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be mitigated to a level considered less than significant with the 
incorporation of fault setback zones (which may be refined after additional 
trenching data becomes available) and with the implementation of PDF 
4.3-1, SCs 4.3-1 and 4.3-2, and MMs 4.3-1 through 4.3-3. 

Threshold 4.3-3 Would the project expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
from seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Threshold 4.3-4 Would the project expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
from landslides? 

Threshold 4.3-6 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? 

Proposed Grading Overview 

Grading is required for several purposes: mass grading; bluff restoration; remediated soil 
disposition; and open space grading. Mass grading is the over-excavation and cut and fill 
associated with the land development plan (see Exhibit 3-20, Soil Disturbance Map, and 
Exhibit 3-21, Cut and Fill Map, in Section 3.0, Project Description). For the proposed Project, 
mass grading is considered to be within the development envelope and includes the parks, 
roads, and development lots. Mass grading also includes the over-excavation and recompaction 
of soils, as required. Buff restoration is needed along portions of the south- and west-facing 
bluffs to restore areas impacted by oil operations, uncontrolled drainage and erosion, and soil 
degradation. These areas would require grading in order to restore and revegetate the 
bluff/slope edge and to limit further degradation; these areas are assumed within the limits of 
grading/soil disturbance for the proposed Project. As part of the oil well consolidation process, 
the existing oil wells within development and habitat restoration areas would be abandoned or 
reabandoned and remediated. Hydrocarbon-laden soils would be treated, tested, and placed in 
deep fills or outside the proposed development areas. Grading would also be required in the 
open space to establish trail grades; prepare habitat mitigation areas; implement bluff 
restoration; and allow for public access, maintenance access, and water quality basin creation 
areas. Proposed grading in the open space areas would be conducted in a manner that would 
minimize impacts to open space resources. For example, to the extent feasible, the multi-use 
trails would be located over existing oil roads. In areas where habitat mitigation or restoration is 
proposed, minor grading to repair localized erosion features or compact loose soil is anticipated. 
It is expected that this work effort would be done by hand or with small equipment. 

As conceptually proposed, grading activities would occur subsequent to remediation of the 
Project site and is proposed to occur in stages (see Table 3-3, Proposed Implementation Plan, 
in Section 3.0, Project Description). The first stage of grading is anticipated to take 
approximately nine months; the second is anticipated to take an additional nine months. 
Grading may extend into the development area associated with subsequent development to 
achieve an overall earthwork balance. 

Table 4.3-2 summarizes the earthwork quantities for the proposed Project. Total excavation on 
the site is estimated to total approximately 2,500,000 cubic yards (cy) including approximately 
900,000 cy of cut and fill and 1,455,000 cy of cut and fill corrective grading. To the extent 
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feasible, all grading would be balanced on site. However, an estimated 25,000 cy of export is 
assumed for removing remediated materials that are not suitable for retention on site. 

TABLE 4.3-2 
EARTHWORK QUANTITIES 

 
Activity Cut (cy) Fill (cy) 

Mass Excavation 900,000 833,500 
Corrective Grading 1,455,100 1,455,100 
Lowland Remediation/ Recycled 
Soil 156,000 156,000 

Subtotal Grading 2,511,100 2,444,600 
Mass Grading Shrinkage (4%) (36,000) n/a 
Corrective Grading Shrinkage (64,500) n/a 
Lowland Remediation/ Recycled 
Soil Shrinkage (4%) (6,000) n/a 

Subtotal Shrinkage (106,500) 0 
Subtotal (grading and 
shrinkage) 2,404,600 2,444,600 

Import from Sunset Ridge Park 
Site 40,000 0 

Total 2,444,600 2,444,600a 
cy: cubic yards 
a  Total excavation is 2,511,100 cy. 
Source: Fuscoe Engineering 2009. 

 

Cuts are anticipated to vary from 1 foot to 10 feet with localized cuts up to approximately 
25 feet. Fills are anticipated to vary between 1 foot and 30 feet but may be up to 60 feet 
associated with bluff repairs with gradients between 2:1 and 3:1. The larger fills would be placed 
in selected arroyos where the bluffs would undergo repair and restoration from erosion damage. 

