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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 OVERVIEW

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Sections 15088, 15089,
and 15132 of CEQA, the City of Calistoga has prepared the Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR) for the Kortum Ranch Development project (Project). Pursuant to CEQA requirements,
the City of Calistoga must certify the FEIR as complete and adequate prior to approval of the
proposed project.

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a) and 15362, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is
an informational document meant to inform public agencies, decision makers, and members
of the public by disclosing potential significant impacts likely to result from a project and
identify methods to avoid or otherwise mitigate those impacts. An EIR must also consider a
reasonable range of alternatives to a proposed project to avoid or minimize impacts while
still feasibly accomplishing the stated project objectives.

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, the FEIR shall be comprised of the following:

a. The Draft EIR or revisions of the Draft.

b. Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim or in
summary.

c. Alist of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.

d. The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the
review and consultation process.

e. Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 the adequacy of an EIR is measured based on
the extent to which the analysis provides decision makers with enough information to
consider environmental consequences and make an informed decision. In general, courts
have held that an EIR should not be held to a standard of perfection, but rather, should
exhibit a good faith effort at full disclosure, and should be adequate and complete.
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1.2 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The environmental review process for the Kortum Ranch Development project commenced
with circulation of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a thirty-day public comment period
from September 15, 2023, to October 16, 2023. A public scoping meeting was held on
September 28, 2023. Following close of the scoping period, the city-initiated preparation of
the Kortum Ranch Development Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). Subsequently,
on June 13, 2025, the City of Calistoga released a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the DEIR.
The NOA announced a forty five day public comment period on the DEIR extending from
June 13, 2025, through July 28, 2025. The DEIR public comment period provided an
opportunity for interested parties to provide input regarding the adequacy of the
environmental document. The Calistoga Planning Commission received public comments on
the Kortum Ranch Development DEIR during a July 9, 2025, Planning Commission public
hearing. The purpose of the public hearing was to inform the public about the content and
findings of the DEIR and to receive comments on the DEIR adequacy and accuracy. During
the public comment period on the DEIR, the City received verbal comments at the July 9,
2025, Planning Commission hearing, eight (8) comment letters from residents, and three (3)
comment letters from state agencies. One additional comment letter from a resident was
received following close of the public comment period on the DEIR, which has been included
and responded to herein, as further described in Section 2.0.

In considering comments and providing responses, no substantial revisions that would merit
recirculation of the DEIR as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b) were made to the
project or analyses as documented herein. All public comments received on the DEIR are
provided in Chapter 2 followed by responses. Chapter 3 provides revisions made to the DEIR
to address comments.

1.3 FEIR PROCESS + FINDINGS

This FEIR includes written responses to environmental issues raised in comments received
during the public review period in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The FEIR
will be presented to the Planning Commission for consideration. Prior to the Planning
Commission acting on the proposed project, the Planning Commission must certify that the
information presented in the EIR has been reviewed and considered, that the EIR has been
completed in a manner that conforms with the requirements of CEQA, and that the City's
independent judgment pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15090 is adequately reflected.

In accordance with Section 21002, 21002.1 and 21081 of the Public Resources Code and CEQA
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Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093, no public agency shall approve or carry out a project
for which an EIR has been certified which identifies one or more significant effects unless one
or more of the following findings are made:

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects as identified in the FEIR.

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project alternatives identified in the FEIR.

When a lead agency approves a project that will result in the occurrence of significant effects
that cannot be avoided or substantially lessened, the agency shall state reasons to support
the action in a “statement of overriding considerations” that is supported by substantial
evidence in the record.

There are no significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, as such a statement of
overriding considerations is not required.

