on the proposed project site by area and 
then apply the mitigation ratio to the mitigation area.  

 It is also unclear how the County determined that a 2:1 mitigation ratio is adequate to 
mitigate impacts to all the special status plant species  a blanket approach that fails to address 
the variety of special status plant species that will be impacted by this project.  Some of these 
plant species are so rare in California and elsewhere that they are strong candidates for federal 
and/or state Endangered Species Act protections, and it is mystifying why the County would 
want to push them closer to that threshold by requiring substandard conservation.  Please justify 
the use of a single mitigation ratio for all the rare plants. While the FEIR mentions the mitigation 
ratios for special status plant species from three other projects, two of which are in the western 
Mojave desert, to our knowledge, none of the projects have actually successfully achieved the 
required mitigation.  

 It is still unclear from what we could find in the FEIR if there is actually adequate habitat 
to set aside for the special status plant species in the mitigation/preservation lands. Instead the 
FEIR relies on unquantified amounts on occupied habitat in the mitigation/preservation lands for 
the impacted plant areas .  It is 
impossible for decision makers or the public to be able to evaluate if even the proposed 2:1 
mitigation is actually achievable.  As state above, we believe that a higher mitigation ratio is 
needed for the less common/more threatened special status plant species, so a quantifiable 
evaluation of habitat by species is necessary in a supplemental EIR. 

 In addition, because so little is known about the habitat preferences of these special status 
plant species coupled with the documented failure of transplanting plants into unoccupied habitat 
(see our comment letter on the DEIR)  as a mitigation option fails to 
meet the standard of mitigation. It is also unclear what measures would be used to enhance the 
existing populations of the rare plants.  The RWMP does even mention the crownscale or 
Mojave spineflower.  While it mentions the California androsace, round-leaved filaree, sylvan 
scorzonella and adobe yampah (RWMP -Appendix B - pdf pg. 125), it does not provide any 
information on how enhancement would be done.  Lastly, the FEIR relies on unproven 

 of the location population to provide the assurances that the local populations of 
each special status plant species .  Please provide the 
do
the revised and updated EIR.   

 As with many of the plans that are identified but not provided in the DEIR, and that we 
identified in our comments on the DEIR, here again, the Special Status Plant Species Restoration 
Plan (DEIR MM 7-1 beginning on page 5.7-173 as modified in the FEIR at 2-158) needs to be 
drafted and made available for public review and comment, in order for decision-makers and the 
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public to be able to evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed plan to reach the goals of 
mitigation efforts. 

 We failed to find the documentation that supports the statement in the FEIR (FEIR at 2-
155) that Grassland communities in the Mitigation Preserve were subsequently studied to 
ensure their composition was similar and the quality was the same or better.   Please provide 
these data in a supplemental EIR.   

V. The FEIR Does Not Adequately Mitigate Impacts Native Grasslands, Wildflower 
Fields, and Rare Plants. 

 The approach presented in the FEIR at Appendix 5.7-E pg 5.7-62, as edited, appears to 
set up a conflict of interest for the mitigation.  While it allows the Tejon Ranch Conservancy to 
adopt, update...and enforce , the Conservancy is almost 

wholly reliant upon Tejon Ranchcorp for funding for implementation of the RWMP.  A worst 
case scenario could occur where funding for updating, monitoring and enforcement of the 
mitigation may simply not be provided by Tejon Ranchcorp in order for the Conservancy to 
follow through on the proposed mitigation and management in perpetuity.  Any Tejon Ranchcorp 
pressure on the Tejon Ranch Conservancy may result in the adoption of RWMP update where 
subsequent monitoring and enforcement is insufficient to assure that the goals of the mitigation 
requirements are met in perpetuity. Therefore, the County, as the responsible lead agency, needs 
to include requirements for financial endowments and necessary mitigation plans as part of the 
EIR process in order to assure that the mitigation requirements will actually be implemented to 
off-set impacts from this new remote development.  In addition, the RWMP does not qualify as 

by Tejon and is thus vague and not 
necessarily enforceable against Tejon or future entitlement holders.  

 The approach to the proposed mitigation regardless o  
(FEIR at 2-123) is a wholly inadequate.  This approach fails to assure that adequate 
conservation will occur to off-set the proposed project impacts.  For example, if the initial 
development phase impacts native grasslands, wildflower fields and rare plants and the initial 
mitigation/preservation area puts a conservation easement on oak woodland-dominated 
landscape, that does nothing for conserving the impacted native grasslands/wildflower fields/rare 
plants.  Because there is no guarantee that the proposed project will actually be developed as 
proposed, the  County needs to require a -step  approach to project impacts and project 
mitigation, by requiring that the impacted resources are actually mitigated by the mitigation 
action.  This mitigation strategy assures that the impacted resource is actually mitigated and is 
the standard operating procedure for projects though out the State. The proposed inadequate 
mitigation strategy must be revised in an updated and recirculated EIR.   