Corrective/remedial grading is expected to be from 3 feet to 30 feet below the proposed 
landform elevations. Oil consolidation and remediation operations would produce 
bio-remediated soils, asphalt-like materials, and concrete from abandoned oil production 
facilities; these materials would likely be used in deep fills (fills ten feet or greater from finished 
grade) or placed outside of the residential and commercial building areas. The primary location 
for placement of the treated soil would be in the deeper over-excavation portions of the northern 
development area. 

Liquefaction/Lateral Spreading 

On-site soils subject to liquefaction and lateral spreading are located in the Lowland 
(Exhibit 4.3-5). As identified by GMU, site investigations and analysis by Leighton & Associates 
in 1997 concluded that local soils in the Lowland area were subject to liquefaction and seismic 
settlement of one to six inches (GMU 2010). No habitable structures are proposed as a part of 
the Project in the Lowland; this area is proposed for open space, trails, and oil facilities and their 
associated infrastructure. Residential, commercial, active recreation, and resort inn uses would 
only occur in the Upland area. 

Soils in the Upland, except for existing colluvial deposits when subjected to saturated 
conditions, are too dense, cemented, or too far above the water table for liquefaction and lateral 
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spreading to occur. Colluvial materials would be removed down to competent San Pedro 
Formation or terrace deposits. These corrective grading practices would result in replacement of 
unsuitable materials with suitable engineered fill materials over San Pedro Formation or terrace 
deposits. The resulting configuration (i.e., engineered fill over San Pedro Formation or terrace 
deposits) would not be subject to liquefaction. An assessment of hazards related to landslides 
and liquefaction and the incorporation of PDFs to mitigate this hazard has been completed 
consistent with the standards set forth in the California Building Code and the CGS Special 
Publication 117. There are no known geologic conditions on the Project site that would render 
the required design features infeasible. The City has also included policies in its Safety Element 
to achieve the goal of minimizing the risk of injury, loss of life, and property damage caused by 
earthquake hazards or geologic disturbances. Policies S 4.1 through S 4.6 require new 
development to be in compliance with the most recent seismic and other geologic hazard safety 
standards, and help protect community health and safety through the implementation of 
effective, state-of-the-art standards for seismic design of structures. Therefore, the risk 
associated with seismic-related ground failure and associated liquefaction, lateral spreading, or 
subsidence is less than significant. 

Subsidence 

GMU (2010) performed geotechnical field investigations and observations at the Project site that 
concluded the site conditions relative to subsidence history and potential are consistent with 
those cited in a prior investigation by Woodward Clyde in 1985. These field investigations and 
the Woodward Clyde report concluded that significant ground subsidence from oilfield 
operations has not occurred (GMU 2010). There is no surficial evidence of subsidence on the 
Project site, and there have been no reports of subsidence-related impacts on oil production 
facilities. Accordingly, subsidence is not considered a significant risk to or from Project 
implementation and impacts from subsidence are considered less than significant. 

Collapsible/Compressible Soils 

Some materials within the area proposed for development on the Project site have the potential 
for compression and hydro-collapse. Hydro-collapse is the condition under which soils undergo 
a significant reduction in volume following inundation with water. For development proposed for 
the Upland area (i.e., residential, commercial, active recreational, mixed-use, and resort inn 
uses), corrective grading would remove and recompact at least the upper three to five feet of 
the soil horizon as well as any locally compressible and/or porous zones within the terrace 
deposits. These actions would provide uniform bearing conditions for proposed structures and 
would offset the effects of collapsible and compressible soils. Locally, deeper removal zones 
would extend to depths of five to ten feet, if necessary. Surface drainage and subdrains below 
bioswales would reduce the amount of surface flow infiltration into on-site soils further reducing 
any hydro-collapse potential. Colluvial soils have a low to moderate potential for hydro-collapse. 
Standard corrective grading practices and excavation of these colluvial soils down to competent 
terrace deposits or San Pedro Formation material would result in no significant impacts to the 
Project from these soils. In addition, the cut portion of proposed lots or building pads that occurs 
across cut and fill transitions would be over-excavated to provide a more uniform bearing 
condition. 

