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ADDENDUM 
 
March 10, 2015 
 
 
TO:  Coastal Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM: Lisa Haage, Chief of Enforcement 
 
SUBJECT: ADDENDUM TO ITEM NOS. TH 8 & 9 – SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT & 

SETTLEMENT CEASE AND DESIST ORDER NO. CCC-15-CD-01 AND 
SETTLEMENT RESTORATION ORDER NO. CCC-15-RO-01 
(NEWPORT BANNING RANCH, LLC, et al.) FOR THE COMMISSION 
MEETING OF March 12, 2015 

 
 
This addendum serves three purposes.  Section I updates the record by supplementing it with 
correspondence and other documents that Commission staff received after the staff report was 
issued.  Section II provides responses to some of the issues raised in the recent correspondence, 
which responses Commission staff proposes the Commission incorporate into its findings.  
Finally, Section III provides some minor corrections to the staff report and adds some text that 
was inadvertently omitted.   
 
I. DOCUMENTS RECEIVED: 
 
Documents included in this addendum are the following letters, which provide general support 
for protection of coastal resources and enforcement action to address this matter or specifically 
support issuance of the proposed Settlement Agreement & Settlement Cease and Desist Order 
and Settlement Restoration Order (hereinafter referred to as the “Settlement Agreement”): 
 

1. Banning Ranch Conservancy letter dated December 15, 2014. 
2. California Cultural Resource Preservation Alliance, Inc. letter dated March 6, 2015, with 

letter dated December 3, 2014 enclosed. 
3. City of Newport Beach letter dated March 10, 2015. 
4. Letters from students (and their teacher) at Shoreline Christian School in Fountain Valley 

dated December 18, 2014. 
5. Cindy Black e-mail dated December 17, 2014, with attached petition. 
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6. Jim Yarbrough letter dated December 4, 2014. 
7. SPON letter dated December 14, 2014. 
8. Letter from Larry Tucker, President of Newport Beach Planning Commission, dated 

February 26, 2015. 
9. Newport Bay Conservancy letter dated February 27, 2015. 
10. Banning Ranch Conservancy e-mail dated March 3, 2015, with attached letter dated 

February 28, 2015 
11. Carl Mumm e-mail dated March 5, 2015 
12. Sea and Sage Audubon letter dated March 5, 2015 

 
II. SELECT RESPONSES TO DOCUMENTS RECEIVED 
 
As noted above, the correspondence received by staff provides general support for protection of 
coastal resources and enforcement action to address this matter, and staff thanks all the letter 
writers for their contributions to this hearing. Below, staff provides specific responses to issues 
raised in certain letters.   
 

A. RESPONSE TO LETTER FROM BANNING RANCH CONSERVANCY DATED DECEMBER 
15, 2014  

 
We appreciate Banning Ranch Conservancy’s acknowledgement of the Commission’s 
continuing efforts “to preserve the integrity of the Coastal Act and protect our valuable coastal 
resources” and the significance of this enforcement action for these purposes.  We also commend 
BRC for its commitment to monitoring and studying the natural resources on the site and 
educating the public, and providing staff, with information about the valuable ecosystem on the 
subject properties. The BRC letter is generally supportive of enforcement action, and along those 
lines, the letter suggests several components for a Commission action to address this matters. 
Staff believes that each of these components is already a part of the proposed Settlement 
Agreement, as described below. The issues raised in this letter are generally reflected to some 
degree throughout the comment letters received by staff, and thus this response serves as a 
response to the majority of the letters listed above. The four components of an enforcement 
action suggested by Banning Ranch Conservancy, and staff’s responses, are the following: 
 
1. Ensure that the unpermitted Major Vegetation Removal is permanently halted. 
 
Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement, NBR has agreed not to engage in vegetation removal 
activities unless they are permitted pursuant to the Coastal Act, except for the limited fuel 
modification that is required for fire safety and that is standard procedure and consistent with the 
Orange County Fire Authority Vegetation Management Guidelines.  Insofar as it may participate 
in the future in such limited fuel modification activities, those activities would be limited to 
vegetation thinning or clearance within 100 feet of homes or in close proximity to active wells or 
above-ground pipelines. This agreement is a central component of the restoration program put in 
place by the Settlement Agreement. The Settlement Agreement provides for active native habitat 
restoration on 18.45 acres of the site that are currently disturbed or developed. This would be one 
of the largest restoration projects ever put in place through a Commission enforcement action. In 



Addendum for March 12, 2015 
Page - 3 - 

 
 
addition to this active restoration, through this settlement agreement, NBR has agreed not to 
engage in the large-scale vegetation removal activities, or mowing, that has occurred on the site 
in the past. This will allow for the natural recovery of many more acres of the Properties than the 
18.45 acres being actively restored, including areas that support native plant communities, such 
as coastal sage scrub and grasslands.  
 
2. Ensure that the affected areas are restored and permanently protected. 
 
The settlement agreement will provide for active restoration of 18.45 acres of the subject 
properties that are currently disturbed or developed. The candidate areas for this restoration 
include many of the impacted areas, and the acreage count exceeds the amount of habitat area 
that Commission staff believes to have been impacted without proper authorization and that 
remains disturbed as a result. The restoration areas were chosen by identifying large blocks of 
disturbed areas that are contiguous with extensive existing habitat areas. As further described in 
Dr. Engel’s memo attached to the staff report, consolidating the restoration areas into large 
blocks of restored habitat increases the likelihood of a successful restoration on this site, given 
the size of the site, the characteristics, variety of habitats, location and size of the disturbances 
and the location of other similar habitats. In addition, pursuant to the Settlement Agreement, the 
restored areas will be deed restricted for preservation as open space so they will be permanently 
protected. 
 
3. In an effort to discourage similar activity in the future, impose appropriate fines and seek 
additional on-site mitigation at a ratio of at least 3 to 1. 
 
Although not admitting to any wrongdoing or liability, in order to resolve the Commission’s 
claims for civil penalties under the Coastal Act, NBR has agreed to deed restrict for open space 
and restoration purposes 24.6 acres of the Properties, in lieu of paying monetary penalties. To 
place a value on this deed restriction, staff referred to the costs of conservation easements in 
California paid for by governmental agencies. These naturally range in cost; however, given the 
land values in coastal Orange County, it would be expected that the value of a deed restriction in 
this area would tend to be in the upper part of that statewide range, and, thus, when the cost per 
acre is multiplied over 24.6 acres, the amounts within that range would be significant enough to 
address the Commission’s claims for civil liabilities against NBR. Even if one discounts the 
18.45 acres that are being restored, on the basis that the restoration would effectively already 
constrain the use of the site, under this analysis, just the additional 6.15 acres would constitute a 
substantial monetary amount.   
 
The 18.45-acre figure for required restoration was reached by calculating the number of acres of 
land that both (i) were affected by the Subject Activities and (ii) remain disturbed as a result of 
those activities, and providing that amount of restoration acreage, and then adding additional 
acreage to provide additional acreage as contribution as mitigation.  There is a significant 
disagreement amongst the parties about whether the Subject Activities were authorized by the 
1973 Exemption, and therefore, the extent of unauthorized impacts. Thus, the precise mitigation 
ratio varies depending upon the different interpretations of the 1973 exemption; but in any event, 
the restoration acreage both covers the number of acres affected, and provides additional acreage 
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for mitigation. As noted above, the locations selected as candidate areas for the restoration were 
chosen in order to allow for restoration of large contiguous disturbed areas – adjacent to existing 
natural habitat, which will increase the biological value of the acreage restored.  
 
4. Address unpermitted well drilling activity and require restoration of the habitat where 
appropriate. 
 
Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement, all allegedly unpermitted wells that remain on the site and 
are located outside of two relatively small “Oil Remainder Areas” (totaling roughly 17 acres of 
the 400 acre site and located in areas that have been historically and consistently used for oil 
production) will be: 1) removed and “abandoned” (17 wells) or 2) at NBR’s discretion, either 
removed and abandoned or subject to the coastal development permit process for Commission 
review to ensure their consistency with the Coastal Act (24 wells).  
 

B. RESPONSE TO LETTER FROM DR. PATRICIA MARTZ ON BEHALF OF THE CALIFORNIA 
CULTURAL RESOURCE PRESERVATION ALLIANCE, INC. (SIMILAR ISSUES ALSO RAISED 
IN BOLSA CHICA LAND TRUST LETTER DATED MARCH 9, 2015): 

 
We appreciate Dr. Martz’s comments and also appreciate her support for issuance of the 
Settlement Agreement. Concurrently with receiving Dr. Martz’s letter, Commission staff was in 
communication with her to further explain both how the Settlement Agreement is intended to 
protect cultural resources at the site, and that staff has worked with NBR throughout the 
settlement process and through the mailing for this item to ensure protection of archaeological 
and cultural resources and the precise actions to ensure protection have been fluid, and findings 
related to this issue were inadvertently omitted from the staff report. However, we now have 
more certainty in this matter, and Commission staff, through this addendum, is adding to the 
findings of the staff report, as described in more detail in Section III.B, below. In addition, the 
discussion immediately below describes the measures to protect and preserve cultural resources 
more fully. 
 
Dr. Martz’s concerns, which the Commission shares, centers on protecting cultural sites from 
disturbance as a result of the restoration and removal activities required by the proposed 
Settlement Agreement. Dr. Martz proposes that the Commission “amend the Administrative 
Orders to direct the respondents to protect and preserve CA-ORA-339, ORA-844VB, and CA-
ORA-906; and to have a qualified professional archaeologist and appropriate Native American 
descendant monitor all removal of oil structures and restoration activities within the vicinity of 
these sites.”  
 
First, pursuant to the Settlement Agreement, in the locations where the Subject Activities (as 
defined in the staff report), have resulted in potential impacts to an archaeological site (CA-
ORA-845), which is described in more detail in Section III.B, below, the cultural area will be 
restored to a natural state and deed restricted for protection as open space. Also, the bulk of the 
restoration activities required by the proposed Settlement Agreement, including those within the 
vicinity of the cultural sites, will not result in any soil disturbance except for preparation of the 
top level of soil to ensure planting success, and measures will be in place, described below, to 
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ensure that restoration activities that do involve soil disturbance will not impact cultural 
resources. Thus, impacts to cultural resources will be minimized in this way. In addition, 
measures are already built into the Settlement Agreement to protect cultural resources. For 
instance, the Settlement Agreement contains the following two provisions:  
 

4.3.E. (Removal) The SRMP [Settlement Restoration and Mitigation Plan] shall indicate 
that removal activities shall not disturb areas outside of the areas from which 
materials are removed pursuant to this Settlement Agreement (hereinafter, 
“Removal Areas”). 

 
4.4 C (Restorative Grading). The goal of restorative grading is to ensure the success of 

restoration of the Restoration Areas and to restore the areas to their prior 
condition, while minimizing the size of the area and the intensity of the impacts 
associated with any proposed restorative grading.   

 
Pursuant to these provisions, staff will review the Settlement Restoration and Mitigation Plan 
submitted by NBR and may require as part of that plan that any ground disturbance that occurs 
within the vicinity of the archaeological sites noted above as a result of the restorative work 
required by the proposed Settlement Agreement is monitored by an archaeologist and Native 
American monitor to ensure avoidance of cultural resources.  
 
III. CHANGES TO STAFF REPORT FOR CCC-15-CD-01 AND CCC-15-RO-01 
 
Commission staff hereby revises its February 27, 2015 staff report and, thereby its recommended 
findings in support of the Settlement Agreement & Settlement Cease and Desist Order and 
Settlement Restoration Order. These changes do not change the commitments made in the 
proposed settlement documents.  Language to be added is shown in italic and underlined and 
deleted language is shown as struck through, as shown below. 
 
A. Staff makes the following changes to the staff report based on a request by Newport Banning 
Ranch, LLC, in order to clarify its positions. The general purpose of these changes is to 
emphasize that this Settlement Agreement is a collaborative effort of the parties, despite 
differences of opinions regarding the underlying facts, as described in the changes below and in 
the Staff Report generally, to resolve this matter consensually.  
 

1) The following language in the 2nd full paragraph of page 3 is modified as follows: 
 
The proposed Settlement Agreement provides a mutually-agreeable resolution of that dispute of 
the disagreements regarding the interpretation and application of the Resolution and clarifies 
obligations for activities at the site going forward, without requiring either party to concede its 
position3. By entering into Settlement Agreement and Settlement Cease and Desist Order No. 
CCC-15-CD-01 and Settlement Restoration Order No. CCC-15-RO-01, which are attached to 

                                                      
3 The positions of the parties leading up to this Settlement Agreement are briefly summarized in Recital section 2 of 
the agreement.  NBR’s position is also summarized on page 11 of this staff report. 
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this staff report as Appendix A (hereinafter collectively referred to as the “Settlement 
Agreement”), NBR, although not admitting to any wrongdoing or liability under the Coastal Act, 
has agreed to remove allegedly unpermitted oil wells; restore many acres affected by the 
disputed activities and restore additional acres as mitigation; deed restrict 24.6-acres of the 
Properties for open space and restoration; and limit its future activities, including vegetation 
removal on the site, insofar as NBR is involved in mowing of the Properties, unless it obtains a 
permit for additional activities and/or receives concurrence from Commission staff that such 
activities are exempt such as that received previously for purposes of conducting limited fuel 
modification activities for fire protection purposes.  

 
2) The first full paragraph on page 11 is modified as follows: 

 
Commission staff’s position has been that the Resolution is limited to activities associated with 
the specific 340 Exempt Wells (and associated facilities) identified in the Resolution. NBR’s 
position has been that the Resolution authorizes the drilling of any number of additional wells 
beyond the 340 Exempt Wells, provided that no more than 340 wells are in operation at any 
time. They point out that the recovery process used at the time required the drilling of additional 
wells. To summarize, NBR’s position has been that the Resolution authorizes the drilling of any 
number of wells, provided that no more than 340 wells are in operation at any time; that no 
more than 340 wells were in operation at any one time, consistent with that provisions, and that 
all the wells have been operated and maintained consistent with the primary and secondary 
production methods evaluated during the Commission’s review and issuance of the Resolution. 
NBR also contends that the facility, infrastructure and operational improvements conducted 
onsite were performed or installed in support of the primary and secondary production methods, 
and anticipated abandonment procedures, evaluated during the Commission’s review and 
issuance of the Exemption. NBR further contends that vegetation maintenance conducted on the 
site, including mowing, has been performed by oil operators since the early 1940s for fire 
prevention purposes, health and safety reasons, and to ensure visual access to all oil facilities, 
consistent with vegetation maintenance practices of similar oil fields located within or proximate 
to urban areas, and therefore has been part of the oil field’s regular maintenance activities 
conducted within the scope of the Resolution, or was exempt based on a vested rights theory. 
Finally, it is NBR’s position that Staff’s concerns regarding the exempt and/or authorized status 
of the oil field development and operations were addressed as part of the application review 
process for the previously approved and issued Coastal Development Permit E-85-1, for which 
the Commission’s findings acknowledge the Resolution, and permitted exploratory drilling in a 
new horizon which both parties agreed exceeded the scope of the Resolution. However, with 
respect to the wells, even if NBR is correct that the Resolution exempted the drilling of new 
wells as long as there were never more than 340 in existence at one time (and regardless of 
whether the 340 that existed at any time included the original 340), the original application 
indicated that the Claimants were requesting an exemption based on the recovery process in use 
at that time (and the Regional Commission’s action and deliberations reflected that), and that 
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process has been wound down.  Staff has confirmed that at least 1536[4] wells in addition to the 
Exempt Wells were drilled by oilfield operators subsequent to the Resolution, without separate 
authorization from the Coastal Commission. Because Respondents dispute that the drilling of 
those wells exceeds the authorization in the Resolution, those additional wells are referred to 
herein simply as the “Additional Wells.” 
 
B. Commission Staff hereby revises its February 27, 2015 staff report and, thereby its 
recommended findings in support of the Settlement Agreement & Settlement Cease and Desist 
Order and Settlement Restoration Order to provide the findings related to cultural resources. The 
following section is inserted into page 30, immediately before “(d) Subject Activities are 
Causing Continuing Resource Damage.” 
 

vi. Cultural Resources  
 
Certain Subject Activities are inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30244, which requires 
protection of archaeological and paleontological resources within the Coastal Zone. Section 
30244 of the Coastal Act states:  
 

Where development would adversely impact archaeological or paleontological resources 
as identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures 
shall be required. 
 

The known impacts to cultural resources resulting from the Subject Activities resulted from the 
drilling of two wells in 1980 that disturbed archaeological site CA-ORA-845 without necessary 
mitigation measures. The site had been identified by archaeologists prior to the drilling and 
described as an area “consisting of dark soil, fire-cracked rock and shellfish, covering an area of 
50 meters by 150 meters.” The site was disturbed without participation in the coastal 
development permit process, precluding an analysis of mitigation options, such as avoidance of 
cultural resources, which would have otherwise been implemented during the permitting process. 
In fact, certain Subject Activities resulted in disturbance of the site. Since this was disturbed by 
certain Subject Activities, the protection and appropriate treatment of the archaeological 
resources contained within this cultural site were not ensured, as is required by the CDP process. 
Certain Subject Activities are thus inconsistent with both the Coastal Act’s archaeological 
resources protection policies. Pursuant to this Settlement Agreement, NBR has agreed to 
incorporate the impacted cultural site into the Restoration Areas that are to be restored to their 
natural condition and preserved in perpetuity as open space.  
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
4 Information provided to staff catalogues the wells drilled on the properties through 2010. Any wells drilled since 
2010 would also be considered Additional Wells. 
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 CCRPA         California Cultural Resource Preservation Alliance, Inc.                              
        P.O. Box 54132                         An alliance of American Indian and scientific communities working for  
    Irvine, CA 92619-4132                    the preservation of archaeological sites and other cultural resources. 
 
 
March 6, 2015        Item Nos. Th 8 & 9 
          
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, Suite 100 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
 
Attn: Andrew Willis/Teresa Henry 
 
Re: Settlement Agreement & Settlement Cease and Desist Order No. CCC-15-CD-01 
Settlement Agreement & Settlement Cease and Desist Order No. CCC-15-RO-01 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
I regret that I am unable to attend your hearing regarding the above mentions orders as I will be attending  
the Annual Meeting of the Society for California Archaeology in Redding, California on March 12th.  I  
fully support the staff recommendation “1) cease and desist from engaging in unpermitted development,  
including extensive mowing, on the properties identified below;” 
 
My concerns lie in the fact that the Coastal Commission Staff Report mentions archaeology only once and  
there is no mention of the damage done to the archaeological sites as a result of the unpermitted  
development, or the further damage that will occur when, as ordered by enforcement order 2) “remove  
certain oil production structures and materials that are present on those properties as result of unpermitted  
activities;”  and 3) restore certain areas of those properties that have been impacted by the subject   
activities, and some additional areas, to native habitat consistent with surrounding natural areas.”  These  
ground disturbing activities have the potential to cause further damage to the archaeological sites. At a  
minimum the developer should be required to have a professional archaeologist and appropriate Native  
American descendant monitor during the removal of structures and restoration activities within the  
vicinity of the archaeological sites. 
   
In my letter to the Commission of December 3, 2014, I expressed concerns that unpermitted grading and  
development associated with Banning Ranch oil wells #533 and #536 resulted in adverse impacts to 
archaeological site CA-ORA-845.  I also noted that only three out of 11 recorded archaeological sites in  
the area have escaped total destruction and that CA-ORA-339, ORA-844B, and CA-ORA-906 have been  
damaged by ground disturbances associated with oil wells, but retain sufficient integrity to be eligible for  
listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  This makes it all the more important that the remaining  
sites are protected and preserved. 
 
The Commission staff are to be commended for their careful consideration of plants and animals.  Unlike  
These important natural resources, archaeological sites are non-renewable. The proposed orders are well  
intentioned but could result in the final destruction of the three remaining archaeological sites.  
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Please amend the Administrative orders to direct the respondents to protect and preserve CA- 
ORA-339, ORA-844VB, and CA-ORA-906; and to have a qualified professional archaeologist  
and appropriate Native American descendant monitor all removal of oil structures and restoration  
activities within the vicinity of these sites. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
 
 
Patricia Martz, Ph.D. 
President   
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City Manager’s Office 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

100 Civic Center Drive 
Newport Beach, California 92660 

949 644-3001  |  949 644-3020 FAX 
newportbeachca.gov 

 

 

March 10, 2015 
 

The Honorable Steve Kinsey, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA  94105-2219 
 

VIA E-Mail to:  Sherilyn.Sarb@coastal.ca.gov  
 

Re: Items Th8, Th9 – Settlement Agreement with Newport Banning Ranch 
 

Dear Chair Kinsey: 
 

As you and your fellow Commissioners are aware, the Newport Banning Ranch project – a mix 
of open space, restored wetlands, and development - is important to the City of Newport 
Beach.  The City Council approved the project in July of 2012, stressing that the project itself 
accomplishes a balancing of private property rights, community benefit, and the restoration 
and preservation of important coastal assets such as open space, trails, parks and other coastal 
resources. 
 

Further, this project has been fully vetted through our City processes, received input from 
hundreds of community members and represents a use approved by voters in our General Plan.  
While we very much respect and appreciate the views of those who would prefer that none of 
the space have homes, active parks, or similar uses, our own deliberative and public process 
has shown that development can occur at the Banning Ranch with significant public and coastal 
benefits.  
 

The approval of the proposed Settlement Agreement and a prompt move towards the 
Commission’s consideration of the Newport Banning Ranch’s full proposal is consistent with the 
City’s past actions in support of the proposal. 
 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Dave Kiff 
City Manager, City of Newport Beach 
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file:///G|/...1-005%20Banning%20Ranch%20mowing/Files/Addendum/Petition%20to%20stop%20mowing%20on%20Banning%20Ranch.txt[3/10/2015 2:06:57 PM]

From:   C B <cblack949@hotmail.com>
Sent:   Wednesday, December 17, 2014 12:11 PM
To:     Willis, Andrew@Coastal
Cc:     Dobson, Amber@Coastal; zimmerccc@gmail.com; 
cgroom@smcgov.org; mmcclureccc@co.del-norte.ca.us; 
Gregcoastal@sdcounty.ca.gov
Subject:        Petition to stop mowing on Banning Ranch
Attachments:    stop-the-destructive-mowing-of-habitat_petition with signatures 
121714.pdf

Attn:  Andrew Willis Enforcement Officer 
CA Coastal Commission  
 
 
Hello Mr. Willis, 
 
Please see the attached petition requesting the following:

'Developers have mowed, scraped and cleared much of the habitat the wildlife 
on Banning Ranch need to survive. 
Vegetation removal of this magnitude is considered 'development' under the 
Coastal Act and requires a prior permit issued by the California Coastal 
Commission. No permit has been applied for, and no permit was ever issued. 
The developer claims the vegetation clearance a necessity because it is an active 
oil field, yet there are few remaining active wells and no vegetation removal has 
been implemented outside of the area of their proposed residential 
development. 
Please institute management practices of vegetation removal inline with that of 
the Orange County Fire Authority and the Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal 
Resources for the land at Banning Ranch.' 
 
 
Please share this petition and its 692 signatories with the Commissioner's for which I do not 
have an email address for. 
 
Thank You, 
Cindy Black
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California Coastal Commission

Developers have mowed, scraped and cleared much of the habitat the wildlife on
Banning Ranch need to survive.
  Vegetation removal of this magnitude is considered 'development' under the Coastal
Act and requires a prior permit issued by the California Coastal Commission. No permit
has been applied for, and no permit was ever issued.
  The developer claims the vegetation clearance a necessity because it is an active oil
field, yet there are few remaining active wells and no vegetation removal has been
implemented outside of the area of their proposed residential development.
  Please institute management practices of vegetation removal inline with that of the
Orange County Fire Authority and the Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources for
the land at Banning Ranch.

1. Suzanne Hamer Woodinville, WA
2. James Ng Austin, TX
3. Eternal Gardener Dayboro, Australia
4. Henry Weinberg Santa Barbara, CA
5. Elle Perkins Circleville, NY
6. John Forbes Edinburgh, United

Kingdom
7. C Black Costa Mesa, CA
8. Teresa Barnwell Palm Desert, CA I used to live next to Banning Ranch and observed all the

wildlife on a daily basis. This precious land needs to be
protected. Stop the mowing!

9. Larry Platt Santa Ana, CA
10. Florence Martin Costa mesa, CA
11. Betsy Malone Newport Beach, CA
12. Elaney Wolvinya Hellevoetsluis,

Netherlands
13. Laurene Keane Costa Mesa, CA
14. Kathryn Irby Gulfport, MS
15. SUSAN LESTER COSTA MESA, CA
16. merle moshiri Huntington Beach,

CA
This property is one of the very last vestiges of what we
used to be.. We can't lose it.

17. Lisa Buchanan Newport Beach, CA
18. Dinda Evans San Diego, CA
19. Michael

Madariaga
Huntington Beach,
CA

Name From Comments

Page 1    -    Signatures 1 - 19 Document 5 
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Name From Comments
20. christopher

mcevoy
Costa Mesa, CA

21. Michael Moon Costa Mesa, CA Can Newport just leave a bit of land, around the edges, so
that we can enjoy some open land?

22. Bridget Duffin Costa Mesa, CA
23. Eileen Truxton Newport Beach, CA
24. Burnel Patterson Huntington Beach,

CA
25. Jerri Patton Aiea, HI
26. Lisa Morlan Costa Mesa, CA
27. greenplanet e ny, NY
28. Christine Fudge Long Beach, CA
29. Eva Chu Calgary, Canada
30. Ben Oscarsito My Hometown,

Sweden
31. Jordan Glass Hartsdale, NY
32. Krista Slavin Keego Harbor, MI
33. Roman Klevets Sinelnikovo, Ukraine
34. Peter Lund Vejby, Denmark
35. Angel W. Jersey, United

Kingdom
36. Ana MESNER Ljubljana, Slovenia
37. Olga Troyan Taraz, Kazakhstan
38. Marija Mohoric Skofja Loka, Slovenia
39. Annabelle T. Kings Lynn, United

Kingdom
40. Dennis Kaplan Mayfield Heights, OH
41. Anneke Andries Raamsdonksveer,

Netherlands
42. Patricia Hudson Northwich, United

Kingdom
43. Lauren Ravel Weston, United

Kingdom
44. Elsie Au Bkk, Thailand
45. Nils Anders Lunde Eidsvoll, Norway
46. Tina Christiansen Frederiksberg,

Denmark
47. lisa manfredi costa mesa, CA
48. EARTH DAY IS

EVERY DAY
Irvine, CA

Page 2    -    Signatures 20 - 48 Document 5 
Th 8 & 9 

Page 3 of 29



Name From Comments
49. Francis Dams

Konkol
Melbourne, Australia

50. Karina Tarpinian Marseille, France
51. Autumn Sweeley Jersey Shore, PA
52. Corry Ridder Muiden, Netherlands
53. Maethese Cassar Gudja, Malta
54. Bill C Kempten, Germany
55. Judy Talamantes Pomona, CA
56. Serdar Murat Vienna, Austria
57. Anne Haarhoff George, South Africa
58. Mehmet Genc Istanbul, Turkey
59. THEODORE

SPACHIDAKIS
Piraeus, Greece

60. Fi Tse Hong Kong, China
61. Natalie Scerri Rabat, Malta
62. viviane

verbruggen
antwerp, Belgium

63. Mark Bastian Helston, United
Kingdom

64. Janet Clarke Burgess Hill, United
Kingdom

65. riccardo bardelli rapallo, Italy
66. Willem Kom Hoogezand,

Netherlands
67. Azza Elsherbini Alexandria, Egypt
68. Suzanna Hagglof Kristianstad, Sweden
69. Monique Angela

Buijs
Hoorn, Netherlands

70. Sandra Berube Montreal, Canada
71. Val MT Latrobe, Australia
72. Sherry Kallab Capistrano Beach,

CA
73. Nicola Cerato Cittadella, Italy
74. Susanna

Minacheili
thessaloniki, Greece

75. Donna Hamilton Great Yarmouth,
United Kingdom

76. Ty Beh Rio Rancho, NM
77. Erlinda Cortez Long Beach, CA
78. Chantal Buslot Hasselt, Belgium
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79. Mary Ch Toronto, Canada Please watch shows "Planet Earth : Our Loving Home" on

www.suprememastertv.com
80. Helen Auzins Zirndorf, Germany
81. Teresa Wlosowicz Sosnowiec, Poland
82. marisol melgarejo Hoorn, Netherlands
83. Andrea Sreiber Subotica, Serbia And

Montenegro
84. mihailescu

camelia
Bucharest, Romania

85. Márcia Paiva Viçosa, Brazil
86. mary sparoni costa mesa, CA
87. jeff boden Denver, CO
88. Constance

Franklin
Los Angeles, CA

89. Sylvia Gries Eppenbrunn,
Germany

90. rob tighe newport beach, CA We must stop this!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!homes for who? .
91. Jakub Kousal Libstat, Czech

Republic
92. Thomas Welles Costa Mesa, CA Please stop destruction of habitat!
93. vasiliki paschalidi patmos, Greece
94. m. kincer Shelby Township, MI
95. Maria Schulz Timisoara, Romania
96. nestor

berazategui
mendoza, Argentina

97. Cindy Brenneman Costa Mesa, CA
98. christine cecile paris, France
99. Neil Ryding Warrington, United

Kingdom
100. cynthia benedict costa mesa, CA stop aera energy (exxon mobile and shell) from continuing

to decimate our land and resources in california... they
have made enough money off all of us already!