 The FEIR goes into great discussion about the resources that will be conserved by the 
Tehachapi Uplands Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (TUMSHCP). However, the 

identified in the HCP. 

 The FEIR still fails to address the temporal loss of oak woodlands.  It is also unclear how 
the proposal to mitigate oak/oak woodlands loss within the project footprint will be adequately 
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mitigated by planting more oaks within existing oak woodlands.  In fact this approach may 
impact the existing oak woodlands.   If oaks are recruiting naturally within the existing oak 
woodlands, adding additional oaks as part of the mitigation may impact the existing oak 
woodland by exceeding the carrying capacity of the oak woodland landscape. If oaks are not 
recruiting naturally within the existing open space areas, then the implementation of the RWMP 
is not achieving its goals and that situation does not support reliance on the RWMP to conserve 
the mitigation/preservation areas.  A better strategy would be to avoid the oaks/oak woodlands. 

 The mitigation strategy for wetlands is unclear.  On Page 2-163 which states Wetland 
Waters: 2:1, including 1:1 restoration and 1:1 enhancement, , does that mean 
restoration of existing on-site wetland waters coupled with enhancing wetland waters will 
mitigate impacts to all types of impacted wetlands? How does this simplistic strategy mitigate 
the diversity of wetland waters that will be impacted on the site? The proposed 1:1 preservation: 
disturbance mitigation ratio also fails to ensure no net loss of wetlands, because it allows half of 
the currently existing wetlands to be lost. 

 The FEIR states that a Streambed and Wetland Habitat Creation and Enhancement Plan 
will describe the performance criteria (FEIR at 2-164), yet this critically important plan is not 
available in the FEIR and therefore unavailable for County decisionmakers and public to review 
in order to evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation. 

 While the FEIR now recognizes that all the lands already under Conservation Easement 

taxpayers are inappropriate to be used for mitigation/preservation, these lands are also unsuitable 

the 
existing on-site resources. 
existing functional habitat.  Therefore the County needs to remove habitat creation as an activity 
on preservation lands with Wildlife Conservation Board Conservation Easements and only allow 
habitat enhancement and restoration to occur in existing degraded habitat.  We note that the 
existing degraded habitat is a result of current RWMP implementation, so the County needs to 
require a management plan for the mitigation/preservation lands that have a much higher 

mitigation goals. 

 
County by letting the mitigation occur primarily outside the boundaries of the County  in this 
case in Kern County.  This precedent is deeply troubling and does nothing to help preserve the 
incredible biodiversity in Los Angeles County that the County purports to care about conserving. 

 Finally, many of the mitigation measures in the FEIR rely upon future homeowner 
associations (HOAs) for enforcement via Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs).  
Yet, CC&Rs can quite easily be modified by a vote of an HOA board or by the property owners.  
A
enforceable.  

VI. The FEIR Does Not Adequately Inform the Decisionmakers of the Growth-
Inducing Impacts of the Project. 
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The FEIR continues to claim that the Project will not result in significant growth-
inducing impacts.  This is belied by common sense surely a city of 60,000 people in a 
previously undeveloped area is likely to lead to additional development near to that city.  
Although not disclosed in the FEIR, the SR 138 EIR notes that 

at facilitate or lead to 
additional development in that area.  

The FEIR similarly repeats the fiction that merely because infrastructure would be 

2-618.)  This simplistic outlook ignores the fact that that extending existing infrastructure is far 
easier and less costly than developing entirely new infrastructure.    

The FEIR likewise suggests that current zoning and land use plans would limit any future 
growth.  (FEIR at 2-618.)  This type of reliance upon existing zoning was expressly rejected in 
Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, 152 which 
held that the development of a golf course triggers the need to study potential growth-inducing 
impacts such as residential development even if no such development is currently proposed. In 
that case, the agency claimed that the proposed project could not be growth-inducing because the 
acreage surrounding the site was not developable given that it was zoned for agriculture. (Id. at 
157.) The Court held that fact was not determinative. (Ibid.) Here, the mere fact that lands 
surrounding the Project may currently be zoned for (or protected as) open space or agriculture 
does not excuse the County from taking a hard look at how developing a city here could lead to 
growth in the surrounding area. 

VII. The 
Usage.  

The Project will require constant annual groundwater extraction of 1,634 acre-feet per 
year, which is the equivalent of over 532 million gallons. The Regional Water Quality Control 
Board  

(DEIR at PDF 270) The Board further the cumulative 
groundwater demand from the projected development across the Antelope Valley as a 
whole may not be sustainable in the long-term , emphasis added.)  The 
FEIR offers no persuasive justification of why the Board is incorrect. 