The alluvial materials in the Lowland contain highly compressible material in the uppermost one 
to five feet of soil. As previously indicated, the proposed Project does not include structural 
development within the Lowland area where recent alluvial deposits susceptible to compression 
are most common. 
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Impacts from the Project relative to on- or off-site landslides are less than significant with the 
incorporation of the PDF 4.3-1, SCs 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 described in the Mitigation Program. In 
addition, MMs 4.3-1 through 4.3-3 would ensure that impacts related to strong seismic ground 
shaking remain at a less than significant level. 

Impact Summary: Less Than Significant With Mitigation. Two fault segments on the 
Project site have not been confirmed as inactive, and development 
setbacks have incorporated into the Project (PDF 4.3-1). The fault 
setback zones would reduce the risk of surface fault rupture. Based on 
the GMU 2010 Report, strengthened building foundations and structural 
design would accommodate strong seismic shaking on the Project site, 
and habitable structures would be restricted to the Upland area, avoiding 
soils that may liquefy or undergo lateral spreading. The City of Newport 
Beach General Plan and the CDMG (1998) indicate that there is some 
existing on-site potential for landslides under dynamic seismic conditions. 
Where necessary, corrective grading would ensure all structures are 
placed on competent foundation materials. With the incorporation of 
PDF 4.3-1, SCs 4.3-1 and 4.4-2, and MMs 4.3-1 through 4.4-3, impacts 
from seismic-related ground failure, liquefaction, lateral spreading, soil 
collapse, and landslides would be less than significant.  

Threshold 4.3-5 Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

Due to the highly erosive nature of both the on-site soil materials and bluff slopes, surface 
drainage elements would be incorporated into the Project to prevent ponding adjacent to, and 
runoff onto, any graded or natural slopes. Areas within the bluff slope setback zone would 
contain drainage devices to minimize the surface flow over the bluff slopes. In addition, surface 
drainage and bluff slope erosion-control plans would be developed in areas where bluff slopes 
are to remain natural. Construction best management practices (BMPs) described in 
Section 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality, would ensure that construction-related impacts on 
soil erosion would be less than significant, and post-Project operation and occupancy would not 
generate surface flows that result in loss of topsoil or induce erosion. Impacts from the Project 
on soil erosion and loss of topsoil would be less than significant. PDFs 4.3-2 and 4.3-3 as well 
as the construction BMPs as described in Section 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality, are 
applicable. PDF 4.3-2 requires drainage devices to be constructed to preclude surface flows 
over bluffs. PDF 4.3-3 requires eroded bluff slopes to be repaired and stabilized. 

Natural bluff areas bordering the western edge of the Upland would remain a prominent 
geomorphic feature of the site upon Project implementation. As demonstrated by analysis of 
historical bluff retreat rates and topographic changes, erosion of the bluff face by surface runoff 
and local drainage has resulted in shallow erosion, slumping, and localized surficial bluff 
instability. Future bluff retreat rates would be expected to be lower than historic bluff retreat 
rates since removing oil production activities in the Upland would reduce runoff rates over the 
bluffs. Project drainage improvements discussed in Section 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
would also serve to reduce surface runoff over the bluffs and resulting bluff face erosion; 
however, surface runoff from precipitation and nuisance flows would not cease entirely. The 
Project would also implement subdrain systems to capture infiltrated water and direct it away 
from the bluff faces on the Project site, thereby reducing the risk of bluff instability related to 
post-development groundwater. 
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Deep seated bluff stability analyses indicate that the existing bluff slopes meet City 
requirements for stability under static and seismic conditions.8 The results under static 
conditions indicate that the slopes in their current condition possess safety factors in excess of 
1.5 (i.e., acceptable) for deep seated rotational stability. Under pseudo-static conditions, the 
slopes possess safety factors in excess of 1.1 (i.e., acceptable). Additional seismic analyses 
also show that the level of ground shaking corresponding to a site PGA as determined by a site-
specific PSHA for both 475 and 975 year earthquake return periods would not exceed the level 
at which significant bluff failure would occur. Consequently, the potential for major slope failure 
during a seismic event is considered low. Shallow slumping on steeper portions of the natural 
slope faces may still occur under conditions of extreme moisture and/or during a seismic event. 
GMU also performed rotational and traditional surficial stability analyses to evaluate the 
maximum proposed fill slope. These analyses indicate adequate safety factors; no significant 
impact would be anticipated. 