101. Monica
Hernandez

Costa mesa, CA

102. Karen Roberts Redwood City, CA
103. manuela wolter san-jose, Costa Rica
104. Veerle De

Saedeleer
Edegem, Belgium

105. Nimue Pendragon Melbourne, Australia
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106. Spencer Ellis Newport Beach, CA Can we please have a small open space along the coast??

How about we get Newport to build the great park since
the Irvine kleptocrats are too corrupt to do so??

107. Gabriela
Craciunas

Cluj-napoca,
Romania

108. NicoleAWAY
Weber

Pasadena, MD

109. Anna Wang West Lafayette, IN
110. Goc Abrami? Valpovo, Croatia
111. Mark Stewart Aberdeen, United

Kingdom
112. Bettina Lorenz Rhede, Germany
113. sandra asper newport beach, CA
114. Maud Nilsson Grästorp, Sweden
115. Paul Burton Flatwoods, KY
116. Karin Ahlf Costa Mesa, CA
117. Nilgun Coleri Isparta, Turkey
118. Natacha PENET Unieux, France
119. Suzanne Welsh Newport Beach, CA
120. Teresa Prentice Kent, United Kingdom
121. Lucy Pérez Chilpancingo, Mexico
122. Alexandr

Yantselovskiy
Vyshneve, Ukraine

123. Elisabeth
Bechmann

St. Pölten, Austria

124. Veronique Bouts Brunssum,
Netherlands

125. Sau tsang Las Vegas, NV
126. June M Citrus Ridge, FL
128. Jennifer Pagnan Padova, Italy
129. gillian brown

brown
Cowes, United
Kingdom

130. Joseph Wenzel West Saint Paul, MN
131. Mark Tabbert Newport Beach, CA Stop the mowing and stop the development. We voted for

open space not another subdivision.
132. dennis mchale mkodjeska, CA
134. john beth Costa mesa, CA
135. Adrianne Navarro Lake Forest, CA
136. Stephen Duffin Costa Mesa, CA
137. Deborah Koken Costa Mesa, CA Save Banning Ranch for people and wildlife
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138. Josephine Velte Newington, Australia
139. Candy Jennings Long beach, CA
140. Steve Ray Anaheim, CA Banning Ranch is the last large piece of unprotected

coastal open space left on the Southern California coast. It
must be saved!

141. Adrian Shiva Trincity, Trinidad And
Tobago

142. Ron Vanderhoff Lake Forest, CA
143. James Walker Janesville, WI
144. ADRIANA

CADENA TÉLLEZ
EDO DE MÉXICO,
Mexico

145. Freddie Monroe Snellville, GA
146. Lorelei Stierlen Plano, TX
147. Len Nunez Quezon City,

Philippines
148. Reginald Durant Irvine, CA
149. John Tadlock Costa Mesa, CA
150. Mary Thomas

Davila
Richmond, CA

151. Rebecca Robles San Clemente, CA
152. Janet Maker Los Angeles, CA
153. Gay Royer Costa Mesa, CA Please stop mowing down all of the natural habitat on

Banning Ranch! Please preserve this wonderful area in its
natural state!

154. Christina Shahan Costa Mesa, CA
155. Mariann

Rannenberg
Fairmont, WV

156. hELEN
hEARFIELD

York, United Kingdom

157. juan Garcia Bogota, Colombia
158. Dana

Ehrenbergerová
Upice, Czech
Republic

159. Holly Valentino Huntington Beach,
CA

161. Jay Humphrey Costa Mesa, CA
162. daniela siko vienna, Austria
163. fundacion san

francisco de asis
zar

zarzal colombia,
Colombia

164. Suzan Toma Sittard, Netherlands
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165. Sylvia van der

Does
Vijfhuizen,
Netherlands

166. carolyn barnes greene, NY
167. seychellle cannes newport beach, CA open space for our biodiversity
168. Joe Weber costa mesa, CA
169. Ulrica Sjögren Stockholm, Sweden
170. Mercedes Pérez Alicante, Spain
171. Carol Jacklin Lincolnshire, United

Kingdom
172. Lise Vandal Alma, Canada
173. Eleanor Egan Costa Mesa, CA
174. Barbara Boethling Huntington Beach,

CA
175. Stephanie

Pacheco
Fountain Valley, CA

176. Lane Davis Fort White, FL
177. John Hughes Glen Allen, VA
178. Walter

Botteldoorne
Kortrijk-heule,
Belgium

Ontwikkelaars gemaaid, geschraapt en uitgeschakeld veel
van de habitat die de dieren in het wild op verbieden
Ranch nodig om te overleven. Het Verbod op Ranch
Conservancy is strijden voor een permanent einde te
maken aan de vernietiging van habitats, maar we hebben
uw hulp nodig.
Gelieve te ondertekenen ons verzoek aan de California
Coastal Commissie en help opslaan de wildlife op
verbieden Ranch!
Ontwikkelaars willen bouwen het equivalent van een kleine
stad op de 401 hectare van het verbod op Ranch in
Zuid-Californië. Vegetatie verwijdering van deze omvang
wordt beschouwd als 'ontwikkeling' onder de kust Act en
vereist een voorafgaande vergunning door de California
Coastal Commissie. Geen vergunning is aangevraagd, en
geen vergunning was ooit uitgegeven!
De ontwikkelaar beweert de vegetatie goedkeuring een
noodzaak, want het is een actieve olieveld, nog er paar
resterende actieve wells zijn en geen vegetatie
verwijdering is uitgevoerd buiten het gebied van hun
voorgestelde residentiële ontwikkeling.
Alleen de California Coastal Commissie heeft de
bevoegdheid en de autoriteit om ze te stoppen. Het
verbieden van Ranch is waar zeldzame kust vogels en
mariene leven, samen met tientallen weerloze wilde
dieren, veel op risico van verplaatsing of dood.
Gelieve te helpen besparen de dieren in het wild op
verbieden Ranch en teken onze petitie spoort de
(continues on next page)
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178. Walter

Botteldoorne
Kortrijk-heule,
Belgium

(continued from previous page)
Commissie California Coastal ter bescherming van deze
kwetsbare habitat en zijn fauna door een permanente
beperking van de vegetatie verwijdering inline met die van
de Orange County Fire autoriteit en de divisie van olie Gas
en geothermische bronnen.

179. Pam Boland Grovetown, GA
180. Edward Laurson Denver, CO
181. Alexander Willer Vienna, Austria
182. Jessica Bermudez Brooklyn, NY
183. nicolette ludolphi Bremen, Germany
184. Natalie Van

Leekwijck
Deurne, Belgium

185. Joel Schechter Costa Mesa, CA
186. Truman Gleason Pahrump, NV
187. AniMae Chi Adelaide, Australia
188. Marie honeyjones Conwy, United

Kingdom
189. Borg Drone Edinburgh, United

Kingdom
190. Slava R Toronto, Canada Stop the Destructive Mowing of Habitat!
191. MARCO

PARRAVICINI
Milano, Italy

192. carl cassidy CDM, CA
193. Patricia Martz Irvine, CA
194. Candy LeBlanc Placerville, CA
195. shannon crossen Costa Mesa, CA
196. Susan Markowitz Santa Ana, CA
197. Joshua Lazenby Commerce City, CO
198. Margaret

Gillingham
Costa Mesa, CA

199. Susan Harker Costa Mesa, CA
200. Ljiljana Milic Belgrade, Serbia And

Montenegro
201. Jason Bowman Placerville, CA
202. Inge Bjorkman Mariannelund,

Sweden
203. Ingrid Hahn Oberhaching,

Germany
204. Giana

Peranio-Paz
Haifa, Israel
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205. Andrea Knöpfler Hannover, Germany
206. ERIKA SOMLAI Budapest, Hungary
207. Mike Schmidtt Sydney, Australia
208. Christeen

Anderson
Crestview, FL

209. S Forbath Costa Mesa, CA
210. Danuta Watola Kalety, Poland
211. Angela Kohn Cologne, Germany
212. Adelle Dourado Panjim, India
213. Tania Asef 5, CA
214. Mel Kong Costa Mesa, CA Why haven't the oil companies turned this into a wildlife

preserve?
215. Sonia sonia Na, Malta
216. Sofia Bjurström Åbo, Finland
217. Sonia Minwer

Barakat Reque
Ubeda, Spain

218. Frances Smith Spooner, WI
219. Julie Marshall Costa Mesa, CA
220. Bartlomiej

Tomczak
Lodz, Poland

221. Ilona Vaupel Willroth, Germany
222. Cassandra Okun Vienna, Austria
223. Nicole Le Fay Waterloo, NY
224. Melissa Sowden Costa Mesa, CA
225. Julia Sutton Costa Mesa, CA Our lovely landscape has been destroyed by outsiders. Let

us stand together to end this useless destruction. Put the
d*** houses somewhere else!

226. Rick Huffman Costa Mesa, CA
227. Kim Farthing Costa Mesa, CA Help us save the last ocean area open space in Orange

County
228. James Heumann Costa Mesa, CA
229. EDWARD G.

MRKVICKA
Arvada, CO

230. Ellen Gutfleisch Sussex, WI
231. Linsey Hayashi Costa Mesa, CA
232. Christina Zdenek O'Connor, Australia Dear Coastal Commission,

As a citizen of the United States and a resident of
Australia, Fulbright Alumna, and Wildlife Biologist, I
support the conservation and permanent end to the habitat
(continues on next page)
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232. Christina Zdenek O'Connor, Australia (continued from previous page)

clearing at Banning Ranch. 
As you may or may not be aware, southern
California—and particularly the coast there—is one of the
25 known biodiversity hotspots in the world. The
Mediterranean Type Ecosystem (MTE) there hosts a suite
of amazing and unique species. 
Lets not continue the 'death by 1,000 cuts' form of 'land
management' and take action to protect Banning Ranch
from further land-clearing.
Thank You,
Christina Zdenek
www.ChristinaZdenek.com

233. Jamie MacLeod Costa Mesa, CA
234. jess b Portland, OR
235. Ela Gotkowska LODZ, Poland
236. Margaret

Goodman
Glen Mills, PA

237. Sarah Tyndall Huddersfield, United
Kingdom

238. Glen Venezio San Juan, PR
239. Ron Obrecht costa mesa, CA
240. Monika V Paris, France
241. Mary Cromley Taunton, MA
242. Robert Ortiz Phoenix, AZ
243. Geoff Kemp Swindon, United

Kingdom
244. Linda Todd Austin, TX
245. fulya akpinar dietikon, Switzerland
246. Rebecca Bartlett Escondido, CA
247. Ivan Snajdar Crikvenica, Croatia
248. Michael

Seckendorf
Carmel, NY

249. Jean Cheesman Santa Barbara, CA
250. clarice copia sao paulo, Brazil
251. Joyce Frohn Oshkosh, WI
252. Patrice Cole Waterford, MI Time to make it a permanent sanctuary.
253. Heather Cross Brooklyn, NY
254. Petrus van Gils Beaune d'Allier,

France
255. Liz Powell Bedford, United

Kingdom
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256. Kathy Nix Yukon, OK
257. Ruth Serra Clearwater, FL
258. Dennis Morley Old Bridge, NJ
259. Madhu Pillai Melbourne, Australia
260. amy Ninnes Point Vernon,

Australia
261. Ernst Mecke Helsinki/finland,

Finland
262. Edith Ogella Santa Barbara, CA
263. Pat LeBaron Medford, OR
264. Malgorzata

Zmuda
Bukowno, Poland

265. Tami Palacky Springfield, VA
266. Leanne Burns Stockton, CA
267. jeanette

Capotorto
Commack, NY

268. Anthony
Capobianco

Bethel Park, PA

269. norma laborie Saint Ouen, France
270. Priscilla Gallou Hermanville, France
271. Rhoda Wenig Commack, NY
272. J. David Scott London, Canada
273. Leigh Saunders Hastings, New

Zealand
274. Mary Jo

Al-Tukhaim
West Townsend, MA

275. Jane Davidson Englewood, NJ
276. Petra Mueller Traunstein, Germany
277. sandra browne Bury St Edmunds,

United Kingdom
278. Miriam Ivaldi Buenos Aires,

Argentina
279. Gail Roberts Tecate, CA
280. Suneet Srivastava Toronto, Canada
281. Judy Albury Miami, FL
282. Henrik Thorsen Brøndby Strand,

Denmark
283. Sheila Ward San Juan, PR
284. Eva Luursema Amsterdam,

Netherlands
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285. Selva Carnevale Villa Gobernador

Galvez, Argentina
286. Ronda Gilbert Costa Mesa, CA
287. Attilio Augusto

Angellotti
Carassai (ap), Italy

288. Sharon Gillespie Austin, TX
289. GRACE NEFF ALBANY, OR Our wildlife need these places to live and the more we

destroy them the closer we are to causing some species to
go extinct.

290. Elizabeth Oliveira Rio De Janeiro, Brazil
291. donald

Baumgartner
Missoula, MT

292. Marie-Ange
Berchem

Altlinster,
Luxembourg

293. Andy Lingle Newport Beach, CA Let's join together and save some of the last open space in
Newport Beach! Gone is gone forever.

294. Ondine James Sydney, Australia
295. Michael Stewart Costa Mesa, CA Save Banning Ranch
296. Dori Cole Wheaton, IL
297. Lydia Garvey Clinton, OK
298. James Mulcare Clarkston, WA
299. Julie Sasaoka Concord, CA
300. Ron Frankiewicz Costa Mesa, CA
301. Coreen Kerr Burnaby, Canada Will mankind ever give animals a thought about how

destructive they are being? Nope didn't think so!
302. Don McKelvey Euclid, OH
303. Vicky Pitchford Toronto, Canada
304. Marianne

Ivarsson
Gothenburg, Sweden

305. Kristina Olah Newport Beach, CA STOP THE MADDNESS!
306. Denise Burch Costa Mesa, CA
307. Peter Cummins Cairns, Australia
308. Nelson Baker Bethesda, OH
309. Ewelina Łukaszek Gorzów Wlkp.,

Poland
310. Susan Ellis Red Hook, NY
311. Lois Jordan Tucson, AZ
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312. Wai Ling Liu N.t. Hong Kong, Hong

Kong
Please stop the destructive mowing of habitat , Developers
want to build the equivalent of a small town on the 401
acres of banning Ranch in Southern California , Vegetation
removal of this ,magnitude is considered development
under the Coastal Act , and requires a prior permit issued
by the California Coastal Commission , no permit has been
applied for , and no permit was ever issued , 
The developer claims the vegetation clearance a necessity
because it is an active oil field , yet there are few remaining
active wells and no vegetation removal has been
implemented outside of the area of their proposed resident
development , only the California Coastal Commission has
the jurisdiction and the authority to stop them , banning
Ranch is home to rare coastal birds and marine life , many
at risk of displacement or death , 
please help save the wildlife on Banning Ranch and urging
the California Coastal Commission to protect this sensitive
habitat and its wildlife by instituting a permanent limitation
of the vegetation removal inline with that of the Orange
County Fire Authority and the Division of Oil gas and
Geothermal Resources , Thank you

313. Gail McMullen Los Angeles, CA
314. Lenore Reeves Mokena, IL
315. Helen Castle Belleville, IL
316. Cristina Seica Anadia, Portugal
317. Anne Kirkwood Bradenton, FL
318. Judith Susser B'klyn, NY
319. Sandra Woodall San Antonio, TX
320. Carl Lemelin Ile Des Soeurs,

Canada
321. Patty Kundrat Elgin, IL
322. Anna Louise E.

Fontaine
Lantier, QC, Canada

323. linda petrulias Cazadero, CA
324. Dehra Iverson Costa Mesa, CA
325. Patricia Vazquez Mexico City, Mexico
326. mauricio carvajal Santiago, Chile
327. Sylvia Ruth Gray Salt Lake City, UT
328. Monika Huber Vienna, Austria
329. Ian Songan Kuching, Malaysia
330. Thomas Blaney Oklahoma City, OK
331. Kairen

Brooke-Anderson
Cape Town, South
Africa
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332. Annie Wei Queensladn,

Australia
333. Chris Hunter Monroe, LA
334. Victoria

McFarlane
Stacksteads, United
Kingdom

335. daniel aubouard angervilliers, France
336. Antonello

Imborgia
Palermo, Italy

337. Isabelle Piller Consolation
Maisonnettes, France

338. Marta
Dziemidowicz

ostroleka, Poland

339. Rogereau Nellyna Santenay, France
340. Carmen Stanescu Braila, Romania Together we can make a better world!
341. Christopher

Panayi
Brighton, United
Kingdom

342. Cheryl Hughes Oak Park, Australia
343. Jane Burgess West Bromwich,

United Kingdom
344. andrea bassett london, United

Kingdom
345. Michelle Hayward Kempston, United

Kingdom
346. Dagmar Leischow Hamburg, Germany
347. Mena Viana Somerset, United

Kingdom
348. Tahoe Leigh Shepway, United

Kingdom
349. Alessandra

Tromboni
Genova, Italy

350. joy bosworth blackpool, United
Kingdom

351. shirley mills sandwell, United
Kingdom

352. lorenz steininger hohenwart, Germany
353. John Streck Wilmington, DE
354. Bridget Irons Philadelphia, PA
355. Anne Montarou Plaisir, France
356. Maria Teresa

Schollhorn
Buenos Aires,
Argentina

357. Silvia Steinhilber Gonor, Canada
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358. Liv Biron Mansfield, CT
359. John Richkus Jersey City, NJ
360. Ana R Zagreb, Croatia
361. rita uljee Rotterdam,

Netherlands
362. Elaine Al Meqdad Willowbrook, IL
363. julia waller London, United

Kingdom
364. Wendy Oser Berkeley, CA
365. June Palomino Newport Beach, CA
366. Astrid Keup Allendorf, Germany
367. Margit Otterbach Vienna, Austria
368. Veronique

Lajoinie
St-maur, France

369. Joe Myers Azusa, CA
370. Nicole Maschke Cleveland, OH
371. Edward Spevak Saint Louis, MO
372. Barbara Silvia

Calamai
pisa, Italy

373. Flora Pino García Alameda del Valle,
Madrid, España,
Euro, Spain

374. christine
HORNECKER

Dijon, France

375. Joan Ciccarone Cossayuna, NY
376. Bonnie Lynn

MacKinnon
Georgetown, TX

377. Lynn Tor Shropshire, United
Kingdom

378. Stefan Petersen Husum, Germany
379. Gloria Cameron New Castle, PA
380. Connie Okragleski Delano, MN
381. Val Schmidt Henderson, NV
382. Monika

Christenson
Costa Mesa, CA

383. Twyla Meyer Pomona, CA
384. Rhonda Bird Hanahan, SC
385. Lena Hayashi Huntington Beach,

CA
386. Rahnie Tranter Brisbane, Australia
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387. Maret Kunze Newport Beach, CA
388. john pasqua Valley Center, CA leave the habitat the way nature intended it to remain.
389. Kimberly Wiley Rochester, NY
390. Jodelle Salaets Huntington Beach,

CA
391. Michael Carney Runnemede, NJ
392. Pat Mair Salzgitter, Germany
393. Anita Goncalves Ludlow, MA
394. andres navarro alicante, Spain
395. Paul Kalka Conshohocken, PA
396. Ramil Rosales

Aninon
San Fernando,
Pampanga,
Philippines

397. doug krause Fargo, ND
398. Anssi Haapala Turku, Finland
399. Veerle Van de

Velde
Oudenaarde, Belgium

400. Mina Law
-Glassman

Costa Mesa, CA

401. Mark Knaeps Newport Beach, CA We all came to live here because of the beautiful nature.
We paid top dollar for our houses because of the existing
environment. Are the developers ready to pay for the
devaluation of our properties?

402. Debbie Biere Barnhart, MO
403. Sandra Arapoudis Rhodos, Greece
404. Charlie Rush Allison Park, PA
405. Judith Embry Florida, MA
406. Donna Croce Port Hadlock, WA
407. carol f S Yarmouth, MA
408. Dianne Douglas Phoenix, AZ
409. Natalija Svrtan Zagreb, Croatia
410. Natalia Strebkova Moscow, Russian

Federation
411. Caroline

Constantinou
Brisbane, Australia

412. Richard
Berenguer

Lyon, France

413. Penny Bacon Hicksville, NY
414. Parag Desai Fort Lauderdale, FL

Page 16    -    Signatures 387 - 414 Document 5 
Th 8 & 9 

Page 17 of 29



Name From Comments
415. Maud van Tol Ridderkerk,

Netherlands
416. georgikopoulou

vasiliki
Rhodos, Greece

417. James Kane Costa Mesa, CA
418. Robert M/Carol G

Reed
Hardyville, VA

419. Lynda Haines Notts, United
Kingdom

420. Gina Megay Mantua, NJ
421. Mikel Hogan Huntington Beach,

CA
Please save the wild life on Banning Ranch. It is an
irreplaceable treasure.

422. Michelle Elliott Sydney, Australia
423. Ted Williams Ralls, TX
424. Jaremy Lynch Harpswell, ME
425. Joanna

Miloszewska
Warsaw, Poland

426. ISABEL
CERVERA

MADRID, Spain

427. Alison Arnold Essex, United
Kingdom

428. andreas vlasiadis athens, Greece
429. Julie Schampel Mckeesport, PA
430. sofia somoza quilmes, Argentina
432. Sandra Materi Casper, WY
433. Emiliano Mojica Irvine, CA
435. Rebecca

Abraham
Crown Point, IN

436. Andreas Ioannou Ammochostos,
Cyprus

437. Eric Garcia Costa Mesa, CA one with nature!
438. Valerie Evans Costa Mesa, CA
439. raleigh koritz Minneapolis, MN
440. Stella

Gambardella
Roma, Italy

441. Carla Carballo Paranaque,
Philippines

442. Jim Carr Costa Mesa, CA Banning Ranch needs to be preserved. And Costa Mesa
doesn't need the traffic headache from developing it.

443. Velia Moore Denver, CO
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444. Helen Higgins Fullerton, CA Natural, untampered habitat is necessary for the well being

of wildlife. Mowing is a threat to the wellbeing of wildlife.
445. Lyndie Bradshaw Santa Ana, CA
446. Amy Litton Costa Mesa, CA
447. Rebeca Steinberg Mex, Mexico
448. Gabriela Baldaia Porto, Portugal
449. denny bean fullerton, CA open space has been developed at an alarming rate

leaving little habitat for nature to continue or people to
enjoy.

450. Sue Musk Cambridge, United
Kingdom

451. sandra bailey nottingham, United
Kingdom

452. Valerie Arnold Barking, United
Kingdom

453. Stephen Tassell POOLE, United
Kingdom

454. Mona Grønbæk Videbæk, Denmark
455. Terry Welsh Costa Mesa, CA Help save Banning Ranch. Join the Banning Ranch

Conservancy at www.banningranchconservancy.org
456. Leslie Long Newport Beach, CA
457. Brian Benoit Newport beach, CA
458. Jeanne Fobes Newport Beach, CA
459. Susan Kopicki Newport Beach, CA
460. Marcia Marlowe Newport Bch, CA
461. Vivian Ho Huntington Beach,

CA
462. John Sisker Newport Beach, CA
463. Ryan Long Irvine, CA
464. Michelle Mainville Silverado, CA
465. Herbert Karg Corona del Mar, CA It,s not nice to fool with Mother Nature.
466. Dennis Keith Corona Del Mar, CA We must preserve this open space.
467. Jeanne Lepowsky Laguna Woods, CA
468. Sandra

Andrews-McCaffrey
Newport Beach, CA The Developers have been defiant, reckless and shown

total disregard for the habitat of BR. Mowing by their
tractors would start some mornings incredibly early. The
noise would wake me up and on many occasions it was
barely light outside. One morning I got a photo of the
tractor trying to run over an Egret. I could hear the bird
squawking all the way from my house. I have witnessed
the tractor mowing back and forth, doing circle eights
(continues on next page)
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468. Sandra

Andrews-McCaffrey
Newport Beach, CA (continued from previous page)

repeatedly, for hours in the same area. I have seen the
tractor mowing all over BR and not complying with the 100'
fire break rule. Their security truck sits and parks directly
across the ridge from our condos with a straight, close,
clear view right into our homes. It's a very unsettling feeling
being watched all hours of the day and night. Their truck
has left permanent tire indentations from sitting there so
often.These are so deep that when it rains the area fills
with water like a pond. There is no doubt having their truck
constantly watching us is an act of intimidation towards the
homeowners.

469. Roger Fletcher Costa Mesa, CA
470. Stacy Kline Newport Beach, CA Please keep this last vestige of wilderness protected in its

natural state forever.
471. June Maier Newport Beach, CA
472. Gary Itano Newport Beach, CA Please know that the vast majority of local residents prize

the potential of the Banning Ranch area to be restored to
be the jewel of nature that it was in the centuries before
our "modern" times. Please ensure that this small refuge is
protected without any development, whatsoever, so as to
serve the entire public and the nature that depends on it,
rather than the extreme, yet vocal (due to money) minority
of those interested only (despite their clever "public
interest" marketing schemes) in turning this remarkable
natural resource toward their own enrichment.

473. Laila Nabulsi Costa mesa, CA
474. Linda Vas Newport Beach, CA
475. Donna Birge Long Beach, CA
476. Mark Gleason Costa Mesa, CA I use the park(s) next to Banning Ranch every day. There

is ZERO need to mow these areas and it's obvious that the
motivation is to eliminate habit for pretty much everything
that lives on those hillsides. It needs to stop.

477. Gerard
Proccacino

Newport Beach, CA Save Banning Ranch. Please don't Los Angelize Newport
Beach / Costa Mesa.

478. Anne Rice Long Beach, CA Please do not remove any vegetation from the Banning
Ranch without permission of the California Coastal
Commission.
Do not destroy habitat of the native species.

479. Janet Nicholas costa mesa, CA
480. Patrick O'Sullivan Huntington Beach,

CA
Please save this irreplaceable habitat. Do not let
developers destroy it one step at a time with the ultimate
goal of lining their pockets at the expense native species
and the community at large.

481. Terri Blake Newport Beach, CA
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482. francis cignotti newport beach, CA
483. ellen king newport beach, CA Newport Beach does not need anymore development or

homes! Save the natural habitats, before they are all
destroyed, for our children, and their children.

484. Dan Silver Los Angeles, CA
485. Christy Schmitz Newport Beach, CA
486. Steve Tyler Orange, CA
487. Ann Cantrell Long Beach, CA
488. Mary Baretich Huntington Beach,

CA
489. Nicholas

Hernandez
ventura, CA

490. Melinda Cotton Long Beac, CA I own two properties in Costa Mesa (92627) and 
I urge the Coastal Commission to protect this wildlife
habitat. Thank you!

491. Donnie Haigh Long Beach, CA
492. V and B Jones Torrance, CA
493. Donald Kezsely Newport Beach, CA
494. Daniel Johnson Newport Beach, CA
495. JOHN GUESNO COSTA MESA, CA STOP ANY FUTURE DESTRUCTION TO BANNING

RANCH!!!
496. James Denison Long Beach, CA
497. Celia Kutcher Capistrano Beach,

CA
498. joey racano Los Osos, CA I have full trust the Coastal Commission will send a strong

message to other would-be coastal habitat scofflaws: make
it an expensive mistake.

499. Mary Ann Gordon Huntington Beach,
CA

500. Colin Browne Costa Mesa, CA
501. Don Bruner Newport Beach, CA
502. Norman Suker Newport Beach, CA
503. Michael McMahan Huntington Beach,

CA
504. Janis Bromberg Costa Mesa, CA
505. Claire Briggs Newport Beach, CA
506. Mark Vance Costa Mesa, CA If this land is preserved, citizens 100 years from now will

marvel at the strength and courage it took to accomplish
this.

507. Vikki Swanson Corona del Mar, CA
508. Jim Dodelson Costa Mesa, CA
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510. Suzanne Cecconi Costa Mesa, CA I have been a resident of Costa Mesa on and off for nearly

50 years. Please help us to preserve this critical open
space and provide sanctuary to our endangered birds and
other species.

511. Shirley Siglin Costa Mesa, CA
512. Eleanor Palmer Long Beach, CA Mowing destroys food sources for ALL birds and wildlife

who protect us from insects,like those mosquitoes who
carry West Nile Virises

513. Michael Lingle Costa Mesa, CA The developer of Banning Ranch is trying to create a fait
accompli by mowing and clearing critical wildlife habitat,
before development is approved by the Coastal
Commission. This should be stopped.

514. Albert Rossi Tustin, CA Please look at the broader picture for this last bit of open
space. The OC coast with open space is pretty much gone.
As we all know we are packed in here in the southland.
Cant we just leave what's left alone?

515. Robert Hamilton Long Beach, CA
516. Britt Welsh San Diego, CA
517. Scott Thomas Mission Viejo, CA
518. Jennifer Irani Newport Beach, CA Please review the mowing on Banning Ranch. The City is

over doing it and mowing more than what is allowed.
Thank you.

519. Julian A. Richards Costa Mesa, CA
520. Russ Ramirez Costa Mesa, CA
521. Breanna Gribble New York, NY
522. Daniel Songster el toro, CA Please help stop the grading and other means of habitat

destruction going on at Banning Ranch!
523. John Scott Huntington Beach,

CA
524. Rob Fowler McKinleyville, CA
525. Janet Lewis Huntington Beach,

CA
Stop the destructive mowing and leave the poor fairy
shrimp alone!! There is other land that can be used for
development - go find it!

