








Page 4.3-11- Subtopic Bluff Slope Stability

The first two paragraphs contain a description of the bluffs and attribute most of the bluff
erosion to the former oilfield activities. Bluff slope retreat due to erosion (2 feet a year) is not
considered a critical site hazard after the oil production equipment and well sites in the Newport
West Oilfield are remediated as required by Conservation law. Most of the other paragraphs in
this subtopic are filler to enhance the impression that real research has been conducted.

Page 4.3-12- Subsection Mineral Resources

No effort is made to distinguish between those few wells that may be active in the West
Newport Oilfield and the historical 489 well total. The public should be told how the majority of
the 489 wells in the project site have been abandoned, if they have been abandoned, and how
have these wells been plugged; the criteria for abandoning oil wells in urban developed areas is
greater. The City of Newport Beach operates 16 wells out of the 489 wells. Is the City
the owner of these wells? Subscript no. 7 - only mineral rights are owned West Newport Oil
Company, which is wholly owned by Horizontal Drilling LLC, separate from the surface owners.
Does the City of Newport Beach own oil wells and maintain bonding to assure proper
abandonment of these wells?

Page 4.3-12 - Section 4.3.5 PROJECT DESIGN FEAUTURES AND STANDARD
CONDITIONS
Subsection - Project Design Features

PDF-1 Requires a habitable structure setback of 60 feet from the tops of bluff edges and states
no habitable structures will be constructed within identified fault setback zones. Comment - The
applicant's consultant seems very reluctant to locate faults.

PDF-4.3.2 Master Plan Specifies drainage devices tube constructed along slopes and minimize
surface flows and irrigation. This is good.

PDF- 4.3.3 "The Master Plan includes a Bluff/Slope Restoration Plan that requires eroded portions
of the Bluffs be repaired and stabilized. In order to stabilize slopes and help avoid erosion, bluff
areas devoid of vegetation after repair and stabilization will be planted with native vegetation
that does not require irrigation." There is no irrigation now! Why remove existing plants
which provide stabilization, only to replant with new plants not requiring irrigation?

Page 4.3-12 Standard Conditions and Requirements

This sounds good... Any grading Plan submitted to the City that deviates from the grading plan
submitted for the tentative map shall be reviewed for conformance. If not in substantial
conformance, a new revised tentative map and CEQA determination shall be required. Since the
City operates oil wells and has some interest in getting the old oilfield properly abandoned with
LLC money, it seems like the fox maybe guarding the henhouse.

Page 4.3-14 - Section 4.3.6 THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE

The authors of this EIR conclude that all the thresholds of significance are mitigated to levels of
insignificance. Thresholds 4.3-2 and 4.3-3 expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects. It is concluded that all hazard on development and building on a very active
major fault zone can be engineered away. As a Registered Professional Geologist #7858
in the State of California, I don't agree.

Threshold 4.3-5 Result in substantial erosion or loss of topsoil. It is proposed to remove all of
the topsoil in the arroyos and use it for building pads. This practice will result in lost of the
value of topsoil as topsoil.



If the Project would result in a significant impact related to geology and soils if it would:
Threshold 4.3-6 "Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become
unstable as result of the project, and potentially result in on or offsite landslide, lateral spreading,
liquefaction or collapse."

The impact summary conclusion on Page 4.3-16 concludes that all the items related to potential
impacts due to certain onsite soils can be mitigated to a levels of insignificance would be more
believable if the EIR was significantly most honest about planning a development on 401 acres
that is all located in a major fault zone which they describe a smaller fault splays. The right
lateral transverse Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone is a major zone of crustal adjustment very
similar to the San Andreas Fault. The removal and loss of that unique habitat in the arroyos is
justified by being needed for the public safety. But adjustment to the required setback from the
bluff slopes and arroyos would move safely accomplish the same goal without loss of unique
habitat.

The EIR prepared by Bon Terra seems to miss the point of an EIR. The EIR discusses the
impact of the existing geological and soil conditions on the Project more the impact of the
proposed Project on the environment.

Sincerely,

Toni M. Callaway
California Registered Professional Geologist #7858
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Toni M Callaway
Registered Professional Geologist
License # 7858