As the sediments within the bluffs possess a fairly high erosion potential, the topographic 
alteration of the bluffs would take the form of shallow erosion and surficial slumping of bluff 
faces. This process is likely to be reduced, but would continue after Project implementation 
since localized surface runoff and precipitation continue to exert erosive forces on bluff 
sediments. The Master Development Plan addresses landform restoration and discusses 
actions to be taken as part of the Project for bluff stability.9 Areas that have suffered from 
erosion would require careful grading in order to restore and revegetate the bluff/slope edge and 
to limit further degradation. The drainage overtopping the bluff/slope edge would be intercepted 
along the public trail system and redirected into the Project drainage system. 

The proposed locations for bluff restoration are depicted on Exhibit 4.3-6, Bluff Restoration Plan 
Bluff restoration in areas where erosion damage to the existing bluff is not readily evident would 
consist of carefully removing invasive plants and asphalt-like material where feasible and 
revegetating the bluff face with native, drought-tolerant species. In areas where more than 
300 linear feet of bluff edge/face have visibly been impacted by ongoing weathering processes 
and/or oil operations, conventional grading techniques and equipment would be used to regrade 
and stabilize the impacted area to existing bluff slope gradients. Slope-reinforcing fabric or 
similar materials would be used where slope gradients exceed 2:1. In areas where localized 
sloughing of bluff material has delivered significant amounts of sediment to the Lowland and has 
undercut the bluff edge, the sloughed material would be removed, and the bluff face restored to 
a stable grade. In this case, repair techniques would use small equipment operating adjacent to 
the bluff face, and materials (including fabric and/or soil cement) would also be used as needed 
to stabilize the new bluff slope face. In areas showing minor erosion, storm water runoff and 
surface flows would be directed away from the bluff edge. Potential locations of bluff 
stabilization activities plan (see Exhibit 3-22, Bluff Restoration Plan, in Section 3.0, Project 
Description). Consistency with the City’s General Plan requires that slope designs adhere to the 
standards contained in Appendix Chapter A33, Excavation and Grading, of the City’s Building 
Code. 

In order to evaluate the long-term cumulative impacts of sea level rise on local area flooding 
over the next 90 years (i.e., through 2100), the Project grading plan was overlaid onto the worst-
case sea level rise water elevation data provided by the Pacific Institute. Sea level rise would 
increase the potential for future flood water depths to increase near the base of the existing 
slopes that border the Upland development areas. Sea level rise is not expected to result in 
                                                 
8 The City of Newport Beach relies on the County of Orange standards. 
9 See Chapter 11, Landform Restoration and Grading Plan, of the Newport Banning Ranch Master Development 

Plan on file at the City of Newport Beach Community Development Department and available for review during 
regular business hours. 
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direct wave attack on the bluff faces and associated coastal bluff erosion. There is a remote 
possibility that the increased flood water depths could lead to potential instability at some point 
in the future. In the future, adaptive management practices may be required to mitigate bluff 
instability under a future sea level rise scenario. Such measure could include the protection of 
the lower three feet of the face of the slopes against erosion through the installation of rip rap or 
coating the area with soil cement and/or geofabric. These measures are not required as a part 
of the Project. With respect to flooding risk, please refer to Section 4.4, Hydrology and Water 
Quality. 

PDF 4.3-3 provides for the development of a detailed bluff face repair/improvement plan to 
maintain the integrity of bluff slopes and to minimize the potential for shallow slumping to occur. 
In addition, PDF 4.3-1 requires development setbacks to ensure structural development is 
adequately protected by appropriate safety features. Facilities and activities within the bluff 
setback zones would be limited to trails, lighting, and minor grading for surface drainage control. 
Existing arroyos and erosional ravines on bluff faces would be repaired through precise grading 
and filling and would be restored to a condition consistent with the existing bluff slope 
parameters. The Mitigation Program would ensure that bluff top and bluff face landscaping 
would require no permanent irrigation. 

Impact Summary: Less Than Significant. Grading activities would increase the potential for 
soil erosion and loss of top soil. Analysis has indicated that there is a risk 
of shallow slumping on bluff faces associated with surface runoff; 
however, Project drainage improvements are expected to reduce runoff 
compared to existing conditions. With the incorporation of construction 
BMPs as described in Section 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality, Project 
impacts on soil erosion and loss of topsoil would be less than significant. 
Upon completion of the Project, soil erosion and the loss of topsoil would 
be minimized through the use of engineered grading, surface drainage 
improvements, and landscaping (e.g., PDFs 4.3-2 and 4.3-3).  