526. John Townsend Newport Beach, CA
527. Jenifer Smith Costa Mesa, CA
528. Cheri Johnston Newport Beach, CA
529. Donna Whitmire Aliso Viejo, CA Please, please conserve our Earth. Do not mow down the

wildlife habitats of Banning Ranch. Thank you.
530. Chelsea Gribble La, CA
531. Kimberly Gribble Idyllwild, CA
532. Charles

Thomppson
Vista, CA
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533. Walter Hollowell Costa Mesa, CA Over the past half century, wildlife sanctuaries along the

southern California coast have been depleted at an
astonishing rate. The basin area below the Santa Ana river
is one of the few remaining natural habitats for coastal
wildlife. Please stop the selfish destruction of this valuable
resource.

534. marquise Beucler Newport Beach, CA
535. Flavio de pecol Newport Beach, CA Is typical of developers to want to remove any form of life

from the land they hope to develop, to reduce their
restrictions; Since this land is not scheduled for
development (yet, and hopefully never) they should stop
that practice.

536. Laura Magee Temecula, CA
537. Melinda Trizinsky La Mesa, CA
538. Jonathan Atwood Marlborough, NH
539. frank trapasso ii buena park, CA
540. Destiny Allen Costa Mesa, CA
541. Ashley Tucker huntington beach, CA very important
542. Thomas Woodson Costa Mesa, CA
543. Karly Moore Huntington Beach,

CA
544. Stephen Myers Moreno Valley, CA
545. Sheila Pfafflin Costa Mesa, CA
547. Gene Kimmel Long Beach, CA "Save a Place for Wildlife"
548. Gordon Gus Solana Beach, CA
549. Richelle Gribble Idyllwild, CA
550. Olena Ahlefeld Costa Mesa, CA
551. kevin chapin Costa mesa, CA
552. BERNARD

LIPMAN
FULLERTON, CA

553. Shannon Isaacs Costa Mesa, CA
554. Penny Elia Laguna Beach, CA Please don't just sign the petition, come let your voice be

heard at the October hearing in Newport Beach.
555. Tim Ryan capistrano beach, CA
556. Stephen Wheeler Newport Beach, CA As a society we should preserve one of the last open

spaces on the coast.
557. chris steward costa mesa, CA No more big developments.

Developers come in change things, move on and the
community who has been living there for their entire lives
now have to live with their development mess. The little
people are getting squeezed out, no one listens to them
(continues on next page)
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557. chris steward costa mesa, CA (continued from previous page)

because no money. We pay taxes, we are loyal. We love
our city.It is all about money. Not only is big govt corrupt in
some thing, but it trickles down to local level. Where are
the honest people with integrity and honor? All done under
handed. So sad.

558. Jerry King Costa Mesa, CA
559. Julie Hutchinson Huntington Beach,

CA
There is enough development and money in this area
already. Coastal Open Space, Eco Tourism and
educational respect for the environment is the only
development necessary.

560. Diane Silvers Newport Beach, CA Please help save the wildlife on Banning Ranch by signing
the petition urging the California Coastal Commission to
protect this sensitive habitat and its wildlife. Please show
your support by coming to the Coastal Commission
Hearings October 8, 9, 10!

561. John Linnert Costa Mesa, CA Please preserve the Natural Landscape at Banning Ranch
for the present and future generations.
Thank you!

562. Debra Haynes Costa Mesa, CA we need to keep more open space...we are strangling
ourselves with all the building

563. richard cruce newport beach, CA
564. Suzanne Smith Huntington Beach,

CA
This property must remain open space for our future
generations. This is one of the last remaining wildlife
habitats in our area.

565. john landre newport beach, CA Please help us stop the mowing and clearing and protect
sensitive species. We need to protect this type of land (and
animals) whenever possible. Thank you!

566. Tracie Todd Costa Mesa, CA Please preserve our wildlife habitat at Banning Ranch!
567. Dean Reinemann Costa Mesa, CA I believe it is no accident nor ignorance regarding the

mowing in question.The team which has united for
development on the property has experience and
knowledgeable
staff. I think they knew what they doing and hoped that
their disregard for the law would go undetected. .

568. Sieglinda Du
Preez

East London, South
Africa

569. Don Skrede Newport Beach, CA
570. Ann Harmer Costa Mesa, CA Even in a serious drought, in fact ESPECIALLY in a

serious drought such as we are currently experiencing, it is
essential to leave vegetation in place. This serves two
purposes: the vegetation provides cover and food for
wildlife; and, more critically, prevents wind erosion of the
already-depleted desert soil. Not every square inch of the
planet requires a manicure. Think in the long term rather
than being short sighted.
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571. Marianne

Tornatore
San Clemente, CA

572. Jackie Gallagher Laguna, CA
573. Gail Millage Costa Mesa, CA Orange County is very low on natural habitat--let's

preserve what we have and maintain the natural
environment and creatures/wildlife.

574. Greg Kline Newport Beach, CA
575. Connie Spears Borrego Springs, CA
576. Jane Affonso Redondo Beach, CA
577. Philip Kush Costa Mesa, CA
578. David Michel Huntington Beach,

CA
579. Allan Beek Newport Beach, CA
580. cindy crawford long beac, CA
581. L Eleanor Finney Laguna Niguel, CA The habitat must be protected and saved; I urge the

California Coastal Commission to put a permanent end to
this destruction by developers.

582. Megan Lulow Costa Mesa, CA This is an important, high profile case for the California
Coastal Commission to demonstrate the intent and
significance of these permits.

583. Brent Mayne Costa Mesa, CA
584. Linda Oeth Corona del Mar, CA
585. Susan Shaw Costa Mesa, CA I am definite opposed to further damage to our coastal

areas by expansion of building projects. Open space and
protection of wildlife should trump building in this area.

586. Kelly Siegel Costa Mesa, CA
587. S Reese Garden Grove, CA Please protect our open space. Keep it wild.
588. Monica Boran Newport Beach, CA
589. Cindy

Young-West
Newport Beach, CA

590. Nancy Skinner ca, CA
591. ginger lawliss san diego, CA
592. Brent Bolton Costa Mesa, CA
593. Kathleen Green Newport beach, CA
594. Sam Pinterpe Huntington Beach,

CA
595. Maria-victoria

Machado
Newport Beach, CA

596. Evan Reynols Tustin, CA
597. susan Irani Reno, NV
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598. Ricci Jones Newport Beach, CA
599. Catou Greenberg Newport Beach, CA
600. Richard Davila Costa Mesa, CA Please protect Banning Ranch, home to rare coastal birds

and marine life. Please protect this sensitive habitat and its
wildlife.

601. Barbara
DeMarco-Barrett

CdM, CA

602. kerry rich costa mesa, CA
603. patricia

villalpando
costa mesa, CA

604. Steve Iverson Corona Del Mar, CA
605. Jennifer

Czerniawski
Costa Mesa, CA

606. Connie Megley Costa Mesa, CA Please don't allow the destruction of Banning Ranch.
Please stop the developers. Please save this little corner of
the world.

607. Richard Tengdin Costa Mesa, CA Mowing kills wildlife. Lizards, toads, snakes, mice and
other small ground dwellers hide when the mowers come
and then can't get away. This also disrupts the food chain
for larger animals.

608. Joan McCauley Newport Beach, CA Stop this habitat destruction! Must we cover the entire
earth with pavement and housing?

609. Maureen
McCormick

Newport Beach, CA

610. Jonathan Weiner Newport Beach, CA
611. Lisa Richards Costa Mesa, CA
612. Mary Sander Costa Mesa, CA --The developer of Banning Ranch is trying to remove the

habitat now in hopes that no one would notice. They are
destroying the critical wildlife habitat, before development
is approved by the Coastal Commission. This MUST be
STOPPED and Fine & restrict the developers activities
accordingly. 
--In addition, the development of this land for residential
use may well become a long term financial liability to
nearby supporting cities during times of hard weather,
storms and added stress on infrastructures. 
-- Please save this land for all of our future generations.

613. Julia Shunda Newport Beach, CA Stop the destruction of wildlife!
614. D Adams Balboa Island, CA Please protect this sensitive habitat and its wildlife.
615. peggy vombaur Newport Beach, CA We are in a drought and we are going to build

more…KNOW Y and NO Y
616. Peggy Palmer Newport Beach, CA
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617. Tina Reinemann Costa Mesa, CA Please stop mowing Banning Ranch.

Where will the native animals go to hide?
Please allow the native plants to grow.

618. Therese Downing Temecula, CA
619. Tim McCulloch HB, CA
620. Brian Nguyen Huntington Beach,

CA
Leave the land alone!

621. Erin Kinder Newport Beach, CA
622. Martha Bogard newport beach, CA
623. Richard Weiss Newport beach, CA
624. vicki ronaldson nb, CA
625. Bert Ohlig Newport Beach, CA
626. Edward Lyon Newport Beach, CA
627. diane colvin Costa Mesa, CA
628. Rich Martucci Huntington Beach,

CA
629. Cheryl Egger Huntington Beach,

CA
630. Iris Fieldman Newport Beach, CA
631. Ronald Laporte Newport Beach, CA
632. Robert Wood Costa Mesa, CA
633. porter vaughan Newport Beach, CA
634. Flo Martin Costa Mesa, CA
635. Ron Comeau costa mesa, CA
636. Kacey Gill Costa Mesa, CA
637. JENNY ANGULO Huntington Beach,

CA
please save our wetlands. Don't we have enough buildings
and concrete? Keep some nature here in HB.

638. JOANNE
AHMADI

HUNTINGTON
BEACH, CA

639. Jay Schicketanz Newport Beach, CA
640. Phoebe Jevtovic Newport Beach, CA Leave it alone, leave it alive!
641. Cynthia Holmes Costa Mesa, CA We'll all be colorblind some day, seeing everything in

concrete colors. Save the greenery, the wildlife, let us see
and breathe the beauty!

642. Charles Buck San Juan Capistrano,
CA

643. Lea Lowe Costa Mesa, CA Keep the space natural - no more mowing!!
644. James Reynolds Costa Mesa, CA We don't need more development. Our existing

infrastructures cannot support further cars, population, and
pollution this project will generate.
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645. Antoinette

Winders
Costa Mesa, CA

646. Corinne Stover Costa Mesa, CA Save this natural space from development. It will extend
open spaces from I-405 to the Pacific Ocean,
complementing humanity's time for relief from density,
noise and clutter.

647. Francis Hawks Gloucester, MA
648. Paula Sweet Irvine, CA
649. Erma Worcester Costa Mesa, CA My kids grew up next to Banning Ranch. I believe in

protecting this precious land for future children to
experience.

650. Joan Coogan Newport Beach, CA I have been strongly in favor of maintaining this area as
open space for many years. We don't need more traffic
and congestion.

651. Mansour Djadali Costa Mesa, CA All anyone has to do is to watch the recent amazing PBS
program "BECOMING CALIFORNIA" to understand why
any development on Banning Ranch is regressive beyond
imagination. The future of the state depends on
Biodiversity and Reconciliation. Watch the program and
become instant converts!

652. David Theriault Costa Mesa, CA I love the local birds, butterflies, and other animals that live
in the Banning Ranch area. Please help protect our coastal
habitat.

653. Jakub Tejchman Santa Ana, CA
654. bill bennett newport beach, CA
655. Misty Radell Huntington Beach,

CA
656. diana koeck Costa Mesa, CA
657. nancy pedersen Newport Beach, CA We see wildlife and birds on the Banning Ranch Property

that we don't see anywhere else including an Osprey.
Please save the Banning Ranch Property as Open Space.

658. Nancy Alston Newport Beach, CA
659. Sandi Miller orange, CA
660. Linda Hehn Costa Mesa, CA
661. Tom Halloran Costa Mesa, CA
662. Ron Salaets Huntington beach, CA
663. douglas smith newport beach, CA
664. Karen Guiney NB, CA
665. Yuliya Grishina Kaluga, Russian

Federation
666. Michelle

Hoskinson
Tustin, CA

Page 27    -    Signatures 645 - 666 Document 5 
Th 8 & 9 

Page 28 of 29



Name From Comments
667. Terry Koken Costa Mesa, CA
668. Karen McQuade Fountain Valley, CA
669. Diane Rhodes sa, CA
670. James Merron COSTA MESA, CA
671. mary spadoni costa mesa, CA
672. Mike gorman COSTA MESA, CA
673. Susie Forbath costa mesa, CA
674. James

Sonnenmeier
Irvine, CA

675. Jessica Pettus COSTA MESA, CA
676. Christina

Wilcox-Gold
Costa Mesa, CA

677. Jim Barrett Huntington Beach,
CA

If you view the amazing success at Bolsa Chica, and the
Talbert and Magnolia Marshlands in adjoining Huntington
Beach, surely this land can be saved for future
generations.

678. Debra
Schoonmaker

COSTA MESA, CA

679. Stuart Esplin COSTA MESA, CA
680. Roebrt Lovell Newport Beach, CA I'm acting to keep Banning Ranch an open natural habitat,

free of development. Let's allow people who love and live
there to have a say in the last spec of natural land,

681. John Bangert Costa Mesa, CA
682. Dorothy Kraus Newport Beach, CA
683. Mark Rogerson IRVINE, CA Please save the wildlife...please.
684. Wendy Crandall Costa Mesa, CA
685. Bobby Fleener COSTA MESA, CA
686. estelle hughes COSTA MESA, CA
687. Oscar Mejia COSTA MESA, CA Costa Mesa has been already sold to the highest bidder

and this would truly be a shame to lose to greed and
developers who only see the money in nature!!

688. Carol Burke COSTA MESA, CA
689. allen salisbury COSTA MESA, CA
690. Guadalupe Davila COSTA MESA, CA
691. Kevin Clark BALBOA, CA
692. Barbara Morihiro Costa Mesa, CA
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February 26, 2015 
 
Dear Chairman Kinsey: 
 
 I am Chairman of the Newport Beach Planning Commission.  I would like to 
provide my personal opinion about the Newport Banning Ranch project.  Although 
settlement of an enforcement action is all that is before the Coastal Commission now, 
the Banning Ranch is a hugely important project for West Newport Beach. 
 As a City, we updated the General Plan in 2006, a process that took nearly three 
years, involved a broadly based citizens’ advisory committee Chaired by a former head 
of the local Surfrider Foundation Chapter and was the product of scores of hearings and 
public meetings.  Banning Ranch was an important aspect of the 2006 General Plan 
update and I was on the Planning Commission throughout that painstaking process.  To 
top it off, the 2006 General Plan was approved by the voters of the City of Newport 
Beach.  The development proposal of the Newport Banning Ranch is consistent with the 
Newport Beach voter approved 2006 General Plan.   
 Appropriate to its importance and scale, the Newport Banning Ranch 
development proposal went through six Planning Commission hearings, workshops and 
a number of community meetings in 2011 and 2012, before it finally got to the City 
Council.  There was no rush and there was no rubber stamp.  The Planning Commission 
heard from (primarily) the neighbors again and again and went through and discussed 
the claims about deficiencies in the EIR and adjusted the plans.  We worked diligently to 
ensure the project that would ultimately be before the Coastal Commission was one that 
protected the public from an overreach by the project proponent and protected the 
project proponent from unsubstantiated or self-interested claims. 
 Those neighbors who appeared to oppose the development had more parochial 
interests and were also the nucleus of a “Conservancy” formed to oppose the project.  
The same people opposed the adjacent Sunset Ridge Park which the Coastal 
Commission approved anyway.  That’s right, they opposed a public park in what was in 
effect a “Park Free Zone.”  The Newport Banning Ranch will add yet more parks and 
some trails which is a major public benefit of the development in this part of town. 
 But before you consider the Newport Banning Ranch development you must first 
act on a Settlement Agreement negotiated by your staff and the Newport Banning Ranch 
fee ownership.  Please support this Settlement and then direct your staff to focus on the 
permit deliberations for the Newport Banning Ranch development and the significant 
dedication of parks, trails and a major wetlands restoration it will allow.  More delays 
are not in the public interest.  The Commission had the wisdom to see through the 
overblown, specious claims about Sunset Ridge Park.  We hope you will remember that 
when the Newport Banning Ranch is before you.  It deserves your support. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
Larry Tucker 
11 Burning Tree Road 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 
Cc: Dr. Charles Lester, Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 
 Andrew Willis, Enforcement 
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Signatory Letter 

Email Submission 

 

February 27, 2015 

California Coastal Commission 

Dear Chair Kinsey and Commissioners, 

The undersigned organizations wish to thank you for your continuing efforts to preserve 
the integrity of the Coastal Act and protect our valuable coastal resources.  We would 
also like to address the significance of the enforcement action coming before the 
Commission.  

At 401 acres, Banning Ranch is the largest unprotected coastal open space remaining 
in Orange County.  It contains at least 19 special status species, including US Fish and 
Wildlife-declared critical habitat for the endangered San Diego Fairy Shrimp 
(Branchinecta sandiegonensis), and the threatened California Gnatcatcher (Polioptila 
californica).  Banning Ranch contains one of only two coastal vernal pool complexes 
remaining in Orange County, as well as documented remnants of pre-historic Native 
American peoples. 

The Newport Beach General Plan Land Use Elements, as approved by the voters in 
2006, prioritizes the preservation of the entire Banning Ranch as open space.  The 
Environmental Oversight Committee (EOC) of the Orange County Transportation 
Authority Measure M habitat and open space mitigation program has placed Banning 
Ranch in its highest category (Category 1) for potential acquisition based on Banning 
Ranch's “high quality habitat, heterogeneous habitat, it being a larger sized property, its 
alignment with impacted habitats, and that it contains covered species.”  Further, the 
EOC has already identified four Priority Conservation Areas on the Banning Ranch 
mesa.   

Because of the above-mentioned facts, it is especially disturbing that extensive 
unpermitted Major Vegetation Removal (as defined by the Coastal Act), has occurred in 
areas largely limited to the footprint of NBR LLC’s proposed 1,375-home development 
project—and that this activity was performed under the guise of “routine oil field 
maintenance and fire safety.”  It is even more unsettling that this unpermitted Major 
Vegetation Removal has occurred during the planning and processing period of NBR 
LLC’s proposed project, and before a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) has been 
obtained.   

The drilling of over 150 unpermitted wells, with associated infrastructure, since 1973 
has also left large areas of the property significantly degraded.  The resolution of all of 
these issues is necessary to establish the baseline condition for the proposed project. 

Given the biological, cultural and historical value of Banning Ranch, we believe great 
care and consideration should be taken in the determination of its use for the public 
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good and that every effort should be made to protect and preserve the site’s staircase 
ecology as it now exists. 

We thank you for the opportunity to share our concerns with you and ask that you 
consider all necessary steps to ensure that appropriate action is taken to preserve the 
habitat and history of an irreplaceable coastal property, which will surely be an 
important part of the Coastal Commission’s legacy for generations to come. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

J. Peter Fuhrer 
President of the Board 
Newport Bay Conservancy 
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file:///G|/...e%20Files/2011/V-5-11-005%20Banning%20Ranch%20mowing/Files/Addendum/Letter%20to%20Coastal%20Commissioners.txt[3/10/2015 2:19:28 PM]

From:   Terry Welsh <terrymwelsh@hotmail.com>
Sent:   Tuesday, March 03, 2015 11:16 PM
To:     Willis, Andrew@Coastal
Subject:        Letter to Coastal Commissioners
Attachments:    To Chair Kinsey.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Flagged

Andrew, the attached letter is addressed to the Coastal Commissioners and staff and concerns 
the Settlement Agreement (CCC-15-CD-01 and CCC-15-RO-01) to be heard at the March hearing 
in Chula Vista.

The attached letter focuses on one of the Subject Activities, defined in 3.1C of the Settlement 
Agreement.  Specifically, the letter focuses on the major vegetation removal in the southern 
part of the Banning Ranch mesa, and the letter focuses on the questionable need for such 
major vegetation removal given the lack of oil production activity in this area.  The letter refers 
to a powerpoint presentation given to the Commissioners in August 2014, and the response 
from Mike Mohler of NBR.

Can you please included this in the addendum packet?
Thank you,

Terry Welsh
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2/28/15 

To Chair Kinsey and the Coastal Commissioners and Coastal Commission Staff: 

This letter is a response to the letter to the Coastal Commissioners from Michael 

Mohler, dated 10/6/14.  Mr. Mohler characterized a PowerPoint presentation I gave to 

the Commissioners, during public comment period on 8/12/14, as “incorrect and 

misleading.”  I completely stand by everything I said on 8/12/14.  I always carefully 

prepare for every Coastal Commission presentation and fact-check everything I say.  My 

intentions are always to educate the Commissioners; never to mislead. 

Background 

My PowerPoint presentation on 8/12/14 discussed the mowing that had occurred on 

the Banning Ranch mesa.  Towards the end of my presentation I focused on the 

Southern Mesa (that part of the mesa which is south of the main arroyo).  The Southern 

Mesa has an area of approximately 60 acres.  The western two-thirds of the Southern 

Mesa have seen 40 wells drilled since the opening of the Banning Ranch oil field in the 

1940’s, while the eastern third has never had any wells drilled.  I chose the Southern 

Mesa because, as I said in my presentation, this is an area “where all the wells are 

abandoned,” and yet the Southern Mesa had been nearly completely mowed until as 

recently as 2012.  Like all of Banning Ranch, the Southern Mesa is USFWS-declared 

critical habitat for the California Gnatcatcher. 

Here is what Mr. Mohler said in his 10/6/14 letter: 

 Welsh-Comments-August 

1.  Maintenance in Southern Mesa areas unnecessary as wells in 

that area are fully abandoned. 

Correction:  Mr. Welsh was not correct.  While the pumping units 

and some of the pipelines have been removed-abandonment has 

not been completed.  Pipeline removal, soils remediation, and other 

abandonment issues still remain.  Moreover, the mineral rights 
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owner could chose to re-enter those areas for oil production 

purposes. 

 

Here is my response (Mr. Mohler’s comments in bold italics): 

“Maintenance in the Southern Mesa...”   

Maintenance is not a term used by the local community to describe the mowing that 

had occurred on the Banning Ranch mesa until 2012.  In fact, one of the most important 

points I wanted to get across in my 8/12/14 presentation was that the mowing that had 

occurred on the Banning Ranch mesa is far in excess of anything reasonably needed for 

maintenance of the oil field (or for fire safety). 

“-abandonment has not been completed.” 

All the wells on the Southern Mesa are abandoned according to Newport Banning Ranch 

LLC (NBR) documents. 

In simple terms… 

Active well = a well with a pump, a pipeline and which is in production 

Shut-in well = a well that is idled (temporarily or indefinitely) and is not in production.  

Mr. Mohler says of the Southern Mesa wells, “the pumping units and some of the 

pipelines have been removed-. ”  If these were the only changes, these wells would 

generally be considered shut-in wells. 

Abandoned well = a well that has been taken out of production, with the pump  and 

other surface material removed, and the well plugged and capped and certified as 

abandoned by Department of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR). 

As part of their Coastal Development Permit application, NBR submitted a list of every 

one of the nearly 500 wells drilled on Banning Ranch since the opening of the oil field.  

The wells were categorized as “active,”, “shut-in,” or “abandoned.”  All of the 40 wells 

that have been drilled on the Southern Mesa are listed as abandoned (not active or shut-
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in).  All but two of the wells on the Southern Mesa have been abandoned for over 20 

years. 

DOGGR documents confirm that the wells of the Southern Mesa are abandoned. 

 “Pipeline removal…” 

Although I did not mention pipeline in my presentation, it is acknowledged that there is 

a relatively small amount of pipeline remaining on the Southern Mesa.  From a map 

(Appendix A) included with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 

proposed NBR project, there appears to be five to six lengths of pipeline on the 

Southern Mesa, totaling approximately 800 feet; likely a remnant from when the 

Southern Mesa was an active part of the oil field.  These five to six lengths of pipeline do 

not provide a clear reason why the Southern Mesa was mowed so excessively. 

“…soils remediation, and other abandonment issues still remain.”   

Mr. Mohler offers no further details.  As mentioned above, all the Southern Mesa wells 

have been inspected and certified as abandoned by DOGGR, which according to 

California Code of Regulations (Title 14, Division 2, Chapter 4, Subchapter 2, Article 3, 

1776a) requires the well site to be returned to “as near a natural state as practicable.” 

The primary contaminant on Banning Ranch is, not surprisingly, crude oil.  Other 

contaminants account for a very small fraction of the total contamination of Banning 

Ranch.  Nowhere on Banning Ranch do the levels of any contaminant (including crude 

oil) reach a hazardous level.  Still, soil remediation would be required around some of 

the well sites should the proposed NBR project be developed. According to an 

abandonment program undertaken on the Banning Ranch mesa in the 1990’s, involving 

114 wells (including all 40 wells of the Southern Mesa wells), the soil around 

approximately 60% of the mesa wells is clean enough to meet residential standards, 

while the remainder (approximately 40%) would require some remediation (GeoSyntec 

1-31-96) .  Interestingly, over 91% of the well sites tested in the 1990’s program are 

clean enough to meet open space requirements and presumably would not require 

further soil remediation should the area be preserved as open space.  However, any 

future soil remediation for residential (or open space) purposes does not justify excessive 
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mowing of the Southern Mesa years in advance of the CDP application being filed with 

the Coastal Commission. 

In addition, as part of the DEIR for NBR’s proposed project, an Environmental 

Assessment (EA) was performed that identified three Potential Environmental 

Conditions (PECs) on the Southern Mesa that have the potential for remediation.  These 

include an abandoned historical Coastal Watch Station, the Oil Field Office, and a small 

stockpile of debris.  None of these PECs warrant the excessive mowing of the Southern 

Mesa. 

Lastly, the final closure of the Banning Ranch oil filed for the purposes of a residential 

development project would also require the removal of the various asphalt service 

roads currently present.  But, again, this possible future asphalt service road removal 

does not provide an obvious reason for the excessive mowing of the Southern Mesa that 

had been conducted until 2012. 

 “…the mineral rights owner could choose to re-enter those areas…” 

This is acknowledged, however it is considered unlikely.  Any reasonable evaluation of 

the Banning Ranch oil field shows that it is an oil field that has already yielded most of 

its oil.  Current production is less than 10% of what is was during the 1970’s and 1980’s.  

However the mineral rights owner could still drill new wells.  This would, of course, 

require proper permits from all of the responsible agencies. 

 

Conclusion 

As all the wells in the Southern Mesa are abandoned, it is difficult to justify the 

excessive mowing of the Southern Mesa (that had occurred as recently as 2012) as 

necessary for oil field maintenance. 

 

Terry Welsh 

 President, Banning Ranch Conservancy 
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Appendix A   Map of abandoned wells and pipeline on 
Southern Mesa 
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file:///G|/Enforcement/Case%20Files/2011/V-5-11-005%20Banning%20Ranch%20mowing/Files/Addendum/Violation%20V-5-11-005.txt[3/10/2015 2:21:09 PM]

From:   Ted Mumm <ted@3mumms.org>
Sent:   Thursday, March 05, 2015 4:57 PM
To:     Willis, Andrew@Coastal
Subject:        Violation V-5-11-005

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Flagged

Dear Sir:

I live in Newport Shores, which is located directly adjacent to Banning Ranch.

I think what the developer, Newport Banning Ranch, LLC, is doing with Banning Ranch is despicable.

It is unacceptable to allow them to continue their campaign of habitat destruction in Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas. They have been cited for this and other major violations of the Coastal Act. Yet 
they continue to mow and clear away the habitat. Banning Ranch’s wildlife, rare birds and marine life 
won’t survive.

Perhaps even worse is the fact that their plans for development have completely changed since their EIR 
was approved three years ago. Are the environmental impacts the same with these new plans?

It seems obvious that Newport Banning Ranch, LLC is thumbing their noses at the Coastal Commission, 
doing whatever they please while sowing disinformation among Newport Beach's population.

I strongly believe that it is high time this development is stopped dead in its tracks and hope the Coastal 
Commission will do so.

Though I will be unable to attend the meeting in Chula Vista on March 12, I support the members of the 
Banning Ranch Conservancy who will be there.

Sincerely,

Carl Mumm
319 Cedar Street
Newport Beach, CA, 92663
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March 5, 2015 
 
Steve Kinsey, Chair 
California Coastal Commission  
200 Oceangate 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
 

RE: Items Th8 and Th9, Newport Banning Ranch LLC, et al, Orange Co., Settlement Agreement and 
Settlement Cease and Desist Order No. CCC-15-CD-01 ; Settlement Agreement and Settlement 
Restoration Order No. CCC-15-RO-01 

 

Dear Chairman Kinsey, 

Sea & Sage Audubon Society is an Orange County chapter of the National Audubon Society with over 
4,000 local members.   We encourage the preservation of Orange County’s precious natural resources, 
including the habitat on Banning Ranch that has supported California Gnatcatchers, Cactus Wrens, and 
other species of concern.   

We SUPPORT the staff recommendation regarding Banning Ranch and urge the Commission to vote in 
favor of the settlement agreement.   We could not support agreement terms any less protective of 
habitat on site.  If anything, we would prefer a higher mitigation ratio than embodied in the negotiated 
agreement. 