The FEIR attempts to gloss over the massive amounts of water usage needed for the 
Project by indicating that Tejon has already executed contracts for water supplies and that the 
local water district is obligated to supply certain amounts of water to Tejon. (FEIR at 2-1178.)  
However, whether Tejon has executed certain contracts is irrelevant to the environmental effects 

Water in California is an extremely limited and finite resource, and 
the allocation of water to the Project likely will mean that water will not be available for other 
purposes such as agriculture, instream flows and environmental benefits, or urban use. The mere 
fact that Tejon has executed contracts does not in any way account for the environmental effects 
of this water usage.  

VIII. The FEIR Fails to Provide Any Justification For This Environmentally Harmful 
Sprawl Project. 
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In attempting to provide a justification this harmful sprawl project, the EIR grossly 
distorts the findings of a California State Legislative eport ).  
The FEIR claims that the report concludes that an additional 100,000 units must be built annually 

including Los Angeles Cou  (FEIR at 2-537.)  

The report actually states: 
currently expected to build, our analysis suggests that the state probably would have to build as 
many as 100,000 additional units annually almost exclusively in its coastal communities to 

longstanding 3 

At over 50 miles from the coast, the project site is not in a coastal community, nor in 
proximity to a coastal community.  In fact, the desert city of Palmdale is closer to the coast than 
the project site.  The R
California coastal metros (which would almost surely exclude the Project site, which is 65 miles 
from downtown Los Angeles).  (Report at 19.) The report further 

more building in central cities, less in outlying areas (Report at 21-
22, emphasis added.)  In short, the report recommends the opposite of the type of development 
proposed here.  

While California has a housing shortage, that shortage is specific to locations in which 
existing jobs are located, such as the LA Metro.  
from the LA Metro, and thus will do nothing to alleviate the housing shortage in the LA Metro.  
To the extent some people living in Centennial will work in the LA Metro, they will necessarily 

pollution, greenhouse gas, and traffic burdens.  Studies show that the long commutes that 
Centennial residents will necessarily endure lead to higher depression rates, obesity, and even 
higher divorce rates.4 promises of bike trails and walking paths will not change the fact 
that Centennial is a sprawl project necessitating unhealthy commutes. Housing growth should be 
centered near existing jobs. 

On a broader level, there will likely always be a shortage of housing in California 
because California diverse economy make it a desirable place to live.  
Yet, we ca resources are infinite and can 
accommodate more sprawl development without inflicting serious damage on 
natural heritage and degrading the quality of life for Californians.   

                                                           
3  (March 2017), 
http://lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing-costs/housing-costs.pdf.   
4 See Matthews, Stephen, and stressed, study 
finds, DAILY POST, May 22, 2017, http://www.dailymail.co.uk/health/article-4529480/Do-commute-work-likely-
depressed.html (last visited June 5, 2018); Divorce Study Shows that Couples with Longer Commutes are More 
Likely to Divorce, HUFFINGTON POST, Aug. 13, 2013, https://www.huffingtonpost.com/2013/08/13/divorce-
study_n_3751641.html (last visited June 5, 2018); Sandow, Erika, Till Work Do Us Part- The Social Fallacy of 
Long Distance Commuting, 51 Urban Studies 3 (2014), available at http://www-
sre.wu.ac.at/ersa/ersaconfs/ersa10/ERSA2010finalpaper732.pdf. 
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IX. The FEIR Includes an Incomplete Analysis of Potential Alternatives to the 
Project. 

comments, the Project as currently proposed will result in significant impacts on a host of 
environmental issues.  Nonetheless, when analyzing potential alternatives that could eliminate or 
minimize these impacts the FEIR includes an incomplete analysis and dismisses earlier concerns 
raised by the Conservation Groups. 

In particular, Conservation Groups noted that the EIR lacked a thorough and well-
supported infeasibility analysis for the alternatives, including the No Project Alternative and the 
Public Input Alternative.  The Public Input Alternative offered a pathway for the Project to 
reduce its impacts on vulnerable wildlife and sensitive species but was summarily dismissed. 
(DEIR at 8-13.) Other alternatives such as Alternative C and E that would also have reduced 
environmental impacts were also rejected with limited and incomplete analysis. (DEIR at 8-44; 
8-59-60.) Most troublingly, the EIR failed to consider alternatives that would significantly 

environmental impacts. The EIR cites overly narrow project objectives to reject potential 
alternatives and fails to provide substantial evidence to support its claim that a smaller project 

burden of affirmatively demonstrating s impact on the 
environment, the agency s approval of the proposed project followed meaningful consideration 

Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish & Game Com. 
(1997) 16 Cal.4th 105, 134.)  

alternatives improperly left out less ecologically damaging development alternatives. (FEIR at 
621-22 [Letter from Santa Monica Mountain Conservancy at 3-4].)  The alternatives analysis 
also fails to consider a single alternative that would maintain contiguous habitat linkage from 
project-adjacent overcrossing to Highway 138 and open space south of the highway. (Id.) 