Threshold 4.3-7 Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial 
risks to life or property? 

Expansion index (EI) tests were performed to evaluate the expansion potential of on-site soils. 
These test results indicate the presence of expansive soils. Without correction, expansive soils 
can be unsuitable for building. Expansive soils can be accommodated through strengthened 
and stiffened building foundation design that is capable of resisting the effects of expansive 
soils. As identified in MM 4.3-3, compliance with the recommendations of the preliminary 
geotechnical report (GMU 2010) would require this type of foundation system for proposed 
structures. Significant impacts associated with expansive soils can be mitigated to a level that is 
considered less than significant. SCs 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 and MMs 4.3-1 through 4.3-3 are 
applicable. SC 4.3-1 identifies that the issuance of grading permits is subject to approval of 
geological and soils engineering reports. SC 4.3-2 provides directive if off-site grading or 
infrastructure connections are required. MMs 4.3-2 and 4.3-3 require additional trenching in the 
Upland prior to preparation of final site plans to determine if the identified fault setback zone 
must be modified. Supplemental geotechnical analysis would be prepared as necessary. 

Impact Summary: Less Than Significant With Mitigation. On-site soils have a low to 
medium expansion potential. With the incorporation of SCs 4.3-1 and 
4.3-2 and MMs 4.3-1 through 4.3-3, impacts from the Project associated 
with expansive soils would be less than significant. 
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Threshold 4.3-8 Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, 
but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal 
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Tables 4.3-3 and 4.3-410 evaluate the consistency of the proposed Project with the applicable 
goals and policies of the City’s General Plan and the California Coastal Act, respectively. 

Impact Summary: No Impact. As identified in Tables 4.3-3 and 4.3-4, the proposed Project 
would be consistent with the intent of the soils and geology-related goals 
and policies of the City of Newport Beach General Plan and the California 
Coastal Act. 

4.3.8 MITIGATION PROGRAM 

Project Design Features 

PDFs 4.3-1 through 4.3-3 are integrated into the Project and are applicable to geology and soils. 

Standard Conditions and Requirements 

SCs 4.3-1 and SC 4.3-2 are applicable. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM 4.3-1 The Applicant shall submit to the City of Newport Beach Community 
Development Department, Building Division Manager or his/her designee for 
review and approval, a site-specific, design-level geotechnical investigation 
prepared for each development parcel by a registered geotechnical engineer. 
The investigation shall comply with all applicable State and local code 
requirements and: 

a) Include an analysis of the expected ground motions at the site from known 
active faults using accepted methodologies; 

b) Determine structural design requirements as prescribed by the most current 
version of the California Building Code, including applicable City 
amendments, to ensure that structures can withstand ground accelerations 
expected from known active faults; 

c) Determine the final design parameters for walls, foundations, foundation 
slabs, utilities, roadways, parking lots, sidewalks, and other surrounding 
related improvements; 

Project plans for foundation design, earthwork, and site preparation shall 
incorporate all of the mitigations in the site-specific investigations. The structural 
engineer shall review the site-specific investigations, provide any additional 
necessary measures to meet Building Code requirements, and incorporate all 
applicable recommendations from the investigation in the structural design plans 

                                                 
10  For ease of reading, the policy tables are located at the end of this EIR section. 
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and shall ensure that all structural plans for the Project meet current Building 
Code requirements. 

The City’s registered geotechnical engineer or third-party registered engineer 
retained to review the geotechnical reports shall review each site-specific 
geotechnical investigation, approve the final report, and require compliance with 
all geotechnical requirements contained in the investigation in the plans 
submitted for the grading, foundation, structural, infrastructure and all other 
relevant construction permits. 

The City shall review all Project plans for grading, foundations, structural, 
infrastructure and all other relevant construction permits to ensure compliance 
with the applicable geotechnical investigation and other applicable Code 
requirements. 

MM 4.3-2 Prior to the approval of any applicable final tract map, the Applicant shall have 
completed, by a qualified geologist, additional geotechnical trenching and field 
investigations and shall provide a supplemental geotechnical report to confirm 
the adequacy of Project development fault setback limits in accordance with the 
mandates of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. The trenching and 
report shall be subject to the review and approval of the City of Newport Beach 
Public Works Director. 