Banning Ranch is part of a larger complex of open space properties in the immediate area of the mouth 
of the Santa Ana River and its habitats will play a critical role in the functioning of a large natural system.  
Thank you for doing all you can to protect its important resources. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

G. Victor Leipzig, Ph.D., President, (714) 848-5394, vicleigzig@aol.com 

Susan Sheakley, Vice President and Conservation Chair, (949) 552-5974, susansheakley@cox.net 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA— NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR,,  GOVERNOR 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION  
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105- 2219 
VOICE AND TDD (415) 904- 5200 
FAX ( 415) 904- 5400 
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Staff: A. Willis–LB 
Staff Report: February 27, 2015 
Hearing Date: March 12, 2015 

 
STAFF REPORT: RECOMMENDATIONS AND FINDINGS FOR 

ISSUANCE OF SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND 
SETTLEMENT CEASE AND DESIST AND SETTLEMENT 

RESTORATION ORDERS 
 
 
Settlement Cease and Desist Order No.: CCC-15-CD-01 
 
Settlement Restoration Order No.: CCC-15-RO-01 
 
Related Violation File: V-5-11-005 
 
Location of Properties: Properties collectively known as Banning Ranch, 

located adjacent to the 5100 block of West Coast 
Highway, unincorporated Orange County, Orange 
County Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 114-170-24, 
114-170-43, 114-170-49, 114-170-50, 114-170-52, 
114-170-72, 114-170-75, 114-170-77, 114-170-79, 
114-170-80, 114-170-83, and 424-041-04.  

 
Owners of the Properties: Aera Energy LLC and Cherokee Newport Beach, 

LLC 
 

Description of Alleged Violations: Unpermitted development and development in non-
compliance the terms of a previously-issued permit, 
in the form of: drilling and operation of new wells; 
removal of major vegetation; grading; installation of 
pads and wells; construction of structures, roads and 
pipelines; placement of solid material; discharge or 
disposal of any dredged material or any liquid 
waste; removing, mining, or extraction of material; 
and change in intensity of use of the land.  

 

zmoreno
Typewritten Text
Click here to go tooriginal staff report
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Persons Subject to these Orders: 1. Newport Banning Ranch LLC (“NBR”)1 
 2. Aera Energy LLC 
 3. Cherokee Newport Beach, LLC 
    
Substantive File Documents:  1. Public documents in the Cease and Desist and 

Restoration Order files No. CCC-15-CD-01 and 
CCC-15-RO-01 including the records associated 
with Resolution of Exemption E-7-27-73-144.  

 
2. Exhibits 1 through 11 and Appendix A of this 
staff report.  

 
CEQA Status: Exempt (CEQA Guidelines (CG) §§ 15060(c)(2) 

and (3)) and Categorically Exempt (CG §§ 
15061(b)(2), 15307, 15308, and 15321). 

 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 
The settlement agreement described herein is a result of the efforts of the parties to this 
settlement agreement to work diligently to find an amicable solution to address and resolve the 
various issues at the site.  Staff appreciates the efforts of NBR to reach this agreement and 
recommends that the Commission approve of the proposed settlement agreement described in 
more detail herein.  
 
This matter concerns property in unincorporated Orange County, adjacent to the City of Newport 
Beach, known as Banning Ranch.  Banning Ranch (hereinafter referred to as the 
“Properties”)(Exhibit 1) was used as an oil field for many years prior to the 1970s.  After the 
passage of Proposition 20, the predecessor to the Coastal Act, in 1972, the Banning Ranch oil 
field operators applied to the predecessor to the Coastal Commission for the applicable area – the 
South Coast Regional Coastal Zone Conservation Commission (“Regional Commission”) – for 
an exemption from the new permit requirements of Proposition 20, based on the claim that they 
had obtained a vested right to continue their operations.  The Regional Commission agreed that 
the operators had obtained a vested right to conduct certain activities, and in 1973, it 
memorialized that determination via adoption of Resolution of Exemption No. E-7-27-73-144 
(the “Resolution”) (Exhibit 2).  The issues regarding the history of this site and the Commission 
actions taken are more fully discussed in section V of this report, infra.  
 
The activities at the heart of this disagreement involve development located in and adjacent to 
wetlands and environmentally sensitive habitat areas that Staff believes is both inconsistent with 
a previously issued coastal development permit (“CDP”) and beyond the scope of the Resolution, 
and which was undertaken without a CDP.  The specific activities that are the subject of these 

                                                 
1 Newport Banning Ranch, LLC, manages planning and entitlement of the “Banning Ranch” surface rights for the 
property owners, Cherokee Newport Beach, LLC and Aera Energy, LLC. Hereinafter, all references to Newport 
Banning Ranch, LLC, (or “NBR”) are to Newport Banning Ranch, LLC, Cherokee Newport Beach, LLC, and Aera 
Energy, LLC, jointly, unless specific reference is made to an individual entity.  
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proceedings include drilling and operation of new wells; removal of major vegetation, in part 
through the mowing of extensive portions of the site; grading; installation of pads and wells; 
construction of structures, roads and pipelines; placement of solid material; discharge or disposal 
of dredged material or liquid waste; removing, mining, or extraction of material; and change in 
intensity of use of the land (hereinafter referred to collectively as “Subject Activities”) 
(Exhibit 3).  
 
There are a number of entities involved in the Properties.  The surface of the Properties is owned 
by Aera Energy LLC and Cherokee Newport Beach, LLC.  According to documents provided to 
staff by Newport Banning Ranch, LLC, Aera Energy LLC purchased their 50% share of the 
Properties in 1997 and Cherokee Newport Beach, LLC purchased their half in 2005.  Newport 
Banning Ranch, LLC manages planning and entitlement of the Banning Ranch surface rights for 
Cherokee Newport Beach, LLC and Aera Energy LLC and asserts that it holds the right to seek 
entitlements for development of the Properties.  The ongoing oil operations on the Properties 
have been conducted by West Newport Oil Company (“WNOC”), the operator of the oil field, on 
behalf of various mineral rights owners since 1983.  Horizontal Development LLC is the current 
owner of the mineral rights, which it acquired in 1999. 
 
Over the last few years, disagreements arose between Coastal Commission staff (“Staff”) and 
NBR regarding the interpretation of the scope and application of the Resolution.2  The proposed 
Settlement Agreement provides a mutually-agreeable resolution of that dispute and clarifies 
obligations for activities at the site going forward, without requiring either party to concede its 
position3.  By entering into Settlement Agreement and Settlement Cease and Desist Order No. 
CCC-15-CD-01 and Settlement Restoration Order No. CCC-15-RO-01, which are attached to 
this staff report as Appendix A (hereinafter collectively referred to as the “Settlement 
Agreement”), NBR, although not admitting to any wrongdoing or liability under the Coastal Act, 
has agreed to remove allegedly unpermitted oil wells; restore many acres affected by the 
disputed activities and restore additional acres as mitigation; deed restrict 24.6-acres of the 
Properties for open space and restoration; and limit its future activities, including vegetation 
removal on the site, insofar as NBR is involved in mowing of the Properties, unless it obtains a 
permit for additional activities. 
 
This Settlement Agreement is a result of a collaborative effort of NBR and Commission staff to 
reach a consensual resolution focused on the restoration and protection of coastal resources.  
Under the proposed Settlement Agreement, NBR will restore, create, and/or enhance native 
habitat on 18.45 acres of the Properties (See Figure 2 of Exhibit 9).  In addition to the active 
restoration that NBR will undertake, pursuant to this Settlement Agreement NBR also agrees not 
to engage in the large-scale mowing activities previously undertaken by the oilfield operator that 
spanned much of the upland areas of the Properties that have resulted in impacts to native 
habitats (Exhibit 4). 

                                                 
2 The entity that has been operating the oil field, West Newport Oil Company, has also been involved in discussions 
regarding this issue, and it has taken a similar position to that taken by NBR.  Staff attempted to settle with both 
parties, but Staff has so far been unable to reach resolution with West Newport Oil Company. 
3 The positions of the parties leading up to this Settlement Agreement are briefly summarized in Recital section 2 of 
the agreement. 
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Commission staff has worked closely with NBR to reach this agreement to resolve the 
Commission’s claims against NBR for the alleged Coastal Act violations described herein.  
NBR, through this Settlement Agreement, has agreed to resolve its liability for all Coastal Act 
violation matters addressed herein, including resolving civil liability under Coastal Act Sections 
30820 and 30822.  This Settlement Agreement does not resolve the Commission’s claims against 
the oil field operator, WNOC, for the alleged Coastal Act violations described herein.  
Commission staff has continued working with WNOC in an effort to reach a full resolution, but 
if those efforts are not fruitful, Staff will have to evaluate future options to address WNOC, 
including the possibility of scheduling hearings for a Cease and Desist Order and a Restoration 
Order to address WNOC’s liability under the Coastal Act at an upcoming meeting. 
 
On the last day before production of this staff report, negotiations continued with WNOC, and 
some progress was evident; but as of then, Staff and WNOC had not reached agreement.  Due to 
the late-breaking nature of these negotiations, it was not possible to complete a full review of the 
staff report to update points that might be outdated.  If WNOC and Staff reach an agreement on a 
proposed settlement of WNOC’s liabilities, that agreement will be attached to this staff report as 
an addendum. 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission issue the Settlement Agreement to address the alleged 
violations described above.  Through the execution of this Settlement Agreement, NBR has 
agreed to: (1) cease and desist from undertaking any development on the Properties not 
authorized pursuant to the Coastal Act; (2) cease and desist from maintaining  unpermitted 
development on the Properties; (3) remove certain allegedly unpermitted wells and either apply 
for after-the-fact authorization or remove other allegedly unpermitted wells, such that all 
allegedly unpermitted wells located outside of two areas of the site under WNOC’s control, i.e. 
the “Oil Remainder Areas” (See Exhibit 1 of Appendix A), will be removed or addressed in an 
after-the- fact CDP application(s); (4) restore certain areas impacted by the Subject Activities, 
and surrounding areas, pursuant to an approved restoration plan; (5) mitigate for impacts to 
coastal resources; and (6) resolve its liability for civil penalties under Chapter 9 of the Coastal 
Act by deed restricting for open space and restoration 24.6 acres of the Properties, including the 
18.45-acre restoration area described above and an additional 6.15 acres of wetlands. 
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I.  MOTION AND RESOLUTION  
 
Motion 1: Settlement Agreement and Settlement Cease and Desist Order 
 

I move that the Commission issue Settlement Agreement and Settlement Cease and Desist 
Order No. CCC-15-CD-01, pursuant to the staff recommendation.  

 
Staff recommends a YES vote on the foregoing motion.  Passage of this motion will result in 
issuance of the Settlement Agreement and Settlement Cease and Desist Order.  The motion 
passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of Commissioners present.  
 
Resolution to Issue Settlement Agreement and Settlement Cease and Desist Order: 
 

The Commission hereby issues Settlement Agreement and Settlement Cease and Desist 
Order No. CCC-15-CD-01, as set forth below, and adopts the findings set forth below on 
grounds that development has occurred without the requisite coastal development permit, 
in violation of the Coastal Act. 

 
Motion 2: Settlement Restoration Order 
 

I move that the Commission issue Settlement Restoration Order No. CCC-15-RO-01, 
pursuant to the staff recommendation. 

 
Staff recommends a YES vote on the foregoing motion.  Passage of this motion will result in 
issuance of the Settlement Restoration Order.  The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of 
a majority of Commissioners present.  
 
Resolution to Issue Settlement Restoration Order: 
 

The Commission hereby issues Settlement Restoration Order No. CCC-15-RO-01, as set 
forth below, and adopts the findings set forth below on the grounds that  1) development 
has occurred without a coastal development permit, 2) the development is inconsistent 
with the Coastal Act, and 3) the development is causing continuing resource damage. 
 
 

II.  JURISDICTION 
 
The Commission has jurisdiction over permit and enforcement matters on the Properties; the 
Properties are within the Coastal Zone in an area without a certified Local Coastal Program, in 
unincorporated Orange County, within the City of Newport Beach’s sphere of influence.  The 
Commission has approved the City of Newport Beach Land Use Plan (“LUP”); however, the 
City does not have a certified Local Coastal Program.  Thus, although Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act is the standard of review, the City LUP policies may be used for guidance in regards to 
development and enforcement matters. 
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III. COMMISSION’S AUTHORITY 
 
The Commission can issue a Cease and Desist Order under Section 30810 of the Coastal Act in 
cases where it finds that the activity that is the subject of the order has occurred either without a 
required CDP or in violation of a previously granted CDP.  The Commission can issue a 
Restoration Order under Section 30811 of the Coastal Act, if it finds that development 1) has 
occurred without a CDP, 2) is inconsistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and 3) is causing 
continuing resource damage. These criteria are all met in this case, as summarized briefly, below. 
 
As described in more detail in Section V.E of this staff report, the Subject Activities that have 
occurred on the Properties meet the definition of “development” set forth in Coastal Act Section 
30106.  Coastal Act Section 30600 states that, in addition to obtaining any other permit required 
by law, any person wishing to perform or undertake any development in the Coastal Zone must 
obtain a CDP.  No such permit was issued by the Commission nor has a permit application been 
submitted for the Subject Activities.  NBR contends that the 1973 Resolution of Exemption 
established that the Subject Activities were exempt from the permit requirement.  The 
Commission agrees that the Resolution could have been more clearly drafted, and as a result, 
there potentially may be some ambiguity as to the precise contours of its scope.  However, the 
Commission finds that at least some of the Subject Activities (such as the wells drilled as part of 
an entirely different approach from the one for which the vested right was requested by the 
Claimant in its application and affirmed by the Regional Commission; the construction of the 
steam generation plant on the site; and certainly the extensive mowing, which appears to have 
been divorced from any proximate connection to any wells; and potentially other wells and 
associated structures as well) were clearly outside the scope of the exemption.  As such, the 
Commission has jurisdiction, and notwithstanding the acknowledgement by all Parties that a 
disagreement exists with regard to the interpretation of the Resolution, NBR agrees not to contest 
the legal and factual bases, the terms, or the issuance of the attached Settlement Agreement. 
 
As discussed below, not only do the Subject Activities meet the definition of development, and 
therefore require but lack a CDP, but the Subject Activities and the ongoing persistence of the 
effects of the Subject Activities are also inconsistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal 
Act, including Sections 30230 (protection of marine resources), 30231 (biological productivity, 
water quality), 30233 (limit fill of wetlands), 30240 (avoid Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Areas), Section 30244 (protection of archaeological resources), Section 30251 (scenic and visual 
qualities), Section 30253 (minimization of adverse impacts), and policies within the City’s LUP, 
as fully discussed below.4 
 
The Subject Activities have adversely impacted coastal resources.  Such impacts meet the 
definition of damage provided in Section 13190(b) of Title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulations (“CCR”), which defines “damage” as, “any degradation or other reduction in 
quality, abundance, or other quantitative or qualitative characteristic of the resource as compared 
to the condition the resource was in before it was disturbed by the unpermitted development.” 
Materials have been placed in wetlands and sensitive habitats as a result of the Subject Activities 
                                                 
4 A description of the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and the City LUP policies that apply to the Properties is 
provided in Section V of this staff report. 
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and remain in place; thus, the effects of the Subject Activities persist and are thereby causing 
continuing resource damage, as defined by Section 13190 of the Commission’s regulations. If 
the Subject Activities, including their effects, including but not limited to materials placed in 
habitat areas and areas cleared of native vegetation, are allowed to remain unmitigated, their 
effects will lead to further adverse impacts (including the temporal continuation of the existing 
impacts) to sensitive habitat.  Thus, the continued presence of the Subject Activities, and the 
results thereof, on the Properties is causing continuing resource damage, as defined in 14 CCR 
Section 13190.   
 
 
IV. HEARING PROCEDURES 
 
The procedures for a hearing on a Cease and Desist Order and Restoration Order are outlined in 
14 CCR Section 13185 and 14 CCR Section 13195, respectively. 
 
For a Cease and Desist Order and Restoration Order hearing, the Chair shall announce the matter 
and request that all parties or their representatives present at the hearing identify themselves for 
the record, indicate what matters are already part of the record, and announce the rules of the 
proceeding, including time limits for presentations.  The Chair shall also announce the right of 
any speaker to propose to the Commission, before the close of the hearing, any question(s) for 
any Commissioner, at his or her discretion, to ask of any other party.  Staff shall then present the 
report and recommendation to the Commission, after which the alleged violator(s) or their 
representative(s) may present their position(s) with particular attention to those areas where an 
actual controversy exists.  The Chair may then recognize other interested persons after which 
time staff typically responds to the testimony and to any new evidence introduced. 
 
The Commission will receive, consider, and evaluate evidence in accordance with the same 
standards it uses in its other quasi-judicial proceedings, as specified in 14 CCR Section 13186, 
incorporating by reference Section 13065.  The Chair will close the public hearing after the 
presentations are completed.  The Commissioners may ask questions to any speaker at any time 
during the hearing or deliberations, including, if any Commissioner chooses, any questions 
proposed by any speaker in the manner noted above.  Finally, the Commission shall determine, 
by a majority vote of those present and voting, whether to issue the Settlement Agreement and 
Settlement Cease and Desist Order and Settlement Restoration Orders.  Passage of the motions 
below will result in issuance of the Settlement Agreement and Settlement Cease and Desist 
Order and Settlement Restoration Order. 
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V. FINDINGS FOR SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT5 
 
A.  BACKGROUND OF THE PROPERTIES 
 
Description of Properties  
The Subject Activities, described in more detail below, occurred and the results of such activities 
persist on the Properties, which are collectively known as Banning Ranch.  Banning Ranch 
consists of 505 acres located north/northeast of the Semeniuk Slough and West Coast Highway 
and east of the Santa Ana River.  The Properties are partly developed with an operating oil field. 
Banning Ranch is located in an area without a certified Local Coastal Program in unincorporated 
Orange County, and therefore the Commission has sole Coastal Act permitting and enforcement 
jurisdiction in this area.  The property is located within the City of Newport Beach’s “sphere of 
influence”; thus, although Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act is the standard of review, the City Land 
Use Plan (“LUP”) policies may be used for guidance in regards to development and enforcement 
matters.  Section 2.2.4 of the Commission-certified LUP describes the habitats and topography of 
Banning Ranch as follows:  “The property contains a number of sensitive habitat types, including 
southern coastal bluff scrub, alkali meadow, southern coastal saltmarsh, southern black willow 
forest, coastal brackish marsh, and vernal pools.  The property also contains steep coastal bluffs 
along the southern and western edges of the mesa.  The bluff faces have been eroded in some 
areas to form a number of gullies and ravines.” 
 
The Resolution 
Although the proposed settlement addresses the site issues and resolves responsibilities for 
actions on the site, some background regarding the history is useful.  The Subject Activities 
undertaken on the Properties include drilling and operation of new oil production and injection 
wells subsequent to the issuance of a Resolution of Exemption, issued in response to an 
Application for Exemption Under Vested Rights in 1973, and without any separate authorization 
from the Commission.  Both the Coastal Act and the act’s predecessor, Proposition 20 (“Coastal 
Initiative”), provide that a person who has acquired a vested right to undertake development 
within a permit area is exempted from the need to obtain a CDP for that development. (Pub. Res. 
Code § 30608, under the Coastal Act; former Pub. Res. Code § 27404, under the Coastal 
Initiative). If a party wishes to rely on an alleged vested right as a basis for an exemption from 
the permit requirements of the Coastal Act, that party must file a claim and substantiate it in a 
proceeding before the Commission. (Id., Halaco Engineering Co. v. South Central Coast 
Regional Commission (1986), 42 Cal.3d 52, 63; LT-WR, L.L.C. v. California Coastal Comm’n 
(2007) 152 Cal.App.4th 770, 785.)  
 
In 1973 General Crude Oil and G.E. Kadane & Sons (“Claimants”) applied to the South Coast 
Regional Coastal Zone Conservation Commission (“Regional Commission”) for an exemption 
from permitting requirements, which was seeking an acknowledgment that Claimants had 
obtained a vested right to certain activities, on the basis that they were 1) ongoing as of 
enactment of the Coastal Initiative (Nov. 8, 1972) and the effective date of the permitting 
                                                 
5 These findings also hereby incorporate by reference the preface of this staff report (“STAFF REPORT: 
Recommendations and Findings for Consent Cease and Desist and Consent Restoration Orders”) in which these 
findings appear, which section is entitled “Summary of Staff Recommendation.” 
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requirement of the Coastal Initiative (Feb. 1, 1973), 2) activities for which the claimant had 
performed substantial work and incurred substantial liabilities, and 3) were diligently 
commenced in good faith reliance on authorizations pre-existing November 8, 1972.  The 
Regional Commission reviewed the application, and issued the Resolution, which stated that the 
specific development described by the Resolution did not require a CDP provided that no 
substantial changes be made to that development. 
 
The first eleven sections of the Resolution describe the development for which the claim of 
vested rights was sought by the Claimant and the information provided by the Claimant to 
support the claim.  Section 12 of the Resolution is the portion of the Resolution that specifically 
identifies the development activities for which the Regional Commission determined that vested 
rights exist; Section 12 begins as follows: “Claim of exemption No. E-7-27-73-144 is hereby 
granted as to the following development:” The “following development” is listed in the 
Resolution as follows:  
 

Continued production and operations on the 480 acre “Banning Lease” per the attached 
items:  
a. Continued operation and maintenance of existing oil producing and injection wells 
and associated surface facilities.  The “existing” wells to be defined as the 312 wells 
either drilled or in progress as of Nov. 8, 1972 
b. Performing workover or remedial operations on existing wells necessary to maintain 
or improve their performance.   
c. Drilling, redrilling and repairs to existing injection wells. 
d. Drilling, redrilling and repairs to existing oil production wells.  
e. Based upon the existing plan, the drilling of 28 additional oil producing wells and 
construction of associated surface facilities.   
f. Drilling, redrilling and repairs to the 28 new wells and associated facilities.  
g. Abandonment of wells in accordance with requirements and approval of the State 
Division of Oil and Gas and removal of surface equipment and pipelines per state and 
local agency requirements. 
h. Future exploratory drilling within the lease area is not exempted. 

 
Section 12 of the Resolution specifies that the Regional Commission’s determination of a vested 
right is limited to: (1) operation and maintenance of 312 existing wells and associated surface 
facilities; (2) drilling of 28 new oil producing wells specified in the application, and construction 
of associated surface facilities; (3) “drilling, redrilling, and repairs to” all of the above wells and 
the facilities associated with the new wells; and (4) abandonment of wells and removal of surface 
equipment and pipelines.  The Resolution defines the “existing” wells that are exempted by the 
Resolution as “the 312 wells either drilled or in progress as of Nov. 8, 1972.”  The 28 additional 
wells were identified in the Claimant’s “master plan”, which is the term the Claimant used in the 
application.  The locations of the 28 additional wells are identified on maps submitted with the 
application for the Resolution.  
 
The Resolution thus identifies the wells that were in place or under construction at the time of 
the Resolution, i.e. the 312 existing wells, and the 28 additional wells that were planned to be 
completed contemporaneously with the Resolution, and recognizes a vested right for drilling, 
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redrilling and repairs to the existing wells and the 28 planned wells, together totaling 340 wells 
(i.e. the “Exempt Wells”).  
 
Commission staff’s position has been that the Resolution is limited to activities associated with 
the specific 340 Exempt Wells (and associated facilities) identified in the Resolution.  NBR’s 
position has been that the Resolution authorizes the drilling of any number of additional wells 
beyond the 340 Exempt Wells, provided that no more than 340 wells are in operation at any 
time.  They point out that the recovery process used at the time required the drilling of additional 
wells.  However, even if NBR is correct that the Resolution exempted the drilling of new wells 
as long as there were never more than 340 in existence at one time (and regardless of whether the 
340 that existed at any time included the original 340), the original application indicated that the 
Claimants were requesting an exemption based on the recovery process in use at that time (and 
the Regional Commission’s action and deliberations reflected that), and that process has been 
wound down.  Staff has confirmed that at least 1536 wells in addition to the Exempt Wells were 
drilled by oilfield operators subsequent to the Resolution, without separate authorization from 
the Coastal Commission.  Because Respondents dispute that the drilling of those wells exceeds 
the authorization in the Resolution, those additional wells are referred to herein simply as the 
“Additional Wells.” 
 
B.  PERMIT AND ENFORCEMENT HISTORY FOR THE PROPERTIES AND SURROUNDING AREA 
Select permit and enforcement matters pertaining to the Subject Activities and/or Properties are 
described below. 
 
Coastal Development Permit No. E-85-001 
 
In 1985, WNOC applied for and obtained CDP No. E-85-001(Exhibit 5) to authorize 3 new 
exploratory wells on the Properties. Special Condition No. 2 of CDP No. E-85-001 states: 
 

Limitation to Exploratory Drilling. This permit allows the drilling of up to 3 exploratory wells, no 
other drilling or commercial or oil production activities are authorized by this permit. Upon 
discovery of oil, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director the results of testing 
including drill logs and production estimates within 60 days after removal of the well drilling 
equipment. A separate coastal development permit from the Coastal Commission shall be 
required for oil production beyond these three wells. 

 
The body of the staff report further describes the requirement to obtain a CDP for additional 
wells.  The Commission noted that further drilling could have potential subsurface and surface 
impacts on coastal resources and found in relation to additional drilling that: 
 

The three areas identified for drilling by the applicant are surrounded by existing oil production 
equipment and minimal grading (max. 1 foot) is proposed. The applicant proposes that up to 10 
development wells be approved on each site yielding a total of 30 wells to the deeper horizon. 
Concerns for subsidence, erosion hazards, and uncertain potential siting of wells on bluffs 
require that the proposed project be limited to exploration at three well locations.  Another 

                                                 
6 Information provided to staff catalogues the wells drilled on the properties through 2010. Any wells drilled since 
2010 would also be considered Additional Wells. 
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coastal permit shall be required for production and the addition of any more wells (beyond the 
three approved subject to conditions by this permit). 

 
After issuance of CDP No. E-85-001, WNOC wrote to staff to acknowledge and agree to Special 
Condition No. 2 of the CDP.  In its April 4, 1986 letter, WNOC agreed that “The applicants 
shall, upon discovery of oil, submit to the Executive Director the results of testing including drill 
logs and production estimates which shall be kept confidential by the Commission, with 60 days 
after removal of drilling equipment.  The applicants recognize that a separate coastal 
development permit shall be required for oil production beyond these three wells.” 
 
CDP No. 5-86-588 
 
Also in 1986, the Coastal Commission approved CDP No. 5-86-588, which authorized WNOC to 
remove dredge material that had been placed in a wetland on site by the Orange County 
Environmental Management Agency pursuant to an agreement with WNOC.  In approving 
removal of the wetland fill, the Commission found that the site, part of the property at issue in 
these matters, “is part of approximately 200 acres of coastal salt marsh wetlands identified on the 
USFWS National Wetland Inventory Maps.”  The Commission cited the provisions included 
above in finding that fill of wetlands must be limited to the types of development types 
enumerated in Section 30233.  The Commission further noted that “Development in coastal 
wetlands is subject to special scrutiny under the Coastal Act.  Wetlands are highly diverse and 
biologically productive coastal resources.  Their variety of vegetation and substrates produce far 
greater possibilities for marine and terrestrial wildlife feeding, nesting, and spawning than is 
found in less diverse areas.”     
 
Consent Cease and Desist and Restoration Orders No. CCC-11-CD-03 and CCC-11-RO-02 
 
In 2011, the Commission issued Consent Cease and Desist Order No. CCC-11-CD-03 and 
Consent Restoration Order No. CCC-11-RO-02, addressing unpermitted removal of major 
vegetation (including vegetation comprising native plant communities and habitat for the 
federally threatened coastal California gnatcatcher – a bird species) and the results thereof; the 
unpermitted placement of solid material, including placement of numerous significant stacks of 
pipe conduits, vehicles, mechanized equipment, and construction materials; and grading, in 
violation of the Coastal Act.  
 
The unpermitted development that was the subject of the above-noted consent orders 
commenced in 2004 and continued regularly into 2006.  It was performed by a contractor 
undertaking a utility undergrounding in nearby locations off the Properties, utilizing and 
impacting portions of these Properties. 
 
Pursuant to the terms of the Consent Orders, NBR, the contractor, and the utility agreed to, 
among other things: 1) remove all unpermitted materials associated with the utility project; 2) 
restore impacted areas on the Properties by planting coastal sage scrub vegetation native to 
Orange County that will provide foraging and breeding habitat for the coastal California 
gnatcatcher; 3) conduct a mitigation project involving revegetation of no less than 2.5 acres with 
native coastal sage scrub plant species that will provide foraging and breeding habitat for the 
coastal California gnatcatcher; 4) cease and desist from conducting any further unpermitted 
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development on the Properties, and 5) resolve their civil liabilities under the Coastal Act for that 
violation.7 
 
Application for CDP No. 5-13-032 
 
NBR has submitted an application for a coastal development permit to authorize construction of 
a mixed use residential project on portions of the Properties.  The project work would include 
grading; clearance of major vegetation; bluff stabilization; fill of wetlands; subdivision of the 
land; and construction of 1,375 residential units, 75,000 square feet of commercial space, a 75-
unit resort inn, and 52 acres of parks.  This enforcement action is intended in part to resolve 
NBR’s liability for alleged unpermitted development on the Properties to provide clarity for 
future permitting actions, in part by providing for active restoration of certain impacted areas and 
passive restoration of the remainder of the impacted areas through the cessation of activities that 
disturbed these areas, thus allowing for an accurate analysis of the resources on site, and in part 
by clarifying that the potential liability for alleged violations has been addressed. 
 