In response, however, the FEIR provides conclusory responses and repeatedly claims the 
-

417.)  When pushed on why the EIR failed to consider a smaller development footprint and less 
ecologically dama

-422-423; 2-654-56.)  However, the FEIR presents an overly 
narrow interpretation of the AVAP that mandates the development footprint as currently 
proposed Project and rejects a smaller scale version Project. (FEIR 2-423-24; 2-663-669.) This 
approach is not supported by the text of the AVAP or CEQA.  

X. The FEIR Remains Inconsistent with the Antelope Valley Area Plan. 

 While the FEIR touts, in part, the 
justify its alternative analysis, it is clear that elsewhere in the EIR the Project remains 
inconsistent with the polices of the AVAP.  As the Conservation Groups noted the Project is 
inconsistent with the Land Use and Mobility element policies that emphasize the need to reduce 
GHG emissions, promote alternatives to automobile or minimize vehicle trips. Similarly, the 
proposed Project conflicts with the Conservation and Open Space or Public Safety, Services and 
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Facilities Element by failing to identify sustainable water sources or avoid natural hazards 
including seismic and fire prone areas.  

 These concerns were not unique to the Conservation Groups. CDFW raised similar 
concerns about inconsistencies between the proposed Project and the AVAP. (FEIR at 177 
[CDFW DEIR Letter at 20-
that prot
goal throughout the preservation of the SEA, biological mitigation lands and Tejon Ranch Land 
Use and Conservation Agreement.  (Id. at 21.)  However, the proposed Project allows for lands 

ses, 
fish hatcheries, nurseries for growth and sale, stables, helispots, helipads, wineries, cemeteries, 
amuset rides, outdoor festivals and fair, crop production and model home complexes.  None of 
these potential uses will adequately protect environmental resources. Additionally, CDFW points 

riparian areas and sensitive habitat. (See CDFW DEIR Letter at 21-22.) These failures are in 
conflict with the AVAP Land Use goals as well as the Conservation and Open Space goals.  

Though the FEIR attempts to address some of these concerns by making minor changes 
to the EIR, many of the inconsistencies raised by Conservation Groups and CDFW remain 
unaddressed.  (FEIR at 2-174-5.)  Rather than revise the EIR to address the gaps and 
inconsistencies and gaps pointed out in comments, the FEIR dismisses the comments as 
misinterpreting or interpreting the AVAP policies too strictly or pointing to other policies in the 
AVAP that the Project does comply with.  (FEIR 2-180-181; FEIR 2-1203-6.)  Consistency with 
some of the AVAP plan does not absolve the EIR of inconsistencies of the AVAP elsewhere. 

AVAP will 
result in significant impacts on the physical environment because those inconsistencies 
undermine the AVAP goals to protect vulnerable species, wildlife connectivity and habitat all 
necessary for species to survive and thrive.  (FEIR 2-1207.)  

XI. Th . 

assumption on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and underestimates of offsite trip by residents 

energy use, waste, water consumption, construction and on-site renewable energy generation.  
While the FEIR provided lengthy responses to those concerns, it failed to adequately address or 
revise the EIR in response to those comments.  The Conservation Groups are still reviewing the 
hundreds of pages of responses to comments in the FEIR addressing GHG emissions and will 
provide more comprehensive comments once the Conservation Groups have completed their 

s 
substantial GHG emissions, missed mitigation oppor
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XII. Conclusion. 
 

In light of many significant, unavoidable environmental impacts that will result from the 
Project, we strongly urge the Project not be approved.  Please vote for a sustainable LA County 
by saying no to Centennial.  

Sincerely, 

 
J.P. Rose, Staff Attorney 
Ileene Anderson, Senior Scientist 
Center for Biological Diversity 
660 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, California, 90017 
jrose@biologicaldiversity.org 
ianderson@biologicaldiversity.org  
 
 
 
 
Aruna Prabhala, Staff Attorney 
Tiffany Yap, D.Env/PhD 
Wildlife Corridor Advocate 
Center for Biological Diversity 
1212 Broadway, Suite 800 
Oakland, California 94612 
aprabhala@biologicaldiversity.org  
tyap@biologicaldiversity.org 
 

 
Nick Jensen, PhD 
Southern California Conservation Analyst 
California Native Plant Society 
1500 North College Ave. 
Claremont, California 91711 
njensen@cnps.org  

 
 
 

CC: Mr. Jodie Sackett  
jsackett@planning.lacounty.gov 
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