MM 4.3-3 Prior to the approval of any applicable final tract map, development setbacks 
from the Upland fault segments, revised as necessary based upon the findings of 
additional trenching investigations, shall be incorporated into the Project 
consistent with requirements set forth in the California Building Code and the City 
of Newport Beach General Plan. Bluff setbacks consistent with the regulatory 
requirements for habitable structures shall be incorporated into the Project 
consistent with the beach bluff setback standards in the City of Newport Beach 
General Plan. Where applicable, setback distances consistent with 
recommendations in the Project’s Geotechnical Report (GMU 2010) shall be 
incorporated. Prior to the preparation of final Project plans and specifications, 
additional trenching shall be conducted within the 1,300-foot gap between the 
2 parts of the existing Fault Setback Zone. This additional trenching shall provide 
more information about the potential for active faulting in this portion of the 
Project site. If necessary, the development fault setback zones shall be modified 
after this information is obtained and analyzed in accordance with the mandates 
of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. This information shall be 
subject to the review and approval of the City of Newport Beach Public Works 
Director and Community Development Director. 

4.3.9 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

With implementation of the PDFs, SCs, and MMs described above, all impacts would be 
reduced to a less than significant level. 
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TABLE 4.3-3 
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS  

 
City of Newport Beach General Plan

Relevant Goals, Policies, and Programs Consistency Analysis 
Harbor and Bay Element 
Policies 
HB Policy 8.12: Reduction of Infiltration 
Include equivalent BMPs that do not require infiltration, 
where infiltration of runoff would exacerbate geologic 
hazards. (Policy NR 3.12) 

The Project is consistent with this policy. The Project 
contains a storm drain system that ensures infiltrated 
water is directed away from the bluff faces on the 
Project site. This storm drain system, which includes 
bioswale subdrains, would ensure that the risk of bluff 
instability is minimized and that a geologic hazard does 
not develop. The Project’s subdrain systems would 
capture infiltrated water and direct it away from the bluff 
faces on the Project site, thereby reducing the risk of 
bluff instability related to groundwater. (Please also see 
Section 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality.) 

HB Policy 8.16: Siting of New Development
Require that development be located on the most 
suitable portion of the site and designed to ensure the 
protection and preservation of natural and sensitive site 
resources that provide important water quality benefits. 
(Policy NR 3.16) 

The Project is consistent with this policy. Development 
is sited away or buffered from the arroyos and bluffs on 
the Project site. Bluff setbacks and a linear bluff edge 
park have been incorporated into the site design to 
ensure bluff and arroyo vegetation are protected. 
Development is also set away and buffered from 
wetlands. Bluff restoration and stabilization would occur 
as a part of the Project to maintain bluff stability and 
respond to changing conditions over time related to sea 
level rise. 

Natural Resources Element 
Policies 
NR Policy 3.12: Reduction of Infiltration 
Include equivalent BMPs that do not require infiltration, 
where infiltration of runoff would exacerbate geologic 
hazards. (Policy HB 8.12)  

The Project is consistent with this policy. Please refer to 
the response to HB Policy 8.12.  

NR Policy 3.16: Siting of New Development
Require that development be located on the most 
suitable portion of the site and designed to ensure the 
protection and preservation of natural and sensitive site 
resources that provide important water quality benefits. 
(Policy HB 8.16)  

The Project is consistent with this policy. To the degree 
feasible, the Project has been designed to avoid 
significant impacts. Site-design concepts have been 
applied to the Project that maintain site drainage 
patterns and incorporate existing natural drainage 
features into site design. Natural swales and treatment-
control BMPs ensure that flow rates are controlled and 
runoff is treated prior to discharge (see also Section 4.4, 
Hydrology and Water Quality). 

Natural Resources Element Goal NR 23 
Development respects natural landforms such as 
coastal bluffs. 