NBR has agreed, by signing this Settlement Agreement, that it shall not use the restoration or 
mitigation projects described in the Settlement Agreement for the purpose of generating 
mitigation or restoration credits to satisfy any State or Coastal Commission requirement for 
restoration or mitigation.  
 
C.  DESCRIPTION OF THE SUBJECT ACTIVITIES 
In reviewing documents submitted in conjunction with Coastal Development Permit application 
No. 5-13-032 and the associated CEQA process, Commission enforcement staff confirmed that 
the development described below has occurred on the Properties without any CDP.  
 
Disputed Wells and Associated Structures 
The Subject Activities include drilling and operation of new wells subsequent to the issuance of 
Resolution without authorization from the Commission.  Although the Resolution identifies 340 
specific wells to which it applies, additional wells (“Additional Wells”) were drilled subsequent 
to the Resolution without further authorization from the Commission.  As noted above, 
Respondents assert that the drilling of those wells was covered by the original Resolution.  They 
contend that the Resolution authorizes the drilling of additional wells, provided that the total 
number of wells in operation at any one time does not exceed 340. 
 
Drilling and operation of new wells, in many cases, includes, but may not be limited to such 
development activities as removal of vegetation, grading, installation of pads and wells, 
construction of roads and pipelines, placement of solid material, discharge or disposal of dredged 
material, removing, mining, or extraction of material, and change in intensity of use of the land.  
Each of these activities constitutes development under the Coastal Act and, therefore, requires 
Coastal Act authorization, generally a coastal development permit.  Any development activity 
conducted in the Coastal Zone without a valid coastal development permit or other Coastal Act 
authorization and that is not otherwise exempt constitutes a violation of the Coastal Act.  Where 

                                                 
7 NBR and the other parties are currently in compliance with the requirements of these prior Consent Orders. 
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these activities occurred in conjunction with the approximately 153 Additional Wells, the legal 
status of these activities would be derivative of the status of the wells themselves. 
 
Currently, at least 49 Additional Wells remain active or idled on the Properties, in addition to 
approximately 40 of the wells that were initially included in the 340 Exempt Wells.  Pursuant to 
this Settlement Agreement, 17 of the Additional Wells will be removed and NBR will remove or 
apply to retain the 24 remaining Additional Wells that are located outside the Oil Remainder 
Areas (See Exhibit 6).  The surface rights of the property are owned jointly by Aera Energy LLC 
and Cherokee Newport, LLC.  According to documents provided to staff by the property owners, 
Aera Energy purchased their 50% share of the property in 1997 and Cherokee Newport 
purchased their half in 2005.  Liability for Coastal Act violations attaches to the entity that 
undertook the unpermitted development as well as the owner of the property, and as noted above, 
enforcement action against the current operator of the oilfield on the Properties, WNOC, is under 
evaluation.  Liability additionally attaches to whosoever owns the property upon which a Coastal 
Act violation persists.  In addition, pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30811, for example, even if 
the allegedly unpermitted development was undertaken by another party, the Commission may 
order NBR to restore the property because development occurred without a coastal development. 
 
Additional Oilfield Activities 
In addition to the drilling of the Additional Wells, a number of other activities have occurred on 
the site subsequent to issuance of the Resolution that appear to exceed the scope of the 
Resolution. In addition to authorizing the operation and maintenance of the wells existing at the 
time of the Resolution; and the “drilling, redrilling, and repairs to” all of the authorized wells, the 
Resolution covers (1) operation and maintenance of surface facilities associated with the existing 
wells and construction of and repairs to facilities associated with the new Exempt Wells.  
However, the Resolution does not state that the expansion of existing facilities or the creation of 
new facilities in addition to those associated with the Exempt Wells is exempt.  
 
In its application for CDP No. 5-13-032, NBR details changes in the oil recovery strategy that 
have occurred on the site over time subsequent to issuance of the Resolution, which have 
resulted in installation or expansion of existing structures on the site, grading, placement of 
materials and/or removal of major vegetation.  As noted above, NBR believes that the wells 
exempted by the Resolution are not limited to the 340 Exempt Wells, and thus, by extension the 
exemption for new facilities is not limited to facilities associated with the 340 Exempt Wells, but 
would in fact cover these additional oilfield activities, which are described in the application for 
CDP No. 5-13-032 and include the following: 
 

1. “Existing steaming and production facilities were expanded and road and pipeline 
infrastructure installed to accommodate this secondary recovery process.” 

 
2. “Facilities and processes were modified to comply with existing, and in anticipation of, 
changes in regulatory oversight and a new steam generation plant was constructed 
adjacent to the tank farm facility.” 

 
3. “Facilities utilized in the air and steam injection processes were idled, then 
deconstructed and their sites utilized in the abandonment operations.” 
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4. “A pilot soil bioremediation program was implemented and an impacted soil holding 
cell constructed.” 

 
Removal of Major Vegetation/Mowing 
Extensive removal of major vegetation has occurred on the Properties, purportedly to address fire 
safety and pipeline access concerns, without the necessary coastal development permits.  Under 
the Coastal Act, removal of major vegetation constitutes ‘development’ and requires 
authorization, unless otherwise exempt.  Vegetation can qualify as ‘major vegetation’ based on, 
among other things, its volume, its importance to coastal habitats, the presence of sensitive 
species, or, in the case of rare or endangered vegetation, its limited distribution.  
 
In November 2011, during the process of commenting on the DEIR for the Newport Banning 
Ranch project, staff reviewed site biological information associated with the CEQA process. 
Staff also subsequently received and reviewed additional biological information submitted in 
conjunction Coastal Development Permit application No. 5-13-032. It was evident from this 
newly submitted information that the site supported a diversity of habitats and sensitive species. 
The CEQA and CDP application materials demonstrated that the special status species and 
habitats that are known to be supported by the site include, but may not be limited to coastal sage 
scrub and bluff scrub; wetlands; riparian habitat; grasslands, including native grasslands; 
Southern Tarplant; San Diego Fairy Shrimp; and bird species such as Coastal California 
Gnatcatcher, Least Bell’s Vireo, Belding’s Savannah Sparrow, Cooper’s Hawk, Sharp Shinned 
Hawk, Northern Harrier, White-tailed Kite, Osprey, Merlin, and Loggerhead Shrike. 
 
The planning documents and biological surveys of the site describe the vegetation on site and 
identify areas of native plant communities and protected habitats, including habitats for sensitive 
species, within and adjacent to the mowed areas.  The mowing at issue thus involves removal of 
major vegetation, an activity that constitutes ‘development’ under the Coastal Act.  Such 
clearance has resulted in alterations to the extent, health, and/or type of vegetation and habitat 
located on the site. In addition to requiring authorization from the Commission, this activity is 
problematic from a resource protection perspective, particularly in areas that contain sensitive 
habitats or are adjacent to such habitats.  
 
NBR has contended that the mowing constituted necessary “maintenance” of the authorized oil 
facilities.  The Commission recognizes the need to abate potential fire hazards on the site. 
However, it is apparent from aerial photographs that “fuel modification” undertaken on site far 
exceeds any standard fuel modification zone, including the requirements of the Orange County 
Fire Authority and Division of Oil and Gas (“DOGGR”).  Where this excessive fuel modification 
has resulted in the unnecessary removal of major vegetation, because it occurred without 
authorization, it constitutes unpermitted development.  Fuel modification has also occurred 
around Additional Wells, and to the extent those wells were themselves installed in without the 
necessary authorization under the Coastal Act, the associated vegetation clearance would be 
unpermitted development as well.  
 
Although the precise scope of the exemption recognized by the Resolution may be ambiguous in 
some respects, the Commission finds that at least some of the activities described in the 
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“Additional Wells and Associated Structures,” “Additional Oilfield Activities,” and “Removal of 
Major Vegetation/Mowing” sections above are not covered by the Resolution, and they have not 
been authorized by any coastal development permit.  Thus these activities constitute violations of 
the Coastal Act. NBR has agreed to fully resolve its liability for the Subject Activities, despite 
disagreeing with staff’s position that Subject Activities constitute violations of the Coastal Act, 
by undertaking the actions outlined in the attached Settlement Agreement.8 
 
D. SETTLEMENT DISCUSSIONS  
In May 2012, Commission staff received reports that vegetation removal in the form of mowing 
was occurring on the site.  Through comparative analysis of historic aerial photographs, and 
subsequent investigation, Staff confirmed the extent of the mowing that had occurred in past 
years and confirmed, based upon a review of the biological information available to Staff, that 
the mowing had resulted in the removal of major vegetation.  On May 18, Staff contacted 
WNOC by telephone and confirmed that mowing was underway on site. Staff expressed their 
concerns with the mowing and followed up this telephone conversation with a letter, also dated 
May 18 that stated Staff had confirmed removal of major vegetation had occurred on the 
Properties, that such removal of vegetation constituted development under the Coastal Act, and 
that any person wishing to perform or undertake development in the Coastal Zone must obtain a 
coastal development permit. 
 
The May 18 letter explained that the protections provided by the Coastal Act for “major 
vegetation,” as that term is used in the Coastal Act, extend to many different vegetative 
communities. The letter further described some general categories of vegetation that had been 
impacted on the site by the subject mowing as follows: “ 
 

Vegetation can qualify as ‘major vegetation’ based on its importance to coastal habitats, 
the presence of sensitive species, or, in the case of rare or endangered vegetation, its 
limited distribution. Commission staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the proposed residential and commercial development at Newport Banning 
Ranch, which describes the vegetation on site that is impacted by the subject mowing. 
The DEIR identifies a number of sensitive habitats, including habitats for sensitive 
species, within and adjacent to the mowed areas. The mowing at issue thus involves 
removal of vegetation that constitutes development under the Coastal Act and, therefore, 
requires a coastal development permit. Any development activity conducted in the 
Coastal Zone without a valid coastal development permit, and with limited exceptions not 
applicable here, constitutes a violation of the Coastal Act. 

 
The May 18 letter confirmed that WNOC had agreed verbally to stop mowing the site and 
requested that WNOC contact Staff to discuss resolution of the violation.  
                                                 
8 Both NBR and WNOC also contend that, even if there were violation(s) of the Coastal Act, which they dispute, 
any such violation was not knowing or intentional, whether for purposes of PRC sections 30820(b) or 30822 or 
otherwise.  Whether any party acted knowingly or intentionally is not at issue in the present matter, as neither 
knowledge nor intent is a necessary criterion for issuance of the proposed orders (see Section V.E.1, 
below).  Accordingly, Commission staff has made no showing regarding knowing or intentional misconduct, and the 
Commission takes no position on the issue.  Nothing in the Commission’s current action or the record for this action 
should be treated as being probative of whether NBR or WNOC acted knowingly or intentionally. 
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Over the next few months, Staff, WNOC, and NBR corresponded regarding any proposed future 
mowing on the site, met in person and discussed the issue by telephone.  On August 30, WNOC 
wrote to Staff explaining its interpretation of the Resolution and how that interpretation would 
treat the mowing activities as having been authorized by the Resolution, as well as arguing that 
the practice was “necessary for many reasons, including the protection of both the oil operations 
and adjacent properties.”  Staff responded by writing to WNOC on September 5, 2012, 
explaining that the extent of the mowing went beyond what Staff considered to be necessary or 
justified as part of a reasonable nuisance abatement or maintenance program.  Staff also 
explained that the Resolution made no mention of vegetation removal or “fuel abatement.” In an 
attempt to reach a resolution, Staff proposed a fuel modification approach that was far more 
limited in extent than the mowing WNOC had undertaken previously.  Staff said that this limited 
approach would be sufficient to address fire safety concerns and avoid impacts to coastal 
resources to the maximum extent possible.  Staff confirmed that the following fuel modification 
measures would be appropriate until such time as a comprehensive fuel modification program 
could be developed with the Orange County Fire Authority: 
 

“In order both to provide for fire safety and to maximize protection of the sensitive 
ecological resources on site, we support immediate measures to reduce vegetation within 
previously modified areas that are: 1) within 25’ of any active oil well; 2) within the 
minimum distance necessary to provide physical access to any active, above ground 
pipeline; or 3) within 100’ of any home (pursuant to the OCFA Vegetation Management 
Guidelines.” 

 
WNOC confirmed by letter dated September 27, 2012 (Exhibit 11), that, although it took a 
different position with regard to the legality of the mowing, it was agreeing to temporarily limit 
the extent of fuel modification on the site. NBR and WNOC have represented to staff that this 
approach has been implemented since 2012.  Staff has received no indication that this limited 
approach is inconsistent with OCFA’s fuel modification regulations. 
 
On February 1st, 2013, Staff received an application for a proposed project on the Properties that 
includes grading; clearance of major vegetation; bluff stabilization; fill of wetlands; subdivision 
of the land; and construction of 1,375 residential units, 75,000 square feet of commercial space, a 
75-unit resort inn, and 52 acres of parks. After reviewing application submittals, Staff raised the 
issue of the number of wells in a letter to NBR March 1, 2013, noting that Staff had reviewed the 
Resolution and interpreted it to cover just the 340 Exempt Wells, defined above. Staff thus came 
to the realization that the disagreement with the Parties regarding the interpretation of the 
Resolution was not limited to the extent of vegetation removal covered by the Resolution, but 
also the number of wells exempted by the Resolution, as further discussed in Section V.A. 
In a follow-up letter dated August 7, 2013, staff explained that drilling of wells in addition to 
those exempted by the Resolution constituted unpermitted development. 
 
Staff met with WNOC on November 7, 2013 and conveyed to WNOC staff’s position that wells 
had been drilled on the property in addition to those wells exempted by the Resolution.  Staff 
also conveyed to WNOC an interest in working with them to reach a consensual resolution of 
this matter. 
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Staff followed up that meeting and its previous correspondence and communications with 
WNOC and NBR with a letter dated January 31, 2014 (Exhibit 7), which described in detail 
Staff’s position related to the Subject Activities.  The letter informed the parties that the Subject 
Activities constitute “development” as defined in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act, and therefore 
require a coastal development permit.  The letter states further that because no permit has been 
obtained, the actions constitute unpermitted development, and that for that reason, the Properties 
have been developed in violation of the Coastal Act. Staff expressed its preference to work with 
the parties to resolve this matter consensually. Specifically, Staff wrote: 
 

We would like to work with both NBRLLC and WNO to resolve these issues 
comprehensively and collaboratively. If the parties are interested in amicably resolving 
these issues, which is staff’s strong preference, we are certainly willing to discuss options 
that could involve negotiating a settlement agreement in the form of consent cease and 
desist and restoration orders for Commission approval.  Through the consent order 
process, all of the Commission’s claims against the settling parties arising out of the 
Coastal Act violations at issue, and provided for in the Coastal Act, would be resolved. 

 
To that end, subsequent to that January 31st letter, Staff met with WNOC and NBR on March 7, 
2014, to discuss an amicable resolution of this matter and the consent order process.  An 
exchange of communications9 followed over the subsequent few months in which WNOC 
continued to focus on their view of the Resolution, but did offer to apply for coastal development 
permits for future activities.  In a letter dated August 8, 2014, the Commission’s Executive Director 
indicated that Staff was “targeting the October Commission meeting in the City of Newport Beach 
for scheduling the hearing on the enforcement matter.” 
 
On August 12, during the period that NBR was engaged in discussions with the Commission 
staff, WNOC filed suit against the Commission, seeking declaratory relief to affirm its 
interpretation of the Resolution and confirm that “[a]ll wells and other development within the 
Oil Field occurring since 1973 for which a [CDP] has not been sought have been developed in a 
manner consistent with the vested rights . . . and the Resolution.”  This litigation is active and 
pending. 
 
In order to move the discussions Staff had had with the Parties toward a final resolution of the 
alleged violation, on August 19, 2014, the Executive Director notified NBR and WNOC of his 
intent to commence proceedings for issuance of Cease and Desist and Restoration Orders to 
address the Subject Activities.  The Notice of Intent letter (“NOI”) (Exhibit 8) further set forth a 
suggested framework to legally resolve the violation via “consent orders”.  
 
In the NOI, Staff reiterated a strong desire to resolve this matter through a negotiated agreement 
with both NBR and WNOC.  The clear purpose of sending the NOI to the parties was to engage 
both parties in a mutually acceptable resolution of this matter.  As explained in the NOI:  
 

Please note that this letter is not intended to supplant the opportunity to resolve this matter 
consensually, but it is a legally mandated step in the ongoing process that is intended to facilitate 

                                                 
9 For examples of the discussions of these issues, see letters from NBR and WNOC attached as Exhibits 12 and 13. 
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the resolution of the issue. The steps of which we are giving you notice herein are designed to 
resolve the aforementioned alleged Coastal Act violations through formal enforcement actions, 
and we can utilize these mechanisms whether we come to agreement on a consent process or not; 
however, as noted above, we would like the focus of our discussions to be resolving this matter 
consensually. 

 
The NOI concluded by repeating Staff’s preferred resolution of this matter:  
 

Resolution 
 

We would like to work with you to resolve these issues. As noted above, we encourage you to 
continue to work with us to resolve this matter via consent orders. Consent cease and desist and 
restoration orders would provide you with an opportunity to have more input into the process and 
timing of restoration of the properties and mitigation of the damages caused by the unpermitted 
development and could potentially allow you to negotiate a penalty amount with the Commission 
staff in order to resolve the complete violation without any further formal legal action. Consent 
orders would provide for a permanent resolution of this matter so that all parties can move 
forward.    
 

In accordance with 14 CCR Sections 13181 and 13191, the letter was accompanied by a 
Statement of Defense (“SOD”) form, and established a deadline for its completion and return.  
Thus, the parties were provided the opportunity to respond to the allegations contained within the 
Notice of Intent letter, to raise any affirmative defenses that they believed may exonerate them of 
legal liability for the alleged violations, or to raise other facts that might mitigate their 
responsibility. 
 
Finally, through the NOI, Staff pointed out to both NBR and WNOC that should they settle the 
matter, the parties would not need to expend time and resources filing an objection to the 
assertions made in the NOI in the form of a Statement of Defense.  
 
NBR requested and was granted extensions to the deadlines for submitting a completed 
Statement of Defense form, and Staff continued discussions with NBR for the purpose of 
reaching a comprehensive resolution of this matter.  
 
In subsequent meetings and telephone conversations, NBR expressed their interest in agreeing to 
consent orders that would comprehensively resolve this matter and working towards settlement 
rather than submitting a SOD.  Although they ultimately submitted a SOD during the period of 
discussions with the Commission staff, after reaching a proposed settlement with the 
Commission, NBR agreed to withdraw that SOD for purpose of this administrative process.  
Thus, it does not currently constitute part of the record for these consent proceedings. Staff and 
NBR have worked collaboratively towards an amicable resolution of the Subject Activities.  
NBR signed this Settlement Agreement on February 20, 2015.  In order to amicably resolve the 
violations through this Settlement Agreement, NBR agrees not to contest the legal and factual 
bases for, the terms of, or the issuance of this Settlement Agreement, or to contest issuance of 
these Consent Orders.  Specifically, NBR agrees not to contest the issuance or enforceability of 
these Consent Orders at a public hearing or any other proceeding, and, along with Staff, supports 
issuance of these Consent Orders to resolve the matters addressed therein.  
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E. BASIS FOR ISSUANCE OF ORDERS 
The following sections provide the bases for the proposed enforcement actions.  The Properties 
are in an area without a certified Local Coastal Program in unincorporated Orange County, and 
therefore the Commission has sole Coastal Act permitting and enforcement jurisdiction in this 
area. However, the property is located within the City of Newport Beach’s “sphere of influence,” 
and the City of Newport Beach does have a certified LUP; thus, although Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act is the standard of review, the City’s LUP policies provide guidance in regards to 
development and enforcement matters, and thus, that document is also considered for the 
purposes of guidance, and relevant portions of the LUP are discussed herein as appropriate. 
 
1) STATUTORY PROVISIONS 
 
 (a) Consent Cease and Desist Orders 
 
The statutory authority for issuance of Cease and Desist Orders is provided in Section 30810 of 
the Coastal Act, which states, in relevant part: 
 

(a)  If the commission, after public hearing, determines that any person or governmental 
agency has undertaken, or is threatening to undertake, any activity that (1) requires a 
permit from the commission without securing the permit or (2) is inconsistent with any 
permit previously issued by the commission, the commission may issue an order directing 
that person or governmental agency to cease and desist.  

 
(b)  The cease and desist order may be subject to such terms and conditions as the 
Commission may determine are necessary to ensure compliance with this division, 
including immediate removal of any development or material… 

 
 (b) Restoration Orders 
 
The statutory authority for issuance of Restoration Orders is provided in Section 30811 of the 
Coastal Act, which states, in relevant part: 
 

In addition to any other authority to order restoration, the commission… may, after a 
public hearing, order restoration of a site if it finds that [a] the development has occurred 
without a coastal development permit from the commission, local government, or port 
governing body, [b] the development is inconsistent with this division, and [c] the 
development is causing continuing resource damage. 
 

2) FACTUAL SUPPORT FOR STATUTORY ELEMENTS  
 
The following pages set forth the bases for the issuance of the proposed Settlement Agreement 
and Settlement Cease and Desist and Settlement Restoration Orders by providing substantial 
evidence that the Subject Activities meet all of the required grounds listed in Coastal Act 
Sections 30810 and 30811, and as quoted above, for the Commission to issue Settlement Cease 
and Desist Order and Settlement Restoration Orders. 
 



CCC-15-CD-01 & CCC-15-RO-01 (NBR) 

21 
 

 (a) Development has occurred without a Coastal Development Permit that was Required 
 
Development, as described in Section V.C, above, has occurred on the Properties without a CDP 
(i.e. the Subject Activities).  Section 30600(a) of the Coastal Act states that, in addition to 
obtaining any other permit required by law, any person wishing to perform or undertake any 
development in the Coastal Zone must obtain a coastal development permit.  Development is 
broadly defined by the Coastal Act Section 30106, as follows: 
 

“Development” means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of any solid 
material or structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged material or any gaseous, liquid, 
solid, or thermal waste; grading, removing, dredging, mining, or extraction of any materials; 
change in the density or intensity of the use of land, including, but not limited to, subdivision 
pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act (commencing with Section 66410 of the Government Code), 
and any other division of land, including lot splits, except where the land division is brought 
about in connection with the purchase of such land by a public agency for public recreational 
use; change in the intensity of use of water, or of access thereto; construction, reconstruction, 
demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure, including any facility of any private, public, 
or municipal utility; and the removal or harvest of major vegetation other than for agricultural 
purposes, kelp harvesting, and timber operations....  (emphasis added) 

 
The Subject Activities described herein clearly constitute “development” within the meaning of 
the definition in Coastal Act, and no coastal development permit has been issued to authorize 
those activities.  NBR does not contest those facts.  The issue in dispute in this case is whether 
such a permit was required.  Although the activities clearly fall within the scope of section 
30600(a)’s requirement, there are exceptions for various types of development that the Coastal 
Act designates as exempt.  As discussed above, NBR contends that the Subject Activities were 
all within the scope of work that the Resolution declared to be exempt, based on a vested rights 
theory.  
 
However, as also noted above, in section V.A, many of the Subject Activities appear to be 
outside the scope of activities that the Resolution declared to be exempt.  Moreover, although 
there may be some ambiguity about the precise scope of activities covered by the Resolution, 
some of the Subject Activities are clearly outside its scope.  The clearest examples of this are: (1) 
wells that were drilled as part of an entirely different approach from the one for which the vested 
right was affirmed; (2) mowing that occurred in a location indicating that it was not associated 
with any wells, as well as mowing associated with any wells that were outside the scope of the 
Resolution; and (3) significant expansions of facilities and creations of new facilities to conduct 
new types of operations, distinct from that which the Resolution found to be exempt.10  Thus, 
even if the Resolution were interpreted to allow the drilling of some additional wells, beyond the 
340 Exempt Wells, it appears that development, including the three types listed immediately 
above, has occurred that was beyond the scope of the exemption recognized by the Resolution. 

                                                 
10 By highlighting these as the clearest examples, the Commission does not waive its position that other elements of 
the Subject Activities may also have been outside the scope of the Resolution.  However, as is explained below, 
because the parties have come to agreement on a resolution of this dispute, the Commission finds that it is 
unnecessary to interpret the Resolution and determine its precise contours, which would only highlight the dispute 
that it is, by this action, seeking to resolve.  
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A vested rights exemption issued pursuant to Coastal Initiative Section 27404 (the precursor for 
what became Section 30608 of the Coastal Act) enables one who (1) obtains all valid 
governmental approvals for development, (2) diligently commences development in reliance 
thereon, and (3) performs substantial work and incurs substantial liabilities in good faith reliance 
on those approvals, to complete the development authorized by those approvals, even if the law 
changes prior to completion in a way that would restrict or prohibit such development if it were 
proposed anew.  A vested right does not allow any other new development to be completed 
without compliance with existing permitting requirements and other laws.  Similarly, both 
section 27404 and 30608 expressly state that “no substantial change[s] be made in any such 
development,” except as authorized under those laws.  
 
In addition, under settled vested rights law, courts have held that if there are any doubts 
regarding the meaning or extent of the Resolution, they should be resolved against the person 
seeking the exemption.  Cf. Urban Renewal Agency v. California Coastal Zone Conservation 
Commission (1975), 15 Cal.3d 577, 588. 
 
Commission staff, WNOC, and NBR have debated the meaning of the Resolution at its margins 
for some years now.  This Commission cannot revisit the 1973 decision of its predecessor 
agency, but it can rely on the record of the Regional Commission’s action, case law regarding 
vested rights, and any other probative evidence to interpret any ambiguous provisions of that 
decision (subject, of course, to judicial review, as are all of this Commission’s decisions).  
However, in this case, the Commission need not complete a comprehensive analysis of this sort.  
The parties have come to agreement on a means to move forward that will alleviate the need for 
this Commission to resolve the precise contours of the Resolution and, thereby, potentially avoid 
costly and time-consuming litigation.  For the reasons indicated above, it appears that, although 
some of the Subject Activities fall within the Resolution, at least some of the Subject Activities 
(including those listed above) exceeded the scope of activities that the Resolution could 
reasonably be interpreted as having found to be exempt.  Given this finding, the key criterion in 
section 30810 and the first element of section 30811 have been satisfied, and this Commission 
has jurisdiction to issue a Cease and Desist Order.  Given that the terms of the proposed orders 
are acceptable to the parties and, as indicated below, consistent with the sections of the Coastal 
Act authorizing such orders, and that the orders specify what activities will require further 
Commission authorization going forward, an exact determination as to which historical activities 
exceeded the scope of the Resolution and which did not is unnecessary. 
 

(b) The Subject Activities are Inconsistent with a Previously Issue CDP 
 
Additionally, components of the Subject Activities undertaken on the Properties, namely drilling 
of new wells and placement of associated structures, are in violation of a permit previously 
issued by the Commission.  This development violated Special Condition No. 2 of CDP No. E-
85-001.  Special Condition No. 2 required a new CDP for any future oil production. In this case, 
no new CDP was sought or obtained for said development, in non-compliance with Special 
Condition 2.  It has been NBR’s position that Special Condition No.2 requires a new CDP only 
for wells drilled to a deeper horizon than was tapped by the Exempt Wells.  As noted above, the 
special condition was silent with regard to the depth of the wells that would require a new CDP, 
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suggesting that any new wells would be subject to that requirement. Despite the expansiveness of 
the condition on its face, the condition was adopted as quoted above, and the applicant for CDP 
No. E-85-001, WNOC, did not object to its inclusion in the CDP or its wording.  Thus, the 
Commission finds that the alternative basis for issuance of a cease and desist order in section 
30810 is also satisfied here.  
 

(c) The Subject Activities are Inconsistent with the Coastal Act 
 
The second criterion for issuance of a restoration order, pursuant to section 30811, is that the 
development at issue be inconsistent with the Coastal Act.  As described below, the Subject 
Activities, collectively, are inconsistent with multiple resource protection policies of the Coastal 
Act, including, but not necessarily limited to, the policies set forth in Sections: 30230 (protection 
of marine resources), 30231 (protection of biological productivity and water quality), 30233 
(limiting fill of wetlands), 30240 (protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas, or 
“ESHA”), 30244 (protection of archaeological and paleontological resources), and 30253 
(minimization of adverse impacts).  Furthermore, the Subject Activities are also inconsistent with 
similar resource protection policies of the City’s LCP as fully described below. 

 
i. Wetlands  

 
Because of the historical losses and current rarity of these habitats, and because of their extreme 
sensitivity to disturbance, wetlands are provided significant protection under the Coastal Act.  
 
Section 30121 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

 “Wetland” means lands within the coastal zone which may be covered periodically or 
 permanently with shallow water and include saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, 
 pen or closed brackish water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens. 

 
The Commission has further specified how wetlands are to be identified through regulations and 
guidance documents.  Section 13577(b)(1) of the Commission’s regulations states, in pertinent 
part: 
 

Wetlands shall be defined as land where the water table is at, near, or above the land 
surface long enough to promote the formation of hydric soils or to support the growth of 
hydrophytes . . . .  For purposes of this section, the upland limit of a wetland shall be 
defined as: 
(A) the boundary between land with predominantly hydrophytic cover and land with 

predominantly mesophytic or xerophytic cover; 
(B) the boundary between soil that is predominantly hydric and soil that is predominantly 

nonhydric; or 
(C) in the case of wetlands without vegetation or soils, . . .  