The Project is consistent with this goal. The Project site 
has been subject to prior and ongoing modification 
through oil operations, site erosion, and grading. As a 
part of the Project, the topography of the site would be 
modified through grading and development for proposed 
land uses, associated infrastructure (e.g., roads), and 
site remediation. However, preservation of the existing 
natural coastal bluffs on site would be achieved through 
the incorporation of (1) appropriate bluff setback 
distances; (2) a bluff edge linear park; (3) bluff 
restoration providing for bluff face re-vegetation; and 
(4) Project drainage features that reduce runoff 
infiltration near the bluff face. Bluff restoration and 
stabilization would minimize alteration of these natural 
coastal bluffs by ensuring long-term bluff face stability 
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City of Newport Beach General Plan
Relevant Goals, Policies, and Programs Consistency Analysis 

and reduction in causal factors of bluff face 
deterioration. 

Policies 
NR Policy 23.1: Maintenance of Natural Topography
Preserve cliffs, canyons, bluffs, significant rock 
outcroppings, and site buildings to minimize alteration of 
the site’s natural topography and preserve the features 
as a visual resource. 

The Project is consistent with this policy. Please refer to 
the response to Goal NR 23.  

NR Policy 23.4: New Development on Blufftops
Require all new blufftop development located on a bluff 
subject to marine erosion to be set back based on the 
predominant line of development. This requirement shall 
apply to the principal structure and major accessory 
structures such as guesthouses and pools. The setback 
shall be increased where necessary to ensure safety 
and stability of the development. 

The Project is consistent with this policy. The coastal 
bluffs on the Project site are not subject to marine 
erosion. Notwithstanding, habitable development within 
the Upland area of the Project site would be set back an 
appropriate distance from the existing bluff edge to 
protect bluffs and to maintain existing natural 
topography. 

NR Policy 23.5: New Accessory Structures on 
Blufftops 
Require new accessory structures, such as decks, 
patios and walkways that do not require structural 
foundations to be sited at least 10 feet from the edge of 
bluffs subject to marine erosion. Require accessory 
structures to be removed or relocated landward when 
threatened by erosion, instability or other hazards. 

The Project is consistent with this policy. All habitable 
development would be set back from the bluff edge and 
separated by a linear park area.  

Safety Element 
Safety Element Goal S 4 
Adverse effects caused by seismic and geologic 
hazards are minimized by reducing the known level of 
risk to loss of life, personal injury, public and private 
property damage, economic and social dislocation, and 
disruption of essential services. 

The Project is consistent with this goal. All proposed 
habitable structures on the Project site would be 
excluded from fault setback zones. Additional field 
trenching would provide more information within the 
“gap” area, and fault setback zones would be adjusted 
accordingly. All habitable development would also be 
set back from the bluff edges and separated from the 
edge by a linear park. 

Policies 
S Policy 4.7: New Development 
Conduct further seismic studies for new development in 
areas where potentially active faults may occur. 

The Project is consistent with this policy. Extensive field 
testing and geotechnical trenching has been conducted 
to provide data on seismic conditions at the Project site. 
Additional trenching shall be conducted on the site 
during preparation of the final Geotechnical Report to 
provide more information about the location of 
potentially active fault traces within the “gap” area on the 
Project site. This information would be used in adjusting 
fault setback zones, if necessary, to ensure seismic 
hazards are minimized. 
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TABLE 4.3-4 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 

 
Relevant California Coastal Act Policies Consistency Analysis 

Development 
Section 30253 Minimization of adverse impacts
New development shall do all of the following: 
(a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high 

geologic, flood, and fire hazard. 
(b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither 

create nor contribute significantly to erosion, 
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or 
surrounding area or in any way require the 
construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs 
and cliffs. 

(c) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air 
pollution control district or the State Air Resources 
Board as to each particular development. 

(d) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles 
traveled. 

(e) Where appropriate, protect special communities 
and neighborhoods that, because of their unique 
characteristics, are popular visitor destination points 
for recreational uses. 

The Project is consistent with this policy. A comprehensive 
list of Project Design Features, Standard Conditions, and 
Mitigation Measures has been incorporated into the 
Project. These would help to minimize seismic hazards to 
proposed Project features and structures. These features, 
conditions, and measures would also provide for structural 
setbacks from bluff edges to protect existing natural 
landforms and to maintain public safety; they would work 
in concert with best management practices (BMPs) to 
ensure that geologic instability caused by surface erosion 
or infiltration in the vicinity of the coastal bluffs does not 
occur. Compliance with air quality, energy consumption, 
and land use compatibility are addressed in Sections 4.10, 
4.11, and 4.1, respectively. 
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