 
Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act states the limited purposes for which wetlands may be filled 
(“allowable uses”) and imposes other restrictions on uses of wetlands as well, as follows: 
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The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes 
shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of this division, where 
there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible 
mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and 
shall be limited to the following: 
 

1) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities, 
including commercial fishing facilities. 

2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing 
navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and 
boat launching ramps. 

3) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, and 
lakes, new or expanded boating facilities and the placement of structural pilings 
for public recreational piers that provide public access and recreational 
opportunities. 

4) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying cables 
and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall 
lines. 

5) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in 
environmentally sensitive areas. 

6) Restoration purposes. 
7) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities. 

 
Section 30108.2 of the Coastal Act defines “Fill” as: 
 

"Fill" means earth or any other substance or material, including pilings placed for the 
purposes of erecting structures thereon, placed in a submerged area. 
 

The Commission’s staff ecologist, Dr. Jonna Engel, evaluated the Properties and confirmed that 
some of the areas impacted by the Subject Activities contained wetlands, as that term is defined 
by Section 30121 of the Coastal Act and the Commission’s regulations, prior to the impacts of 
the Subject Activities.  The Commission concurs with Dr. Engel’s conclusion that at least some 
of the areas impacted by those Subject Activities that were clearly unauthorized constituted 
wetlands.  The Coastal Commission’s regulations regarding wetlands establish a “one parameter 
definition,” meaning that they only require evidence of a single parameter to designate an area as 
a wetland conditions.  See, also, Kirkorowicz v. California Coastal Comm’n (2000) 83 
Cal.App.4th 980, 990.  Dr. Engel found that at least one parameter is present within certain areas 
impacted by the Subject Activities. (see memorandum from Jonna D. Engel, PH.D, Commission 
staff ecologist (Exhibit 9). 
 
The wetlands on site are contiguous with, and part of, a much larger wetland complex at the 
mouth of the Santa Ana River. The Commission-certified City LUP describes this wetland 
complex, also referred to as the Semeniuk Slough area, as follows:  
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Semeniuk Slough is a remnant channel of the Santa Ana River from the time when the 
river emptied into Newport Bay; it forms a loop around the Newport Shores 
residential area in West Newport.  The 103-acre Semeniuk Slough Environmental 
Study Area (ESA) includes the main slough channel immediately north of Newport 
Shores and the coastal salt marsh habitat to the north, including a narrow sliver of 
salt marsh habitat in the far north of the ESA, flanked by the Santa Ana River on the 
west and Banning Ranch on the east. Several smaller interconnected channels and 
inundated depressions are located throughout the salt marsh habitat. 
 
Semeniuk Slough is exposed to limited tidal influence through a tidal culvert 
connected between the Santa Ana River and the slough.  The site contains a healthy 
stand of sensitive coastal saltwater marsh habitat.  The state endangered Belding’s 
savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi) breeds in nearby wetland 
habitats including Upper Newport Bay and salt marsh in Huntington Beach but not in 
Semeniuk Slough.  However, small numbers of Belding’s savannah sparrows forage 
in Semeniuk Slough, especially during the winter when breeding birds disperse.  A 
Belding’s savannah sparrow was observed within the Semeniuk Slough site on July 
10, 2002.  The state and federal endangered California least tern (Sterna albifrons 
browni), which has a large nesting colony on the Huntington Beach side of the Santa 
Ana River mouth, forages occasionally in the slough channels.  Western snowy 
plovers (federal threatened) are observed occasionally in Semeniuk Slough.  The 
California brackish water snail (Tryonia imitator), a Federal Species of Concern, has 
been collected in substantial numbers in the channels of Semeniuk Slough. 

 
In previous actions, in addition to its actions to certify the LUP, the Commission has found that 
wetlands exist on former portions of the Properties and that these wetlands are a component of a 
larger wetland system on adjacent properties.  In 1986, the Coastal Commission approved CDP 
No. 5-86-588, which authorized WNOC to remove dredge material that had been placed in a 
wetland on site by the Orange County Environmental Management Agency pursuant to an 
agreement with WNOC. In approving the CDP, the Commission found that the site, which was, 
at that time, part of the Properties at issue in these matters, “is part of approximately 200 acres of 
coastal salt marsh wetlands identified on the USFWS National Wetland Inventory Maps.”  
 
In its approval of CDP No. 5-86-588, the Commission recognized that fill of wetlands must be 
limited to the types of development enumerated in Section 30233. The Commission further noted 
that “Development in coastal wetlands is subject to special scrutiny under the Coastal Act. 
Wetlands are highly diverse and biologically productive coastal resources. Their variety of 
vegetation and substrates produce far greater possibilities for marine and terrestrial wildlife 
feeding, nesting, and spawning than is found in less diverse areas.” 
 
The Subject Activities include placement of structures and materials within and adjacent to 
wetlands. Section 30233 of the Coastal Act allows for development of wetlands only under 
narrow criteria.  In this case, of course, there was no coastal development permit sought or 
obtained for the development activities at issue.  However, even if a coastal development permit 
from the Coastal Commission had been sought, the Subject Activities that resulted in wetland fill 
would unlikely be found to be the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative for such 
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development, and, in those instances where the filled wetland also qualifies as ESHA, certainly 
would not be considered a resource dependent use, and thus, as described below, would be 
inconsistent with Section 30240. 

 
ii. Water Quality and Biological Productivity of Coastal Waters 

 
Certain  Subject Activities are inconsistent with Coastal Act Sections 30230 and 30231, which 
require protection of marine resources and biological productivity and water quality of coastal 
waters, including from the effects of erosion and run-off.  
 
Quality of Coastal Waters 
 
Fill placed in and adjacent to wetlands on the Properties inevitably diminishes the water quality 
of the wetlands by increasing turbidity.  Increased sedimentation and turbidity diminish the water 
quality of wetlands, and as noted above, the function and biological productivity of the wetland, 
by reducing water clarity, increasing water temperature, and smothering wetland vegetation.  
 
Biological Productivity of Coastal Waters 
 
Section 30230 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored. Special 
protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or economic 
significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a manner that will 
sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain healthy 
populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-term commercial, 
recreational, scientific, and educational purposes.  

 
Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms 
and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored 
through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and 
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and 
substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, 
maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and 
minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

 
The Subject Activities performed here involved extensive vegetation removal, exposing bare 
soil, and thereby increasing the likelihood of erosion; placement and operation of mechanized 
equipment that can leak fuel or other harmful substances; grading; and importation of 
construction materials, including dirt and other materials.   
 
The vegetation that existed on the Properties prior to the Subject Activities helped to stabilize the 
soil, limit runoff and erosion, and facilitated infiltration.  The removal of that vegetation can 
expose the site and surrounding properties and water bodies to the effects of unregulated runoff.  
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Unmanaged runoff across exposed dirt areas can increase the level of sediment entering water 
bodies, consequently also increasing the turbidity of receiving waters, which reduces the 
penetration of sunlight needed by aquatic vegetation that provides food and cover for aquatic 
species and disrupts the reproductive cycles of aquatic species, leading to adverse changes in 
reproduction and feeding behavior. These impacts reduce the biological productivity and the 
quality of coastal waters and reduce optimum populations of marine organisms. Similarly, 
sediment-laden stormwater runoff can increase sedimentation in coastal waters.  Sedimentation 
of coastal waters impacts fish populations in part by burying aquatic vegetation that provides 
food and cover for aquatic species.   
 
As discussed above, the Subject Activities also included fill of wetlands.  Any fill or alteration of 
wetland hydrology reduces a wetland’s ability to function, and consequently, its biological 
productivity.  Water is the main requirement for a functional wetland.  If water is drained, 
displaced or removed, or isn’t present in the wetland for as long, then wetland function will be 
degraded.  Therefore, wetland function would be degraded by actions that disrupt water supply 
through direct fill of a wetland.  Degradation of function will preclude the wetland plants that 
grow in a functional wetland from growing and thriving and thus the degraded wetland will not 
provide the same habitat functions, water filtration, percolation, and stormwater runoff storage 
function. The Subject Activities at issue that resulted in fill of wetlands disrupted water supply 
through direct fill from grading and placement of dirt and other materials.  Consequently, the 
Subject Activities degraded the function of wetlands on the Properties. 
 
In summary, the Subject Activities have significantly impeded the water quality, functioning, 
and biological productivity of wetlands and other coastal waters on and off the Properties, in part 
due to removal of native vegetation that provides habitat to wildlife, which in turn will affect 
adjacent wetlands and wetland habitat.  Further, the interim loss of habitat value and wetland 
hydrology will have a significant impact that will continue to be experienced until the impacts of 
the Subject Activities are remedied.  Due to its deleterious effect on wetland habitat and function 
on and off the Properties, the Subject Activities do not maintain, much less restore, the biological 
productivity and water quality of wetlands necessary to maintain the optimum populations of 
marine organisms and is not compatible with the continuance of the wetlands and wetland habitat 
located on and off the Properties.   
 
For these reasons, the Subject Activities are inconsistent with Coastal Act Sections 30230 and 
30231. 
 

iii. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 
 
Certain Subject Activities are inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30240, which requires 
protection of all ESHA within the Coastal Zone subject to the Coastal Act. Environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas are defined in Coastal Act Section 30107.5, as follows: 
 
 “Environmentally sensitive area” means any area in which plant or animal life or their 
 habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in 
 an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and 
 developments. 
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Commission Ecologist Dr. Jonna Engel conducted a site-specific analysis to assess the likely 
status, prior to the Subject Activities, of the biological resources in areas impacted by the Subject 
Activities that remain disturbed as a result of those activities (hereinafter, “Impacted Areas”). 
The results of Dr. Engel’s assessment are included in a memo to staff, dated (Exhibit 9). 
According to the memo, some of the vegetative communities immediately adjacent to the 
Impacted Areas on the Properties consist of various native plant communities and wildlife 
habitats that the Commission has consistently treated as ESHA. Utilizing vegetative surveys 
conducted by private biological consultants, including NBR’s biological consultants, in addition 
to historic aerial and present-day ground-level photographs, Dr. Engel determined that several of 
the areas impacted by the Subject Activities contained or were immediately adjacent to coastal 
scrub and/or grassland habitat prior to the development at issue, and those areas therefore met the 
definition of ESHA under the Coastal Act or were adjacent to areas that met that definition at the 
time they were affected by the Subject Activities. These areas met the definition of ESHA 
because they were1) rare, primarily from habitat loss due to development, and/or 2) provided 
especially valuable ecosystem services for rare species (e.g. coastal California gnatcatcher, 
coastal cactus wren, burrowing owl), and 3) were easily degraded and disturbed by human 
activities and development.  
 
The Commission concurs with Dr. Engel’s general conclusion that at least some of the areas that 
were affected by those of the Subject Activities that were clearly unauthorized constituted 
ESHA. 
 
Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states:  
 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant 
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be 
allowed within those areas.  

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks 
and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of 
those habitat and recreation areas.  

 
The Subject Activities at issue, including mowing, grading, and placement of structures and 
materials, resulted in the disturbance of vegetation in areas of the Properties that constitute 
ESHA and/or are adjacent to ESHA.  In a letter dated October 9, 2014 (Exhibit 10) that was sent 
to NBRLLC and WNOC, as well as Staff, USFWS described the effects of the mowing that has 
occurred on the Properties.  USFWS noted that “Regular disturbance to vegetation from mowing 
has also increased the extent of invasive and ornamental vegetation and decreased available 
foraging habitat for the [coastal California] gnatcatcher.”  Because the subject development 
significantly disrupted areas of ESHA on the Properties and was not dependent on the resource 
(since the development did not have to occur in sensitive habitat to be effective), the subject 
development was inconsistent with Section 30240 and of the Coastal Act, and this element of 
section 30811 has been met.  
 
Moreover, the maintenance of elements of the Subject Activities, and results thereof, including 
drill pads, roads and areas cleared of vegetation, has prevented the recovery of native vegetation 
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in impacted areas on the Properties.  The persistence of the disturbance on the site has degraded 
the habitat in the areas impacted by the Subject Activities, which may also affect adjacent 
ESHA, in a way that is not compatible with the continuance of these habitats, in violation of 
Section 30240(b).  Therefore, certain Subject Activities are inconsistent with Section 30240 of 
the Coastal Act.  
 
In addition, as noted above, the habitat that a functioning wetland provides is a significant 
coastal resource due in part to the high biological productivity of wetland habitat and the rarity of 
this habitat and the sensitive species it supports.  One of the chief components of wetland habitat 
is wetland vegetation.  Thus, removal of wetland plant species reduces the habitat value of a 
wetland.  Wetland vegetation species native to southern California wetlands were among the 
vegetation removed here, without a permit and subsequently in violation of the Coastal Act. 
Also, degradation of function through alteration of wetland hydrology means that the same plants 
may not grow and habitat value and wildlife use of the wetland could be reduced.  
 
The wetlands on the Properties, which are part of a wetland complex on the surrounding 
properties, have been historically degraded and fragmented as a result of development in the 
area.  Impacts to wetlands, including those on the Properties, can fragment the wetland complex, 
causing more extensive damage to the whole complex and the flora and fauna it supports, thus 
impacting adjacent ESHA and the biological productivity of adjacent wetlands, which is 
inconsistent with Coastal Act Sections 30240(b). 
 
 iv. Scenic Public Views and Visual Qualities of Coastal Areas 
 
The Subject Activities are inconsistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act, which requires 
that the scenic and visual qualities of the coast be protected and any permitted development be 
visually compatible with the surrounding area. Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states: 
 
 The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
 resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
 protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration 
 of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
 and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas… 
 
At more than 500 acres, Banning Ranch is a large enough area that it creates its own character, 
rather than being part of a larger area whose character is defined by a mix of open spaces such as 
the adjacent Semeniuk Slough and the surrounding, urbanized areas.  As such, the visual and 
scenic resources that must be protected in this area include views to and across the few 
remaining coastal areas that are undeveloped with residences and buildings in heavily urbanized 
northern Orange County.  The Subject Activities at issue were neither sited nor designed to 
protect views of this coastal area. Instead, the actions degraded a fundamental and defining 
component of the coastal area’s character – the native vegetation - and resulted in the placement 
of numerous structures and materials on undeveloped land.   
 
Rather than seeking to ensure the Subject Activities were visually compatible with the 
surrounding area, which consists of native coastal sage scrub, the impacted areas were either 
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mowed of vegetation or cleared to bare earth and materials or equipment were placed within the 
bare area. The resulting barren patches of earth, equipment and materials contrast sharply with 
the scenic and visual character of the undeveloped land. The Subject Activities failed to protect, 
enhance, or ensure compatibility with the visual quality of the area. Therefore, the Subject 
Activities are inconsistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.  
 
 v. Minimization of Adverse Impacts/Avoiding Alteration of Natural Land Forms 
 
Much of the Subject Activities is inconsistent with Section 30253(b) of the Coastal Act, which 
requires new development to minimize erosion and associated impacts to the site.  Section 
30253(b) states: 
  
 New development shall... (b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create 
 nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or 
 surrounding area . . . . 
 
The Subject Activities removed vegetation from the Properties, including on slopes and above 
slopes, resulting in barren patches of earth.  Vegetation provides soil stabilization by intercepting 
water before it hits the ground, slowing the water’s flow across the ground’s surface, and 
reducing overall surface runoff by facilitation infiltration.   
 
Removal of vegetation increases the risk of erosion.  The unpermitted clearing of vegetation 
from and above slopes on the Properties has eliminated an important natural stabilization 
mechanism, leaving the Properties exposed and vulnerable to erosion. Furthermore, clearing the 
impacted areas of the Properties to bare earth without adequate erosion control measures has 
contributed to wind and water-related erosion across the subject properties. The Subject 
Activities have created and contributed significantly to erosion. For this reason, the unpermitted 
activities are inconsistent with Section 30253(b) of the Coastal Act. 
 
For these reasons, the Subject Activities are inconsistent with Coastal Act Sections 30230, 
30231, 30240 and 30253(b) of the Coastal Act, satisfying the second criterion for issuance of a 
Restoration Order.  Mitigation is necessary in this case, due to the fact even with proper 
restoration of the wetlands and habitat on site, the interim loss of ecosystem value and water 
quality functioning will have a significant impact that will be experienced into the future. 

 
 (d) Subject Activities are Causing Continuing Resource Damage 
 
The final factor in section 30811 is that the development at issue be causing continuing resource 
damage.  The phrase “continuing resource damage” is defined in 14 CCR Section 13190. 14 
CCR Section 13190(a) defines the term “resource” as it is used in Section 30811 of the Coastal 
Act as follows: 
 

‘Resource’ means any resource that is afforded protection under the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, including but not limited to public access, marine and other 
aquatic resources, environmentally sensitive wildlife habitat, and the visual quality of 
coastal areas. 
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The term “damage” in the context of Restoration Order proceedings is defined in Section 14 
CCR 13190(b) as follows: 
 

‘Damage’ means any degradation or other reduction in quality, abundance, or other 
quantitative or qualitative characteristic of the resource as compared to the condition the 
resource was in before it was disturbed by unpermitted development.  

 
The term “continuing” is defined by 14 CCR Section 13190(c) of the Commission’s regulations 
as follows: 

 
‘Continuing’, when used to describe ‘resource damage’, means such damage, which 
continues to occur as of the date of issuance of the Restoration Order. 
 

The wetlands on the Properties; the native vegetation, in providing water quality protection, 
erosion control and habitat; the views of undeveloped coastal land; and the physical stability of 
the site are afforded protection under Coastal Act Sections 32030, 30231, 30233, 30240, 30251, 
and 30253(b), and are therefore “resources” as defined in Section 13190(a) of the Commission’s 
regulations. The Subject Activities have removed native vegetation, caused significant disruption 
to the unique and fragile habitat of a sensitive bird species, exposed the site and surrounding 
properties and water bodies to the effects of unregulated runoff, and visually harmed a coastal 
area, thereby causing “damage” to a resource, as defined in Section 13190(b) of the 
Commission’s regulations. Without restoration, revegetation, and careful monitoring, the 
foregoing impacts are continuing and will continue to occur, in addition to the temporal loss of 
habitat and loss of habitat fitness due to removal of native plants and disruption of soil that will 
continue during restoration and monitoring of the site. The persistence of these impacts 
constitutes “continuing” resource damage, as defined in Section 13190(c) of the Commission’s 
regulations.  
 
For the reasons stated above, the Subject Activities are causing continuing resource damage. As 
a result, the third and final criterion for the Commission’s issuance of the proposed Restoration 
Order pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30811 is therefore satisfied 
 

(e)  Subject Activities are Inconsistent with the Certified Land Use Plan 
 
The Subject Activities at issue in this matter are also inconsistent with numerous polices of the 
Newport Beach LUP.  Until the City obtains certification of its Local Coastal Program (“LCP”), 
and incorporates the Banning Ranch into the LCP area, the Coastal Act remains the standard of 
review for permitting and enforcement matters in this area.  However, because the City’s LUP 
has been certified and Banning Ranch is within the City’s sphere of influence, the LUP serves as 
a valuable guidance document in such matters.  The LUP policies with which the Subject 
Activities at issue are inconsistent include, but may not be limited to ESHA and wetlands 
policies.11  In summary, as described above, the Subject Activities at issue in this matter are 

                                                 
11 LUP Section 4.1.1 includes some of the relevant habitat protection policies.  
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clearly inconsistent with the Chapter 3 resource protection policies of the Coastal Act, as well as 
resource protection policies of the LUP. 
  

(f) Settlement Agreement is Consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act 
 
The Subject Activities impacted ESHA, amongst other coastal resources on the Properties, and 
disrupted its functionality.  The Subject Activities are therefore inconsistent with the resource 
protection policies of the Coastal Act and City LUP, and the resource damage caused by the 
Subject Activities will continue unless the Subject Activities cease and the Properties are 
properly restored.  Issuance of the Settlement Agreement is essential to resolving the violations 
and to ensuring compliance with the Coastal Act. 
 
The Settlement Agreement attached to this staff report is consistent with and, in fact, is designed 
to further the resource protection policies found in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  Failure to 
restore areas on the Properties impacted by the Subject Activities would lead to the continued 
loss of ESHA, inconsistent with the resource protection policies of the Coastal Act.  The 
Settlement Agreement requires NBR to, among other things, remove materials placed on the 
Properties as a result of the Subject Activities, and restore certain areas impacted by Subject 
Activities, and adjacent, contiguous areas, by planting native plant species appropriate to the site, 
and undertake habitat mitigation by restoring additional acreage.  
 
The required habitat restoration acreage that NBR will restore pursuant to this Settlement 
Agreement was strategically concentrated in several large areas, given the unique history, nature 
and size of the site and the widely scattered pattern of the Subject Activities.  Although direct 
restoration of each individual Impacted Area might seem to be the most straight-forward 
approach, such an approach would require many separate restoration efforts spread out in a 
number of smaller patches.  The Commission finds the alternative approach adopted here to be 
more appropriate for this site for two primary reasons.  First, because of the disagreements over 
the interpretation of the Resolution and the consequent potential ambiguity with respect to 
whether certain individual instances of development were exempt, and because this resolution is 
the result of a negotiated compromise, the Commission believes that some latitude is appropriate.  
Secondly, from a resource perspective, this restoration approach provides the best chance that the 
restoration efforts at this site will be successful in restoring the various habitat types and habitats 
for the respective rare species.  According to the Commission’s ecologist, “a key principle of 
conservation biology is to restore a smaller number of large areas as opposed to a larger number 
of small areas.  This is because fragmented habitats have reduced biological integrity because 
they are more vulnerable to population size fluctuations (increases and declines), catastrophic 
events, introduced species, pathogenic outbreaks, and overall loss of genetic diversity.”  This 
isn’t to say that such scattered areas aren’t sensitive and worthy of protection and enhancement, 
and in fact, pursuant to this Settlement Agreement, these areas will be subject to passive 
restoration in the sense that NBR has agreed not to engage in the mowing of, or undertake the 
Subject Activities in, these areas.  Although the Impacted Areas are fragmented from each other, 
they are often separated by existing habitat areas.  Thus, restoration in place would result in 
restoration of habitats adjacent to existing habitat, and therefore, would add to the existing 
habitat areas on site.  However, the small size of the restoration areas and overall scope of this 
particular restoration effort, if restored in place, would decrease the likelihood, in this case, of 
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the restoration efforts’ success for the reasons noted above.  The Commission concurs in and 
adopts this conclusion. NBR has also agreed to remove, or obtain coastal development permits 
for, Additional Wells located outside the Oil Remainder Areas.  Therefore, the Settlement 
Agreement is consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  
 
F. SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT IS CONSISTENT WITH CALIFORNIA 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)  
 
The Commission finds that issuance of these Consent Orders to compel the restoration of the 
Properties is exempt from any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality 
Act of 1970 (CEQA), Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000 et seq., and will not have significant adverse 
effects on the environment, within the meaning of CEQA.  The Consent Orders are exempt from 
the requirement for the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report, based on Sections 
15060(c)(2) and (3), 15061(b)(2), 15307, 15308 and 15321 of CEQA Guidelines, also in 14 
CCR.   
 
G. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
1. The properties that are the subject of these orders (the “Properties”) are located adjacent to 

the 5100 block of West Coast Highway in unincorporated Orange County and are designated 
by the Orange County Assessor’s Office as APNs 114-170-24, 114-170-43, 114-170-49, 114-
170-50, 114-170-52, 114-170-72, 114-170-75, 114-170-77, 114-170-79, 114-170-80, 114-
170-83, and 424-041-04. The Properties are located within the Coastal Zone.  There is no 
certified Local Coastal Program applicable to the Properties. 

2. Aera Energy LLC and Cherokee Newport, LLC own the Properties. Newport Banning 
Ranch, LLC, manages planning and entitlement of the “Banning Ranch” surface rights for 
the property owners, Cherokee Newport Beach, LLC and Aera Energy, LLC. The ongoing oil 
operations on the Properties have been conducted by West Newport Oil Company, the 
operator of the oil field, on behalf of various mineral rights owners since 1983. Horizontal 
Development LLC is the current owner of the mineral rights, which it acquired in 1999. 

3. In 1973, the Commission’s predecessor approved Resolution of Exemption No. E-7-27-73-
144, acknowledging that certain oil field operations that were ongoing as of the passage of 
Proposition 20 were exempt due to the operator having secured a vested right to continue 
those operations. 

4. The activities undertaken on the Properties that are the focus of these orders (“Subject 
Activities”) included, but may not have been limited to, drilling and operation of new wells; 
removal of vegetation; grading; installation of pads and wells; construction of structures, 
roads and pipelines; placement of solid material; discharge or disposal of dredged material; 
removing, mining, or extraction of material; and change in intensity of use of the land. The 
activities described immediately above constitute “development” as defined in the Coastal 
Act, and some significant portion of them was not covered by the exemption provided in 
1973 Resolution Exemption No. E-7-27-73-144. 
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5. Collectively, the Subject Activities are not consistent with multiple resource protection 
policies contained in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, including, but necessarily limited to: 
Sections 30244 (protection of archaeological and paleontological resources), 30230 
(protection of marine resources), 30231 (protection of biological productivity and water 
quality), 30233 (limit fill of wetlands), 30240 (protection of environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas, or “ESHA”), and 30253 (minimization of adverse impacts). The Subject Activities are 
“causing continuing resource damage” within the meaning of Coastal Act Section 30811 and 
Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 13190.  

6. Coastal Act Section 30810 authorizes the Commission to issue a cease and desist order under 
these circumstances, when the Commission determines that any person or government 
agency has undertaken, or is threatening to undertake, any activity that (1) requires a permit 
from the Commission without securing a permit or (2) is inconsistent with any permit 
previously issued by the Commission. Coastal Act Section 30811 authorizes the Commission 
to issue a restoration order when it finds that development (1) has occurred without a CDP, 
(2) is inconsistent with the Coastal Act, and (3) is causing continuing resource damages. All 
of these elements have been met in this case.  

7. The work to be performed under this Settlement Agreement, if done in compliance with the 
Consent Orders and the plans approved therein, will be consistent with Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. 

Staff recommends that the Commission issue Settlement Agreement and Settlement Cease and 
Desist Order No. CCC-15-CD-01 and Settlement Restoration Order No. CCC-15-RO-01 
attached hereto as Appendix A.  
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“Additional Well” 

See pages 10-11 of this staff report for the definition of 
“Additional Well.” This is one of the wells that will be removed 
pursuant to the Settlement Agreement. 

Photographs of Representative 
Subject Activities (cont. on 

subsequent pages) 

CCC-15-CD/RO-01 
Exhibit 3 

Page 1 of 3



 

Mowing in southern portion of the Properties. 

Photographs of Representative 
Subject Activities 
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Mowed areas (indicated by red arrows) adjacent to an arroyo on 
the Properties. The area on the right is largely within the active 
Restoration Areas addressed by this Settlement Agreement.  

Photographs of Representative 
Subject Activities  
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 Wells to be removed 

Wells to be removed or applied 
for 

• Exempt Wells 
 

Wells within red polygons are not a part of this 
Settlement Agreement. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA- NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., GOVERNOR 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590-5071 

January 31,2014 

West Newport Oil Company 
c/o Tim Paone 
Cox Castle Nicholson 
19800 MacArthur Blvd., Ste. 500 
Irvine, CA 92612 

Newport Banning Ranch, LLC 
Attn: Michael Mohler 
1300 Quail Street, Suite 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Violation File Number: 

Property Location:· 

Unpermitted Development1
: 

Dear Mr. Paone and Mr. Mohler: 

V-5-11-005 

Newport Banning Ranch 

Drilling and operation of new wells; removal of vegetation; 
grading; installation of pads and wells; construction of 
roads and pipelines; placement of solid material; discharge 
or disposal of dredged material; removing, mining, or 
extraction of material; and change in intensity of use of the 
land. 

Thank you for your participation in meetings that we've held to discuss the history of oilfield 
operations at Newport Banning Ranch LLC ("NBRLLC"), currently operated by West Newport 
Oil ("WNO"), and other activities allegedly related to same. We have found these meeting to be 
constructive and we app.reciate your·cooperation. We're encouraged by your commitment to 
resolve these matters collaboratively and that your preference is, as ours certainly is, to resolve 
this issue consensually. We greatly appreciate your assistance in working toward achieving a 
resolution. We are now reviewing the documents submitted in conjunction with Coastal 
Development Permit application No. 5-13-032 and the associated CEQA process, to start to 
identify the significant coastal resources that persist on the property despite oilfield activities, 
with the goal of having a more full set of thoughts about the options and constraints we all are 
operating under and to propose a consensual mechanism by which WNO and NBRLLC could 
resolve their individual liabilities for the Coastal Act violations described below. 

1 Please note that the description herein of the vjolation at issue is not necessarily a complete list of all development 
on the subject property that is in violation of the Coastal Act and! or that may be of concern to the Commission. 
Accordingly, you should not treat the Commission's silence regarding (or failure to address) other development on 
the subject property as indicative of Commission acceptance of, or acquiescence in, any such development. 
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WNO/NBRLLC 
January 31,2014 
Page 2 of 14 

Given its location and the pattern of development in the region, the site is remarkable in the 
diversity of habitats and sensitive species that it supports. As we know from recently submitted 
planning materials, the special status species and habitats that are known to be supported by the 
site include, but may not be limited to coastal sage scrub and bluff scrub; wetlands; riparian 
habitat; grasslands, including native grasslands; Southern Tarplant; San Diego Fairy Shrimp; and 
bird species such as Coastal California Gnatcatcher, Least Bell's Vireo, Belding's Savannah 
Sparrow, Cooper's Hawk, Sharp Shinned Hawk, Northern Harrier, White-tailed Kite, Osprey, 
Merlin, Loggerhead Shrike, Homed Lark, Coastal Cactus Wren, Yellow Warbler, and Yellow
breasted Chat. 

We look forward to working with all the parties involved to protect the habitats and species that 
exist ~n the site and to address collaboratively the impacts to these coastal resources and others 
that have occurred as a result of unpermitted development activities on the site. We previously 
raised the issue of unpermitted development activities on the site during our discussions and in 
correspondence. With this letter, we hope to continue the process of amicably resolving these 
issues. As we have generally described in previous communications, the unpermitted 
development related to oilfield operations on the site, described in more detail below, includes 
development activities that were not authorized or exempted pursuant to'E-7-27-27-73-144 
("Exemption"). Any non-exempt development activity (including the development at issue here) 
conducted in the Coastal Zone without a valid coastal development permit, constitutes a violation 
of the Coastal.A:ct. The subject unpermitted development activities have incurred into sensitive 
habitats, impacting coastal resources. Thus they are of significant concern to the Commission. 

We would like to work with both NBRLLC and WNO to resolve these issues comprehensively 
and collaboratively. If the parties are interested in amicably resolving these issues, which is 
staffs strong preference, we are certainly willing to discuss options that could involve 
negotiating a settlement agreement in the form of consent cease and desist and restoration orders 
for Commission approval. Through the consent order process, all of the Commission's claims 
against the settling parties arising out of the Coastal Act violations at issue, and provided for in 
the Coastal Act, would be resolved. The consent orders would authorize and order the parties 
subject to the orders to re.store impacted areas of the property to the condition that they would be 
in if not for unpermitted development activities and mitigate the resource damage caused by the 
unpermitted activities at a ratio consistent with-the resource loss, and would also resolve the 
issue of monetary penalties provided for in the Coastal Act for violations of the act. 

We realize that the parties have not been focused on the enforcement aspect of this matter, and 
may not have concluded that violations of the Coastal Act have occurred. In this letter, we 
provide some additional background information related to the matter at hand. It is our hope that 
through more communic~tion we can agree to a mutually acceptable resolution that allows all 
parties to move forward. We appreciate your efforts to work with stafftowards resolution of this 
matter and look forward to further cooperation. 
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WNO/NBRLLC 
January 31,2014 
Page 3 of 14 

The Exemption 

Both the Coastal Act and the act's predecessor, the California Coastal Zone Conservation Act of 
1972 ("Coastal Initiative"),2 provide that a person who has acquired a vested right to undertake 
development within a permit area is exempted from the need to obtain a coastal development 
permit for that development. (Section 30608, under the Coastal Act; former Section 27404, under 
the Coastal Initiative). However, from the beginning, the courts have held that one who claims an 
exemption from the permitting requirement based on a vested right must substantiate that claim 
in a proceeding before the Commission.3 (See State of Calif. v. Superior. Court (Veta Co.) (1974) 
12 Cal.3d 237, 249-250; South Coast Regional Comm 'n v. Gordon (1977) 18 Cal.3d 832, 834, 
and 837, n.4). The Commission's regulations set forth the steps that must be followed to 
substantiate a vested right (see California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 5.5, Section 
13200 et seq.) via a "claim of vested right" and hearing. 

In 1973 General Crude Oil Company and G.E. Kadane & Sons ("Claimants") applied to the 
South Coast Regional Coastal Zone Conservation Commission for confirmation of an exemption 
by reason of a vested right for those activities that were: 1) ongoing as of enactment of the 
Coastal Initiative (Nov. 8, 1972) and the effective date of the permitting requirement of the 
Coastal Initiative (Feb. 1, 1973); 2) for which the claimant had incurred substantial liabilities; 
and 3) were UQ.dertaken in good faith reliance on authorizations pre-existing November 8, 1972. 
The Commission reviewed the application, and issued the Resolution of Exemption 
("Resolution"), which stated that the specific development described by the Resolution did not 
require a coastal development permit "provided that no substantial changes be made" to that 
development (Resolution § 11, emphasis in original). 

The law governing vested rights limits the scope of development allowed under the exemption to 
that development that has been properly permitted by the regulatory entities with authority to 
regulate the exempted development prior to the enactment and/or effective date of new laws and 
regulations that have altered the legal requirements for the same development. (See, gen., A vco 
Communit~ Developers v. CCC (1976) 17 Cal.3d 785; McAllister v. CCC (2008) 169 
Cal.App.4t 912.) Further, to establish a vested right, one must have "performed substantial 
work and incurred substantial liabilities in good faith reliance upon a permit issued by the · 
government." (Avco, supra, 17 Cal.3d at 791.) Once a vested right is obtained, the exempted 
development is only that development that has been specified in the terms of the underlying 
permit. (Id.) The scope of the work allowed under the Exemption is thus limited to that allowed 
under the terms of the permits issued for the oil development from the Division of Oil and Gas 
("DOGGR") and other regulatory agencies with authority to regulate oil development at the site 
prior to November 8, 1972. (See former Pub. Res. Code, section 27404.) 

2 Like the Coastal Act, the Coastal Initiative was codified in the California Public Resources Code ("PRC''), but in 
that case at sections 27000 et seq. Unless otherwise indicated, all section references herein are to the PRC, and thus 
to the Coastal Act (if in the 30000s) or the Coastal Initiative (if in the 27000s). 
3 The term "Commission" is used herein to refer both to the Coastal Commission and to its predecessor agency, the 
California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission. 
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January 31, 2014 
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Therefore, the Commission, through the Exemption, delineated the scope of the claimed vested 
right by evaluating the existence and terms of the permits issued to the claimant. Section 12 of 
the Exemption identifies the development activities for which the Commission determined 
vested rights exist. It states: 

12. Claim of exemption No. E-7-27-73-144 is hereby granted as to the following 
development: Continued production and operations on the 480 acre "Banning Lease" 
per the attached items: 
a. Continued operation and maintenance of existing oil producing and injection wells 
and associated surface facilities. The "existing" wells to be defined as the 312 wells 
either drilled or in progress as of Nov. 8, 1972 
b. Performing workover or remedial operations on existing wells necessary to maintain 
or improve their performance. 
c. Drilling, redrilling and repairs to existing injection wells. 
d Drilling, redrilling and repairs to existing oil production wells. 
e. Based upon the existing plan, the drilling of 28 additional oil producing wells and 
construction of associated surface facilities. 
f Drilling, redrilling and repairs to the 28 new wells and associated facilities. 
g. Abandonment of wells in accordance with requirements and approval of the State 
Division of Oil and Gas and removal of surface equipment and pipelines per state and 
local agency requirements. 
h. Future exploratory drilling within the lease area is not exempted. 

Item number 12 ofthe Exemption specifies that the Commission's determination of a vested 
right is limited to operation of"existing wells" and drilling 28 new wells, as well as repair and 
maintenance of the wells and associated surface facilities. "Existing wells" is a defined term in 
the Exemption referring to "the 312 wells" that were in existence or in the process of being 
drilled in 1972 (hereinafter "Existing Wells"). The application for the Exemption explains that 
the claimant's master drilling plan called for drilling of an 28 additional wells in 1973 
(hereinafter "Planned Wells"), and notes that "This latter group of wells would now be under 
development but for the passage of Proposition 20." The plans submitted with the application, 
and included in the Commission's action, depict the locations of the Existing Wells and the 
Planned Wells. - - -

The Exemption is the final document that determines what is exempt pursuant to the vested right. 
The Exemption identifies the specific wells in the specific locations that were in place or under 
construction at the time of the Exemption, i.e. the Existing Wells, and the 28 additional wells that 
were planned to be completed contemporaneously with the Exemption as depicted in the 
"existing plan" referenced in the Exemption, i.e. the Planned Wells. The Exemption recognized 
a vested right for drilling, redrilling and repairs to the Existing Wells and the Planned Wells, 
together totaling 340 wells (hereinafter "Exempt Wells"). It's important to note that at least 2 of 
the Existing Wells were not complete but were under construction at the time the Exemption was 
issued, hence the inclusion of"drilling" in reference to the exempted activities associated with 
the Existing Wells. The Exemption did not exempt relocation of the Exempt Wells. Rather, it 
refers to the 'continued operation and maintenance' of the Exempt Wells, and names that as the 
development that has specifically been exempted. The tables labeled "Banning Lease Well 
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Totals 1974-2010" in Attachment 7 to Coastal Development Permit application No. 5-13-032 
specifically list the Existing Wells in the "Existing 312 Wells" column, and identify the 28 
subsequent wells that can be construed as the Planned Wells, which together with the Existing 
Wells comprise the Exempt Wells. 

Although the Claimants might have anticipated, at the time of the Exemption, drilling new wells 
in addition to the Exempt Wells, additional drilling would require a coastal development permit. 
This is logical since additional drilling could not have satisfied the criteria, noted above, to be 
substantiated as a vested activity via the Exemption. Namely, additional wells were not in 
existence or under development, and thus were not "ongoing" at the time the Coastal Initiative 
became effective, and also had not received all required authorizations. For these reasons, 
application of the Exemption is limited to the Exempt Wells. Furthermore, relevant case law 
supports a narrow interpretation of a vested right. If there are any doubts regarding the meaning 
or extent of the vested rights exemption, they should be resolved against the. person seeking the 
exemption. Urban Renewal Agency v. California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission (1975) 
15 Cal.3d 577, 588. A narrow view of vested rights should be adopted to avoid seriously 
impairing the government's right to control land use policy. Charles A. Pratt Construction Co. v. 
California Coastal Commission (1982) 128 Cal.App.3d 830, 844, (citing, Avco v. South Coast 
Regional Commission (1976) 17 Cal.3d 785, 797). In evaluating a claimed vested right to , 
continue a noqconforming business or activity (i.e., a use that fails to conform to current zoning 
laws/regulations), courts have stated that it is appropriate to "follow a strict policy against 
extension or expansion of those uses." County of San Diego v. McClurk(m (1957) 37 Cal.2d 683, 
687 (holding that a property owner had obtained a vested right to continue mining operations at a 
quarry that had been in continuous use for more than 50 years). 

It is clear from the Commission's actions subsequent to issuance of the Exemption that the 
Commission considered additional drilling, including exploratory drilling, to be new 
development not covered by the Exemption and thus requiring a separate Commission 
authorization. In 1985, WNO applied for and obtained Coastal Development Permit No. E-85-
00 1 to authorize 3 new exploratory wells; as clearly stated in the Exemption, "Future exploratory 
drilling within the lease area is not exempted." 

WNO has asserted in recent communications with staffWNO's belief that the Exemption allow's 
drilling and operation of any 340 wells on the site, as long as there are no more than 340 wells in 
production at one time. However, if this were the case, the Commission would not have required 
a coastal development permit for the 30 production wells that WNO was contemplating 
constructing subsequent to the 3 exploratory wells authorized by CDP No. E-85-001. In its 
application, WNO represented to staff that 243 oil wells were in production on site in compliance 
with the Exemption. 

Under WNO's interpretation, no coastal development permit would be required because 30 
additional wells would bring the total operating wells to 273, under the purported 340 well limit. 
However, contrary to WNO's theory, Special Condition No.2 ofCDP No. E-85-001 states: 

Limitation to Exploratory Drilling. This permit allows the drilling of up to 3 exploratory wells, no 
other drilling or commercial or oil production activities are authorized by this permit. Upon 
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discovery of oil, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director the results of testing 
including drill logs and production estimates within 60 days after removal of the well drilling 
equipment. A separate coastal development permit from the Coastal Commission shall be 
required for oil production beyond these three wells. 

The body of the staff report further describes the requirement to obtain a coastal development 
permit for additional wells. The Commission found in relation to further drilling that: 

The three areas identified for drilling by the applicant are surrounded by existing oil production 
equipment and minimal grading (max. I foot) is proposed. The applicant proposes that up to I 0 
development wells be approved on each site yielding a total of 30 wells to the deeper horizon. 
Concerns for subsidence, erosion hazards, and uncertain potential siting of wells on bluffs 
require that the proposed project be limited to exploration at three well locations. Another 
coastal permit shall be required for production and the addition of any more wells (beyond the 
three approved subject to conditions by this permit). 

After CDP No. E-85-00i was issued, WNOwrote to staffto acknowledge and agree to Special 
Condition No.2 of the coastal development permit. In its April4, 1986letter, WNO, c/o of its 
authorized representative for the project, agreed that "The applicants shall, upon discovery of oil, 
submit to the Executive Director the results of testing including drill logs and production 
estimates which shall be kept confidential by the Commission, with 60 days after removal of 
drilling equipment. The applicants recognize that a separate coastal development permit shall be 
required for oil production beyond these three wells." 

It should also be noted that staff inquired about the status of the Planned Wells during the 
process of reviewing the application and clearly referred to the Planned Wells as 28 specific 
wells with specific drilling dates. In a February 5, 1985 letter to WNO to request additional 
information to complete the application staff wrote: "The 28 wells approved under the exemption 
were to have been drilled within that year (1973-1974) ... What is the status ofthese 28 wells? 
We do not have a map of the existing and abandoned wells as was submitted to the County. 
Please send us an updated version including the assigned number of each well and identify the 28 
wells in question." WNQ responded that "The status of the existing oil production activities 
within the West Newport oil field is accurately described in Attachment A included in our permit 
application." As noted above, WNO had represented in its application that 243 wells were in 
production on site in compliance with the Exemption. 

Finally, the Exemption is silent in regard to the depth of the Exempt Wells. Thus, per WNO's 
interpretation of the Exemption, they could have drilled additional wells under the Exemption if 
the number of wells did not exceed 340, including deeper wells. However, as explained above, 
the Exemption applies only to the Exempt Wells. Thus, although it is true that WNO could have 
drilled the existing wells deeper, contrary to WNO's interpretation, a coastal development permit 
was required for the drilling of any new wells in addition to the Exempt Wells, regardless of the 
well's depth. 
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Unpermitted Wells and Development 

Although the Exemption is expressly limited to the Exempt Wells, staff has confirmed that 
additional wells were drilled subsequent to the Exemption without authorization from the Coastal 
Commission. These unpermitted wells are catalogued in Attachment 7 to Coastal Development 
Permit application No. 5-13-032 in the tables labeled "Banning Lease Well Totals 1974-2010." 
As noted above, the tables specifically list the "Existing 312 Wells" and identify the Planned 
Wells. The tables further catalogue 153 additional wells that were drilled subsequent to the 
Exemption. These wells, and any other wells drilled since 2010, are not covered by the 
Exemption and they have not been authorized by any coastal development permits. 

Pursuant to Section 30600(a) of the Coastal Act, any person wishing to perform or undertake 
development in the Coastal Zone must obtain a coastal development permit, in addition to any 
other permit required by law. "Development" is defined by Section 30106 as: 

"Development" means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of any solid 
material or structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged material or any gaseous, liquid, 
solid, or thermal waste; grading, removing, dredging, mining, or extraction of any materials; 
change in the density or intensity of the use of land, including, but not limited to, subdivision 
pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act (commencing with Section 66410 of the Government 
Code), "and any other division of land, including lot splits, except where the land division is 
brought about in connection with the purchase of such land by a public agency for public 
recreational use; change in the intensity of water, or of access thereto; construction, 
reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure, including any facility of 
any private, public, or municipal utility; and the removal or harvest of major vegetation other 
than for agricultural purposes, kelp harvesting, and timber operations .... 

Drilling and operation of new wells, in many cases, includes, but may not be limited to such 
development activities as removal of vegetation, grading, installation of pads and wells, 
construction of roads and pipelines, placement of solid material, discharge or disposal of dredged 
material, removing, mining, or extraction of material, and change in intensity of use of the land. 
Each of these activities constitutes development under the Coastal Act and, therefore, requires a 
coastal development permit. Any development activity conducted in the Coastal Zone without a 
valid coastal development permit that is not otherwise exempt constitutes a violation of the · 
Coastal Act. Where these activities occurred in conjunction with the approximately 153 
unauthorized wells, the activities constitute violations of the Coastal Act. 

In addition, staff has confirmed that a number of development activities, in addition to drilling of 
new wells, that are not specified as exempt activities in the Exemption have occurred on the site 
subsequent to issuance of the Exemption. The Exemption specifies that development is only 
exempt "provided that no substantial changes may be made in said development" (Resolution § 
11, emphasis in original). The Exemption also applies to repair and maintenance of existing 
surface facilities and construction; repair and maintenance of surface facilities associatefl with 
the Planned Wells. However, nowhere does the Exemption state that new facilities in addition to 
those associated with the Planned Wells are exempt. The application for CDP No. 5-13-032 
details changes in the oil recovery strategy that have occurred on the site over time, which have 
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resulted in installation or expansion of existing structures on the site. These activities are 
described in the application for CDP No. 5-13-032 and include the following: 

1. "Existing steaming and production facilities were expanded and road and pipeline 
infrastructure installed to accommodate this secondary recovery process." 

2. "Facilities and processes were modified to comply with existing, and in anticipation of, 
changes in regulatory oversight and a new steam generation plant was constructed 
adJacent to the tank farm facility." 

3. "Facilities utilized in the air and steam injection processes were idled, then 
deconstructed and their sites utilized in the abandonment operations." 

4. "A pilot soil bioremediation program was implemented and an impacted soil holding 
cell constructed." 

It is clear from the Commission's permitting history that the Exemption did not exempt 
additional structures, such as those listed above, and instead a coastal development permit is 
required for additional structures. In fact, in 1975 soon after issuance of the Exemption, one of 
the Claimants applied for and obtained CDP No. P-1-29-75-4717 to authorize a new structure on 
the site. In its application the Claimant described the proposed development as such: 

The building is to be an 1800 sq. fl. single story prefabricated steel structure to be utilized for a 
field office, employees' locker and change room and necessary sanitary facilities .. .It will replace 
present portable steel structures which have been used for the same purpose and is part of the 
support facilities which are necessary to implement the master plan of the oilfield operation 
which was exempted by the South Coast Regional Commission on November 5, 1973. 

Notably, the application, particularly the language quoted above, underscores the claimant's 
understanding that a coastal development permit would be required for structures that, although 
they might be necessary for implementation of the master drilling plan, were not specified in the 
master plan and thus were not included in the Exemption. As noted above, the Claimants' 
application for the Exemption represented that the master plan called for operation of 312 
existing wells and drilling and operation of28 new wells. The Exemption listed these wells and 
surface facilities associated with these wells (existing in relation to the Existing Wells, and 
proposed in relation to the Planned Wells) as development that is exempt from coastal 
development permit requirements. Thus, to repeat what was described in more detail above, 
application of the Exemption is limited to these wells and structures, and any new well or 
structure requires a coastal development permit; as confirmed by permitting history subsequent 
to issuance of the Exemption. 

It is not likely that the Commission would have approved all of the unpermitted additional wells 
and structures referenced above if WNO or the Claimants had applied to the Commission. for 
authorization because of the inconsistency of the development with the resource protection 
policies of the Coastal Act, including, but not limited to policies that protect wetlands and 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas ("ESHA"). It appears from a review of historic and 
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contemporary aerial photographs, as well as biological surveys, that the unpermitted 
development at issue resulted in the placement of certain wells and other structures in areas of · 
native habitats, including wetlands and sensitive habitats identified in the planning materials 
submitted with CDP application No. 5-13-032. The Coastal Act restricts development within 
wetlands and environmentally sensitive habitat areas to limited circumstances not applicable 
here. 

Wetlands 

Because of the historical losses and current rarity of these. habitats, and because of their extreme 
sensitivity to disturbance, wetlands are provided significant protection under the Coastal Act. 
Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act states: 

The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes shall be 
permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of this division, where there is no 
feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures have 
been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and shall be limited to the following: 

1) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industria/facilities, including 
commercial fishing facilities. 
2) ·Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing navigational 
channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and boat launching ramps. 
3) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, and lakes, new 
or expanded boating facilities and the placement of structural pilings for public recreational 
piers that provide public access and recreational opportunities. 
4) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying cables and pipes 
or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines. 
5) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in environmentally 
sensitive areas. 
6) Restoration purposes. 
7) Nature stztily, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities. 

The unpermitted development at issue includes placement of structures within and adjacent to 
wetlands. Section 30233 ofthe Coastal Act allows for development of wetlands only under 
narrow criteria, and when properly authorized in a coastal development permit. Notably, there 
was no coastal development permit sought or obtained for the development activities at issue. 
Moreover, even if WNO or the Claimants had applied for a coastal development permit from the 
Coastal Commission, the unpermitted development that resulted in wetland fill would unlikely 
be found to be the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative for such development. 

WNO is well aware of the presence of extensive wetlands on the site and the provisions of the 
Coastal Act that limit fill of wetlands. In 1986, the Coastal Commission approved CDP No.5-
86-588, which authorized WNO to remove dredge material that had been placed in a wetland on 
site by the Orange County Environmental Management Agency pursuant to an agreement with 
WNO. In approving the Commission found that the site, part of the property at issue in these 
matters, "is part of approximately 200 acres of coastal salt marsh wetlands identified on the 
USFWS National Wetland Inventory Maps." The Commission cited the provisions included 
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above in finding that fill of wetlands must be limited to the types of development types 
enumerated in Section 30233. The Commission further noted that "Development in co~tal 
wetlands is subject to special scrutiny under the Coastal Act. Wetlands are highly diverse and 
biologically productive coastal resources. Their variety of vegetation and substrates produce far 
greater possibilities for niarine and terrestrial wildlife feeding, nesting, and spawning than is 
found in less diverse areas." 

ESHA 

ESHA is defined in Coastal Act Section 30107.5 as follows: 

"Environmentally sensitive area" means any area in which plant or anima/life or their habitats 
are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and 

. which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments. 

Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states: 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant disruption 
of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those 
areas. 
(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and 
recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly 
degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and 
recreation areas. 

The unpermitted development at issue includes development within· areas that have been 
identified as habitat areas that would likely delineate as ESHA. Because the unpermitted 
development located within ESHA significantly disrupts and is not dependent on the resource 
(since it is not necessary that the development at issue occur in sensitive habitat to function), the 
unpermitted development within ESHA is inconsistent with Section 30240(a) of the Coastal Act. 
In addition, persistence of disturbances on the site has degraded the habitat in the impacted areas, 
which may affect adjacent native plant communities that constitute ESHA, in a way that is not 
compatible with the -continuance of these habitats, in violation of Section 30240(b ). 

In contrast to the unpermitted development at issue that was undertaken in wetlands and sensitive 
habitat areas, the structures and wells approved via CDP No. P-1-29-75-4717 and CDP No.E-85-
001 were each proposed to be located in previously graded, disturbed areas, not areas of native 
habitat. In the application for CDP No. P-1-29-75-4717, in response to. question #18 of the 
application, which asks the applicant to "Describe any proposed changes to the natural or 
existing land forms, including but not limited to the removal of any vegetation, trees, grading, 
etc., of 50 cu. yd. of material or more," the applicant responded: "No changes. Project requires 
very minor grading to level building site located between presently producing oil wells." The 
application further noted that the proposed structure replaced an existing structure. 

Likewise, the Commission found that the development proposed in CDP application No. E-85-
00 1 would not impact coastal resources due in large part to the location of the proposed wells in 
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areas that "are surrounded by existing oil production and minimal grading (max. 1 foot) is 
proposed." In finding the development consistent with the Coastal Act policies that protect 
ESHA on site, the Commission noted that "The proposed project has been conditioned to dispose 
of solid and liquid wastes offsite, to prohibit use of unlined sumps for mixture or storage of 
fluids, and to provide an approved oil spill contingency plan thereby preventing impacts to the 
biological productivity of coastal streams or the Santa Ana River, maint~ining human health, and 
avoiding significant degradation of environmentally sensitive areas." The Commission also 
found in relation to the proposed siting of the wells that "As conditioned, each exploratory well 
site would be set back from bluff edges so as not to alter natural landforms along bluffs. No new 
road would be constructed, grading would be minimized and damage to wetland areas can be 
prevented." 

Removal of Major Vegetation/Mowing 

As noted in earlier letters to and discussions with WNO and NBRLLC, extensive removal of 
major vegetation has occurred on the subject site, purportedly to address fire safety and access 
concerns, without the necessary coastal development permits. Under the Coastal Act, removal of 
major vegetation constitutes 'development' and requires authorization from the Coastal 
Commission, unless otherwise exempt. 'vegetation can qualify as 'major vegetation' based on its 
importance to poastal habitats, the presence of sensitive species, or, in the case of rare or 
endangered vegetation, its limited distribution. Staff has reviewed planning documents and 
biological surveys submitted with CDP application No. 5-13-032, which describe the vegetation 
on site that has been impacted by mowing. The documents identify areas of native plant 
communities and protected habitats, including habitats for sensitive species, within and adjacent 
to the mowed areas. The mowing at issue thus involves removal of major vegetation, an activity 
that constitutes 'development' under the Coastal Act. Such clearance has resulted in alterations 
to the extent, health, and/or type of vegetation and habitat located on the site. In addition to 
requiring authorization from the Coastal Commission, this activity could therefore be 
problematic from a resource protection perspective, particularly in areas that contain sensitive 
habitats or are adjacent to such habitats. 

The Coastal Commission is cognizant of the obligations of property owners to address potential 
fire hazards on their property. To that end, in letters to WNO and NBRLLC, Commission staff 
supported appropriate fuel modification activities conducted on the site consistent with Orange 
County Fire Authority requirements to address legitimate fire safety concerns in a manner that is 
most protective of sensitive habitat, limited to the minimum amount and least intrusive methods 
necessary to abate a fire hazard. 

However, WNO asserts that vegetation removal is necessary across the site, in some areas 
hundreds of feet from any active well, pipeline, or flammable structure, in order to preserve 
future drilling opportunities that WNO claims are covered by the Exemption. Staff disagrees. 
Vegetation removal at the scale and in the locations that has occurred is not an exempt activity, 
nor is it supported by the Exemption. The Exemption expressly limits its application to operation 
and maintenance of the Exempt Wells. Furthermore, such an expansive approach to fuel 
modification does not constitute a legitimate fire safety practice that limits vegetation removal 
and uses to the least intrusive methods necessary. 
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As evidenced by the Commission's permitting and enforcement history for the subject site, staff 
does not agree with WNO's expansive interpretation ofthe Exemption and has relayed as much 
to WNO. Examples of this history are provided above. In another example, with specific regard 
to vegetation removal, upon learning of vegetation removal on the site, Commission enforcement 
staff notified WNO, in 1990, that staffhad reviewed the Exemption and determined that "There 
is no mention of permission to clear v_egetation or dig ditches in any area of the wetlands." WNO 
responded that the vegeta#on removal at issue consisted of prescribed fuel modification around 
structures. As noted above, staff supports appropriate fuel modification measures and provided a 
framework for appropriate fuel modification in earlier letters. 

As discussed above, staff recognizes the need to abate potential fire hazards on the site. 
However, it is apparent from aerial photographs that fuel modification undertaken on site far 
exceeds any standard fuel modification zone, including the requirements of the Orange County 
Fire Authority and DOGGR. Where this excessive fuel modification has resulted in the 
unnecessary removal of major vegetation, it constitutes a violation of the Coastal Act. Fuel 
modification has also occurred around non-exempt wells. Even if such fuel modification were 
undertaken to address legitimate fire safety concerns, fuel modification activities that are 
accessory to unpermitted development, i.e. the non-exempt wells, are also violations of the 
Coastal Act and must also be addressed. 

Resolution 

As we have stressed to you throughout our discussions, we would like to work with all the 
parties involved to resolve these issues amicably. You should be aware that liability for Coastal 
Act violations attaches to both the party who has undertaken unpermitted development and to the 
owner of property on which a violation has occurred. In Leslie Salt Co. v. San Francisco Bay 
Conservation etc. Com. (1984) 153 Cal. App.3d 605, 622, interpreting analogous provisions of 
our sister agency's enabling act, the court held that: 

"whether the context be civil or criminal, liability and the duty to take affirmative action 
[to correct a condition of noncompliance with applicable legal requirements] flow not 
from the landowner's active responsibility for [that] condition of his land ... or his 
knowledge of or intent to cause such [a condition] but rather, and quite simply, from his 
very possession and control of the land in question." 

The persistence of unpermitted development on NBRLLC property constitutes a continuing 
violation of the Coastal Act and damage to coastal resources is ongoing. It is NBRLLC's 
responsibility to obtain a coastal development permit to authorize development on their property 
or to correct conditions on their property that violate the Coastal Act. 

In addition, pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30811, for example, even if unpermitted 
development was undertaken by another party or NBRLLC was not the property owner at the 
time unpermitted development was undertaken, the Commission may order NBRLLC to restore 
the property because development occurred without a coastal development permit, is inconsistent 
with the Coastal Act, and continues to affect the resources at the site, which NBRLLC now 
owns. 

CCC-15-CD/RO-01 
Exhibit 7 

Page 12 of 14



WNOINBRLLC 
January 31,2014 
Page 13 of14 

The authority of the Coastal Commission to order a property owner to restore property ensures 
that a property owner cannot take benefit from elimination or degradation of coastal resources 
that has occurred on its property as a result of unpermitted development. Along those same lines, 
in reviewing applications for proposed development, the Commission typically considers the 
state of the site as it was prior to the impacts of any unpermitted development in order to 
determine what the impacts of the proposed project will be. Here, unpermitted development, 
such as the drilling of additional wells, installation of structures, and extensive vegetation 
removal, noted above, cannot be used as a basis to justify development in areas where, were it 
not for the unpermitted development, protected habitats would flourish. If an approach to the 
contrary were taken, it would essentially result in a windfall for the property owner at the 
expense of protected coastal resources. Thus, consideration of development proposals must view 
site conditions as if unpermitted development had not occurred. 

As described throughout this letter, CDP application No. 5-13-032 is for proposed development 
on properties with unresolved Coastal Act violations that affect the baseline condition of said 
properties (i.e. its condition if not for the unpermitted development). Thus, until such time as we 
are able to find a clear a path to resolution of the subject unpermitted development issues and 
clearly establish the baseline condition of the subject property, we must consider the application 
incomplete. Without such information, the Commission cannot make a determination that the 
proposed development is consistent with the Coastal Act. We believe that the consent cease and 
desist order process proposed below is the most expeditious way to resolve this matter and 
establish baseline conditions necessary to move the permitting process forward. 

Thus, it is in all parties' interest to resolve the Coastal Act violations described herein amicably 
and as quickly as possible so that all parties can move forward. One option that you may want to 
consider is agreeing to consent orders. Consent cease and desist and restoration orders would 
provide all the parties with an opportunity to have more input into the process and timing of 
restoration of the property and mitigation of the damages caused by the unpermitted activities 
described above, and could potentially allow you to negotiate a penalty amount with 
Commission staff in order to resolve the violation without any further formal legal action. 
Another advantage to agreeing to a consent order is that it replaces the need for costly and time 
consuming litigation. Further, in a consent order proceeding, Commission staff will be 
promoting the agreement between the parties and staff, rather than addressing the violations 
through a disputed hearing, which could only highlight the violations of the Coastal Act for 
which the parties are responsible. 

Consent orders would provide for a permanent resolution of this matter and restoration ofthe 
properties. If you are interested in discussing the possibility of agreeing to consent orders, please 
contact me by no later than February 14, 2014 to discuss options to resolve this case. 

Since these issues have come to light, we have worked steadily toward resolution, but have also 
proceeded conservatively in order to gather facts and consider the input of all the partie~. As you 
know, since the property is secured for public safety reasons, and also d~e to the scale and 
complex nature of the existing development on the site, it has been difficult for staff to verify 
compliance with the Exemption. Seclusion also has precluded easy access to the site to discover 
the presence of protected coastal resources on site. On the occasions when staff has been on site, 
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we have focused on resolving distinct issues on specific portions of the site. 

As evidenced by the permitting and enforcement history of the site, it has always been the 
Commission's intent to require coastal development permits for additional wells and other 
development not specifically covered by the Ex,emption. The coastal development permit process 
is critical to protecting the wetlands and sensitive habitats referenced above, as well as other 
coastal resources present on the site. It is only through careful analysis, siting, and conditioning 
of proposed development through the coastal development permitting process that protection of 
these significant resources can be furthered. 

Staff would be happy to meet with you before the date noted above to discuss the steps necessary 
to resolve the unpermitted development described in this letter and to discuss the necessary scope 
of that resolution. Our goal is to resolve this situation amicably and as quickly as possible so that 
all parties can move forward. We greatly appreciate your time and input and look forward to 
discussing this matter further and working together on a consensual resolution. If you have any 
questions about this letter or the pending enforcement case, please do not hesitate to contact me 
as soon as possible at (562) 590-5071. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Willis 
Enforcement Analyst 

cc: Jared Ficker, California Strategies, LLC 
Lisa Haage, Chief of Enforcement, CCC 
Sherilyn Sarb, Deputy Director, CCC 
Allison Dettmer, Deputy Director, CCC 
Alex Helperin, Senior Legal Counsel, CCC 

CCC-15-CD/RO-01 
Exhibit 7 

Page 14 of 14



CCC-15-CD/RO-01 
Exhibit 8 

Page 1 of 11

rbabaran
Typewritten Text

rbabaran
Typewritten Text

rbabaran
Typewritten Text



CCC-15-CD/RO-01
Exhibit 8 

Page 2 of 11



CCC-15-CD/RO-01 
Exhibit 8 

Page 3 of 11



CCC-15-CD/RO-01 
Exhibit 8 

Page 4 of 11



CCC-15-CD/RO-01 
Exhibit 8 

Page 5 of 11



CCC-15-CD/RO-01 
Exhibit 8 

Page 6 of 11



CCC-15-CD/RO-01 
Exhibit 8 

Page 7 of 11



CCC-15-CD/RO-01
Exhibit 8 

Page 8 of 11



CCC-15-CD/RO-01 
Exhibit 8 

Page 9 of 11



CCC-15-CD/RO-01 
Exhibit 8 

Page 10 of 11



CCC-15-CD/RO-01 
Exhibit 8 

Page 11 of 11



STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA -- THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY  EDWARD G. BROWN, JR., Governor 

CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA 

89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST.,  SUITE 200 

VENTURA,  CA  93001   

(805)  585-1800 

 

 
M E M O R A N D U M 

 
 
FROM: Jonna D. Engel, Ph.D.  

Ecologist 
 
TO: Andrew Willis  
 Enforcement Supervisor 
 
SUBJECT: Biological Resources of Certain Areas Impacted by Subject Activities on 

Newport Banning Ranch 

DATE:  February 25, 2015 
 

Documents Reviewed: 
 
Ortega, B.A. (Dudek).  March 7, 2014.  2014 Focused Non-Breeding Season Burrowing 

Owl Surveys, Newport Banning Ranch Project, Orange County, California.  
Report addressed to Michael Mohler, Newport Banning Ranch, LLC. 

 
Dudek.  October 24, 2013.  Review and Comparison of California Gnatcatcher Surveys 

Results for the Newport Banning Ranch Property, Orange County, California.  
Memorandum addressed to Newport Banning Ranch, LLC. 

 
Vergne, P.J. (Dudek).  August 26, 2013.  90-Day Protocol Survey Report for the 

Federally-Listed Pacific Pocket Mouse on the Newport Banning Ranch, City of 
Newport Beach and Unincorporated Orange County, Orange County, California.  
Permit Number TE-068072-3.  Report addressed to Ms. Susie Tharratt, Recovery 
Permit Coordinator, Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office. 

 
Compton, D. (Dudek).  August 21, 2013.  2013 Focused Least Bell’s Vireo Surveys, 

Newport Banning Ranch Project, Orange County, California.  Report addressed 
to Michael Mohler, Newport Banning Ranch, LLC. 

 
Ortega, B.A. (Dudek).  May 31, 2013.  Focused California Gnatcatcher Survey, Newport 

Banning Ranch Project, Orange County, California.  Report addressed to U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service; Attn: Recovery Permit Coordinator. 

 
Davis, J.H. IV (Dudek).  May 2013.  Jurisdictional Determination of Seasonal Features  

for the Newport Banning Ranch.  Prepared for Newport Banning Ranch, LLC. 
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Davis, J.H. IV (Dudek).  February 2013.  Grassland Assessment and Vegetation 
Mapping Survey Report for the Newport Banning Ranch.  Prepared for Newport 
Banning Ranch LLC. 

 
Bomkamp, T (Glenn Lukos Associates) and J. H. Davis IV (Dudek).  January 29, 2013.  

Summary of Protocol Surveys for Federally-Listed Vernal Pool Branchiopods 
Conducted on Newport Banning Ranch, City of Newport Beach and 
Unincorporated Orange County, California.  Report addressed to Christine 
Medak, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

 
Johnston, A.M. (BonTerra).  June 29, 2011. Supplemental Biological Resource 

Information for the Sunset Ridge Park Project.  Letter to Michael Sinacori, Public 
Works Department, City of Newport Beach. 

 
Bomkamp, T. (Glenn Lukos Associates).  June 14, 2011.  Clarification Regarding CAGN 

Mapping from 2002 Protocol Surveys Conducted by Glenn Lukos Associates for 
West Newport Oil.  Memorandum to Christine Medak, USFWS. 

 
LSA Associates.  December 9, 2010.  California Gnatcatcher Issues at the Sunset 

Ridge Park/Newport Banning Ranch Site.  Memorandum from Art Homrighausen 
and Richard Erickson, LSA Associates, to Mike Sinacori, City of Newport Beach, 
Department of Public Works.  This memorandum includes LSA’s 1991 vegetation 
map and LSA’s annual gnatcatcher survey maps from 1992 through 1996. 

 
Hamilton, Robb (Hamilton Biological).  December 10, 2009.  Review of Biological 

Resource Issues, Sunset Ridge Draft EIR.  Memorandum from Hamilton 
Biological to Janet Johnson Brown, City of Newport Beach. 

 
BonTerra Consulting.  June 25, 2009.  Results of Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

Surveys for Newport Banning Ranch Project Site, Orange County, California.  
Letter addressed to Ms. Sandy Marquez, USFWS.   

 
Glenn Lukos Associates.  August 2008.  The Newport Banning Ranch Biological 

Technical Report. Report prepared for Mike Mohler, Newport Banning Ranch,  
LLC.   

 
Glenn Lukos Associates.  July 19, 2007.  Submittal of 45-Day Report for coastal 

California gnatcatcher Surveys for the 412.5 Newport Banning Ranch Property, 
City of Newport Beach and Unincorporated Orange County, Orange County, 
California.  Survey report from Glenn Lukos Associates Biologist Ingrid Chlup to 
Sandra Marquez, USFWS. 

 
Glenn Lukos Associates.  July 25, 2006.  Submittal of 45-Day Report for  Coastal 

California Gnatcatcher Presence/Absence Surveys for the 412.5 Newport 
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Banning Ranch Property, City of Newport Beach and Unincorporated Orange 
County, Orange County, California.  Survey report from Glenn Lukos Associates 
Biologist Jeff Ahrens to Daniel Marquez, USFWS. 

 
Glenn Lukos Associates.  October 14, 2002.  Protocol Surveys for the Coastal California 

Gnatcatcher; West Newport Oil Property, Orange County California.  Survey 
report from Glenn Lukos Associates Biologist Tony Bompkamp to Leonard 
Anderson, West Newport Oil Property.  

 
Gnatcatcher survey map.  2000.  Unknown source (we believe the source is PCR 

Services). 
 

PCR Services.  1998.  Gnatcatcher survey map. 
 
PCR Services.  1997.  Gnatcatcher survey map. 
 
LSA.  1996.  Spring 1996 California Gnatcatcher Survey.  Survey report from LSA 

Biologist Richard Erickson to Leonard Anderson. 
 
LSA.  1995.  Spring 1995 California Gnatcatcher Survey.  Survey report from LSA 

Biologist Richard Erickson to Leonard Anderson. 
 
LSA.  1994.  Results of 1994 Gnatcatcher and Wren Surveys.  Survey report from LSA 

Biologists Robb Hamilton and Richard Erickson to Leonard Anderson, West 
Newport Oil Company. 

 
 
I have been asked to review the locations within Newport Banning Ranch where both of 
the following are true:  1) the Subject Activities, as defined in CCC-15-CD-01/CCC-15-
RO-01, have taken place (Figure 1); and 2) as a result of those Subject Activities, the 
areas remain mapped by Dudek as either “Disturbed” or “Developed” on Figure 5, 
Vegetation Communities, in their February 2013 Grassland Assessment and Vegetation 
Mapping Survey Report for the Newport Banning Ranch1, to assess the likely status of 
the biological resources in these areas prior to these activities.  In order to accomplish 
this I have visited the site numerous times (September 15, 2010, December 15, 2010, 
June 7, 2011, March 3, 2014, June 10, 2014, June 11, 2014); reviewed the documents 
listed above (presented in chronological order), including the vegetation, wetland, and 

                                                           
1 Figure 5, Vegetation Communities, found in Davis, J.H. IV (Dudek).  February 2013.  Grassland 
Assessment and Vegetation Mapping Survey Report for the Newport Banning Ranch, is still subject to 
Coastal Commission review and revision. 
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sensitive species data and maps spanning 1992 to 2014; reviewed peer reviewed 
literature; and reviewed current and historical aerial photographs.  
 
Several habitat types were disturbed as a result of the Subject Activities including 1) 
coastal scrub communities that function as habitat for the federally threatened coastal 
California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), the coastal cactus wren 
(Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus sandiegensis),a California species of special 
concern, and many other species of plants and animals; 2) areas of extensive wetland 
vegetation (salt marsh, seasonal ponds, vernal pools); 3) rare vegetative communities 
including maritime succulent scrub and purple needlegrass grassland; and 4) other 
habitats such as non-native annual grassland that support burrowing owls and raptor 
foraging. 
 
ESHA Definition 
Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act defines Environmentally Sensitive Habitat as: 

 
Any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially 
valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could 
be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments. 

 
Plants and animals and habitats that meet the rarity criterion under this definition may 
include those identified in the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), which includes rare natural communities; plant 
and animal species identified as rare, threatened or endangered by the state or federal 
government under the state or federal Endangered Species Act; plants, animals, and 
plant communities listed by NatureServe as state or global-ranked 1, 2, or 3; plants and 
animals identified CDFW as Species of Special Concern; and/or California Native Plant 
Society listed 1B and 2 plant species2. 
 
Coastal Sage Scrub 
Coastal sage scrub is comprised of dominant species that are semi-woody and low-
growing, with shallow, dense roots that enable them to respond quickly to rainfall3.  The 
species composition and structure of individual stands of coastal sage scrub depend on 
moisture conditions that derive from slope, aspect, elevation and soil type.  Sawyer et 
                                                           
2 The CNDDB is a state depository of lists of rare natural communities and rare plant and animal species 
generated by an array of regional, state, national and international sources that are vetted, maintained 
and continually updated by the Biogeographic Branch of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW).  In making ESHA determinations, Commission staff generally  review a subset of these lists 
including the list of natural communities identified as rare by CDFW, the State and Federal government 
lists of rare, threatened or endangered  plant and animals species, the natural communities and plant and 
animal species listed by NatureServe as State or Global-ranked 1, 2, or 3, the plant and animal species 
listed as California Species of Special Concern, and plant species listed by the California Native Plant 
Society (CNPS) as 1B or 2.  
3 Holland, R.F.  1986.  Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California.  

State of California, The Resources Agency, Department of Fish and Game. 
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al. (2008) divide coastal scrub communities into alliances including California sunflower 
(Encelia californica), California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), common 
deerweed (Acmispon glaber) and coast prickly-pear, (Opuntia litteralis)4.  The coastal 
sage scrub found on Newport Banning Ranch is best characterized as California 
sunflower shrubland alliance; however, California buckwheat, common deerweed and 
coast prickly-pear are often co-dominant.   
 
Coastal sage scrub is increasingly rare in the coastal zone; loss of coastal sage scrub 
habitat in southern California is estimated to be 70 to 90 percent5,6.  Coastal sage scrub 
in southern California provides habitat for about 100 rare species, many of which are 
also endemic to limited geographic regions7.  Two such species are the coastal 
California gnatcatcher and the coastal cactus wren.  The California gnatcatcher is an 
obligate, year-round resident of coastal sage scrub communities8. Gnatcatchers in 
southern California preferentially nest and feed in coastal scrub vegetation on mesas 
and gentle slopes that are characterized by varying abundances of California sagebrush 
(Artemisia californica), California sunflower; and California buckwheat9.  Gnatcatcher 
densities in northern San Diego County were found to be highest in areas where 
California sunflower and California buckwheat were co-dominant with sagebrush10.  
California gnatcatchers are known to occupy (i.e., to breed, nest, and forage) year 
round various locations of coastal scrub habitat on Newport Banning Ranch.  In 2007, 
the USFWS identified and mapped critical gnatcatcher habitat in southern California11. 
Based on many observations of gnatcatcher use, the USFWS concluded that all of 
Newport Banning Ranch is occupied by coastal California gnatcatchers.  Coastal 
populations of the cactus wren are also obligate inhabitants of coastal scrub habitats, 
and they nest almost exclusively in prickly pear and coastal cholla (Opuntia prolifera)12.    
 
                                                           
4 Sawyer, J., T. Keeler-Wolf and J. Evens.  2008.  A manual of California vegetation; Second Edition.  

California Native Plant Society, Sacramento, CA.  1300 pgs. 
5 Westman, W.E.  1981.  Diversity relations and succession in Californian coastal sage scrub.  Ecology, 

Vol. 62: 170-184 
6 Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, 50 cfr part 17, RIN 1018–AV38, Endangered and 

threatened wildlife and plants; Revised designation of critical habitat for the Coastal California 
Gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica). 50; Federal Register 72:72069. (December 19, 
2007). 

7 Westman (1981) op. cit. 
8 Atwood, J.L. and D.R. Bontrager.  2001.  California Gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica).  In The Birds of 

North America, No. 574 (A. Poole and F. Gill, eds.). The Birds of North America, Inc. 
Philadelphia, PA.  

9 Ibid. 
10 Weaver, K.L.  1998.  Coastal sage scrub variations of San Diego County and their influence on the 

distribution of the California gnatcatcher.  Western Birds, Vol. 29: 392-405. 
11 Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, 50 cfr part 17, RIN 1018–AV38, Endangered and 

threatened wildlife and plants; Revised designation of critical habitat for the Coastal California 
Gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica). 50; Federal Register 72:72069. (December 19, 
2007). 

12 Rea, A M. and K. Weaver. 1990 The taxonomy, distribution, and status of coastal California Cactus 
Wrens. Western Birds 21: 81-126. 
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Maritime Succulent Scrub 
Maritime succulent scrub, which provides habitat for coastal California gnatcatchers and 
coastal cactus wren, is identified as a rare plant community in CDFW’s CNDDB.  
Maritime succulent scrub is a low growing, open (25% - 75% ground cover) scrub 
community dominated by drought deciduous, semi-woody shrubs that grow on rocky or 
sandy soils of coastal headlands and bluffs13.  This community type has a very limited 
distribution along the coast between southern California and northern Baja California 
and on the Channel Islands.  Characteristic species include California sunflower, prickly 
pear, and California box-thorn (Lycium californicum)14, which is a CNPS list 4.2 species.  
The maritime succulent scrub intergrades with other scrub community types on Newport 
Banning Ranch.  
 
Purple Needlegrass Grassland 
Purple needlegrass (Nasella pulchra), the California state grass, is a tuft or bunch grass 
species once found abundantly throughout California grasslands.  Purple needlegrass 
grasslands have become increasingly rare due to intensive conversion to agricultural 
land, urban development and invasion of non-native grasses and are now identified as a 
rare habitat type by the CNDDB.  Patches of purple needlegrass grassland area occur 
sporadically across Newport Banning Ranch.  These grasslands provide dwelling 
habitat for burrowing animals and significant foraging habitat for numerous species of 
mammals, birds, and reptiles including burrowing owls, a California Species of Special 
Concern, and many species of raptors.   
 
Non-Native Annual Grasslands 
The annual grasslands on Newport Banning Ranch are dominated by a mix of non-
native species including ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), foxtail chess (Bromus 
madritensis ssp. rubens), black mustard (Brassica nigra), and tocalote (Centaurea 
melitensis).  Annual grasslands also provide dwelling habitat for burrowing animals and 
significant foraging habitat for numerous species of mammals, birds, and reptiles 
including burrowing owls and many species of raptors.  A large percentage of the 
annual grassland areas have been disturbed by regularly mowing on Newport Banning 
Ranch; in areas where the mowing is discontinued both native shrubs (e.g. deerweed, 
California sunflower) and grass (purple needlegrass) species begin to establish.  
 
ESHA Impact Conclusion 
The coastal scrub and grassland habitats on Newport Banning Ranch are 1) rare 
primarily from habitat loss due to development, and/or 2) provide especially valuable 
ecosystem services for rare species (e.g. coastal California gnatcatcher, coastal cactus 
wren, burrowing owl), and 3) are easily degraded and disturbed by human activities and 
development.  Therefore, these areas meet the Coastal Act definition of ESHA and are 
protected under section 30240 of the Coastal Act.  Several of the areas impacted by the 

                                                           
13 Sawyer et al. (2008) op. cit. 
14 Ibid. 
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subject activities contained or were immediately adjacent to coastal scrub and/or 
grassland habitat prior to the development at issue, and those areas therefore met the 
definition of ESHA under the Coastal Act or were adjacent to areas that did at the time 
they were affected by the subject activities.   
 
Wetlands 
Newport Banning Ranch supports large areas of salt, brackish, and freshwater marsh 
on the lower mesa adjacent to the Santa Ana River.  Newport Banning Ranch also 
supports a number of seasonal wetlands including vernal pools.  The areas identified as 
seasonal wetlands do not support vernal pool invertebrate or plant indicator species but 
do meet one or more of the three wetland parameters required by the Coastal Act to 
qualify as a Coastal Act wetland; that is they meet the hydrology, hydrophytic 
vegetation, and/or hydric soils parameter requirements.  Vernal pools are discussed 
immediately below. 
 
Vernal Pools 
Newport Banning Ranch supports a large number of vernal pools.  Vernal pools are 
shallow surficial depressions that seasonally fill with water during winter and spring 
rains and dry up during summer months.  Vernal pools are rare and unique habitats that 
support a number of plant and animal species found only in vernal pools.  Plant species 
indicative of vernal pools, including brass buttons (Cotula coronopifolia) and woolly 
marbles (Psilocarphus sp.), occur in several of the vernal pools on Newport Banning 
Ranch.  Fairy shrimp are vernal pool indicator species and there are two species 
present in the vernal pools on Newport Banning Ranch; the federally endangered San 
Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis) and the versatile fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta lindahli) which is not a listed species.  Vernal pool protocol level surveys 
to date have documented fairy shrimp in at least 37 vernal pools on Newport Banning 
Ranch including eight pools occupied by the San Diego fairy shrimp.  Fifteen acres on 
Newport Banning Ranch has been identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as 
San Diego fairy shrimp critical habitat.  This area is the only designated critical habitat 
for this species in Orange County.  
 
Some of the areas impacted by the subject activities contained wetlands or vernal 
pools.  Wetlands and vernal pools are protected under section 30233 of the Coastal Act.  
In some prior matters, the Commission has considered vernal ponds to be a type of 
ESHA and has protected them under section 30240 of the Coastal Act.  Either way, 
whether viewed pursuant to section 30233 or 30240, those subject activities that 
involved placement of materials in wetlands or vernal pools thus resulted in fill or 
impacts to wetlands.  
 
Approach 
Newport Banning Ranch has agreed to mitigate on site for disturbance to the coastal 
scrub, grassland, and wetland and vernal pool habitat from the subject activities.  The 
required habitat restoration acreage was strategically concentrated in several large 
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areas versus spread out in a number of smaller patches to have the best chance of 
successfully restoring the various habitat types and the respective rare species (Figure 
2).  A key principle of conservation biology is to restore a smaller number of large areas 
as opposed to a larger number of small areas15.  This is because fragmented habitats 
have reduced biological integrity because they are more vulnerable to population size 
fluctuations (increases and declines), catastrophic events, introduced species, 
pathogenic outbreaks, and overall loss of genetic diversity.   
 
Wilcove et al. (1986) state that “Habitat fragmentation has been recognized as the 
leading factor in species loss, on both a local and global level”16.  Increasing the number 
of landscape pieces, decreasing interior habitat area, increasing the extent of habitat 
edges, and increasing habitat isolation all contribute to habitat fragmentation17.  Animals 
with relatively large ranges such as birds and many mammals are often the first to be 
adversely affected by habitat fragmentation18.  And plant communities and individual 
plant species have specific threshold habitat size requirements below which the 
population will not persist through time19.  Therefore, I find this mitigation proposal 
(restoring a smaller number of large areas rather than a larger number of small areas) 
to be the ecologically superior approach with a high likelihood of success.  
 
 

                                                           
15 Groom, M.J., G.K. Meffe, & R. Carroll.  2006.  Principles of Conservation Biology.  Sinauer Associates, 

Sunderland, MA.  761 pgs. 
16 Wilcove, D.S., C. H. McLellan, and Dobson, A. P.  1986.  Habitat fragmentation in temperate zones. In 

Conservation Biology: The Science of Scarcity and Diversity. pp. 237-256. Edited by M. Soulé. 
Sinauer Associates, Sunderland, MA, USA.  

17 Li, H., J. F. Franklin, Swanson, F. J. and Spies, T.A. 1993. Developing alternative forest cutting 
patterns: A simulation approach. Landscape Ecology 8: 63-75. 

18 Beier, P. 1993. Determining minimum habitat areas and habitat corridors for cougars. Conservation 
Biology 7:94-108. 

19 Schaffer, M.L.  1981.  Minimum Population Sizes for Species Conservation.  BioScience, Vol. 31, No. 
2: 131-134. 
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SOURCE: Aerial provided by Fusco Engineering
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This Exhibit 2 reflects the candidate
restoration areas, shown in yellow,
within which a total of 18.45 acres of
native habitats will be restored and deed
restricted pursuant to the Settlement
Restoration Order and the additional
candidate deed restricted area, shown
in purple, within which a total of 6.15
acres will be deed restricted to open
space.

Candidate Restoration Areas and Candidate Areas to be Deed Restricted

Figure 2: Restoration Areas
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

In Reply Refer To: 
FWS-OR-0980 158-12T A0393 

Michael Mohler 
Newport Banning Ranch, LLC 
1300 Quail Street, Suite 100 
Newport Beach, California 92660 

Tom McClosky 
West Newport Oil Company 
1080 West 17th Street 
Costa Mesa, California 92627 

Ecological Services 
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office 

2177 Salk Avenue, Suite 250 
Carlsbad, California 92008 

OCT 09 2014 

Subject: Oil Field Operations and Maintenance, Newport Banning Ranch, City of Newport 
Beach, California 

Dear Mr. Mohler and Mr. McClosky: 

By letter received March 11,2013, you requested that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(Service) review proposed activities related to ongoing oil field operations and maintenance 
within 385 acres of the Newport Banning Ranch property in the City of Newport Beach, Orange 
County, California (Enclosed), relative to compliance of those activities with the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) (ESA). Federally listed 
species known to occur within the property include the threatened coastal California gnatcatcher 
(Polioptila californica californica, gnatcatcher), endangered San Diego fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta sandiegonensis, SDFS), and endangered least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellU pusillus, 
vireo). 

Section 9 of the ESA and associated regulations prohibit the take l of endangered and threatened 
species without special exemption. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act prohibits killing or injuring 
adults and destroying active nests. Our review of oilfield operations and maintenance activities 
on the site indicate that, over time, there appears to have been a reduction in habitat for the 
gnatcatcher and a reduction in the number of gnatcatcher territories. A total of 20 territories were 
documented in 1993 when the gnatcatcher was listed whereas only 10 territories were observed 
in 2013, and 8 territories were observed in 2014. We estimate gnatcatcher breeding habitat 

J Take is defined as to harass, ha"nn, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, collect, or to attempt to engage 
in any such conduct. Hann is further defined by the Fish and Wildlife Service to include significant habitat 
modification or degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly impairing essential 
behavior patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. 
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Mr. Michael Mohler and Mr. Tom McClosky (FWS-OR-09BO 158-12T A0393) 2 

(coastal sage scrub) has declined by 7.31 acres, from 59.41 acres in 1992 to 52.10 acres in 20122. 
Regular disturbance to vegetation from mowing has also increased the extent of invasive and 
ornamental vegetation and decreased available foraging habitat for the gnatcatcher. 

Accordingly, we are concerned that the past activities on the site may have resulted in take of 
gnatcatcher through habitat modification. We would like to resolve these past compliance issues 
with you. In addition, we would like to discuss the components of the maintenance plan that was 
prepared, by West Newport Oil Company (WNOC) and Newport Banning Ranch LLC 
(NBRLLC) in coordination with the Service, to describe ongoing activities and to accomplish the 
following objectives: 

Restore and maintain vegetation so that the habitat quality for the gnatcatcher is 
equivalent to or greater than it was in 1993, when the gnatcatcher was federally listed as 
threatened; 

Maintain habitat quality for the vireo and SDFS; and 

Incorporate measures to avoid impacts to gnatcatcher, vireo, and SDFS. 

In summary, we appreciate the efforts of WNOC and NBRLLC to coordinate with our agency to 
ensure regulatory compliance with the ESA and Migratory Bird Treaty Act. At this time, we 
recommend that mowing be restricted to those areas with active oil operations or that are 
necessary to maintain health and human safety. Please contact Assistant Field Supervisor Karen 
Goebel by telephone or email (760-431-9440, extension 296; Karen _ Goebel@fws.gov) to 
arrange a meeting to discuss these issues further. 

cc: 

Sincerely, 

G. Mendel Stewart 
Field Supervisor 

Resident Agent-in-Charge, USFWS Office of Law Enforcement, Torrance 

2 Dudek Associates documented a total of 52.1 0 acres of scrub (minimum of 30 percent shrub cover) in 2012 and 
determined there was 58.62 acres of scrub (minimum 25 percent shrub cover) in 1992 based on vegetation mapping 
completed by LSA. The Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office GIS staff reviewed the information and determined that a 
portion of the 1992 map was not included in Dudek' s analysis; therefore, 59.41 acres of scrub was mapped in 1992. 
Scrub vegetation was reduced by approximately 7.31 acres between 1992 and 2012 . 
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