This response to comments document, along with the Draft EIR, Appendices, and references
constitute the FEIR for the Kortum Ranch Development Project. The full text of the DEIR is not
included within this document but is incorporated by reference as part of the FEIR and
augmented through this document to provide corrections and clarifications as presented in
Chapter 3: Revisions to the DEIR. The DEIR is available at Calistoga City Hall 1232 Washington
Street, Calistoga, CA. 94515 and at the following link:

Kortum Ranch Subdivision | City of Calistoga

Following the required 10-day public agency review of this Response to Comments document,
the City of Calistoga Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to determine whether to
certify that the FEIR adequately discloses the environmental effects of the proposed Project
and that the FEIR has been completed in full compliance with CEQA. Before the Planning
Commission considers approval of the discretionary actions requested as part of the Kortum
Ranch Development Project, the Planning Commission must independently review and
consider the information presented in the FEIR and certify the FEIR.



https://www.ci.calistoga.ca.us/city-hall/departments-services/planning-building/planning-division/current-development-projects/kortum-ranch-subdivision/-fsiteid-1#!/
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1.4 ORGANIZATION OF THE FEIR

The FEIR document is organized as follows:

Chapter 1, Introduction provides an overview of the CEQA process, public participation
process, and organization of the FEIR.

Chapter 2, Comments on the Draft EIR provides all comment letters received and
responses to comments.

Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR provides clarifying text changes to the DEIR that
address public comment. Additions to the text are shown in underline; deletions are shown

in strikethrough.

Chapter 4, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program describes the identified
mitigation measure, method of verification, timing of verification, responsible party, and
completion of implementation of mitigation measures.

1.5 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY MATRIX

The following table (Table 1) summarizes the project's potential environmental impacts,
identifies the level of significance, mitigation measures, and the level of significance with

mitigation.
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TABLE 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY MATRIX

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE

MITIGATION
MEASURES (MM)

LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER MITIGATION

Aesthetics

Impact AES-A The project will not have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista

LTS

N/A

Impact AES-B The project will not substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings within a state scenic highway

LTS

N/A

Impact AES-C In non-urbanized areas, the project will not
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
public views of the site and its surroundings (public views are
those that are experiences from publicly accessible vantage point)

LTS

N/A

Impact AES-D: The project has the potential to create a new
source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area

PS

MM AES-1

LTS

Agriculture and Forestry

Impact AGR-A: The project will not convert prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use

LTS

N/A
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LEVEL OF
LEVEL OF MITIGATION
POTENTIAL IMPACTS SIGNIFICANCE
SIGNIFICANCE MEASURES (MM)
AFTER MITIGATION
Impact AGR-B: The project will not conflict with existing zoning for No Impact N/A —
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract
Impact AGR-C: The project will not conflict with existing zoning for,
or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public LTS N/A
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland _
Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))
Impact AGR-D: The project will not result in the loss of forest land LTS N/A _
or conversion of forest land to non-forest use
Impact AGR-E: The project will not involve other changes in the
existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or LTS N/A
conversion of forest land to non-forest use _
Air Quality
Impact AIR-A: The project has the potential to conflict with or MM AQ-1
obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan PS MM AQ-2 LTS
Impact AIR-B: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
. . ) . . MM AQ-1
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality PS MM AQ-2 LTS

standard
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LEVEL OF
LEVEL OF MITIGATION
POTENTIAL IMPACTS SIGNIFICANCE
SIGNIFICANCE MEASURES (MM)
AFTER MITIGATION
Impact AIR-C: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant pe MM AQ-1 LTS
concentrations MM AQ-2
Impact AIR-D: Result in other emissions (such as those leading to MM AQ-1
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people PS MM AQ-2 LTS
Biological Resources
Impact BIO-A: The project has the potential to result in a
. . . . MM BIO-1
substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
I L e . . MM BIO-2
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive,
. L . . PS MM BIO-3 LTS
or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Impact BIO-B: The project has the potential to result in a
substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, PS MM BIO-4 LTS
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service
Impact BIO-C: The project has the potential to result in a MM BIO-5
substantial adverse effect on state protected wetlands (including, pc MM BIO-6 LTS
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct MM BIO-7
MM BIO-8

removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS

LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE

MITIGATION
MEASURES (MM)

LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER MITIGATION

Impact BIO-D: The project will not interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites

LTS

N/A

Impact BIO-E: The project has the potential to conflict with local
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance

PS

MM BIO-4

LTS

Impact BIO-F: The project will not conflict with the provisions of
an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan

No Impact

N/A

Impact BIO-G (Impact LUP-B in Initial Study): The project could
cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect to biological
resources

PS

MM BIO-1, 2, 3, 4,
5,6,7,and 8

LTS

Cultural Resources

Impact CUL-A: The project will not cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a historical resources pursuant to
Section 15064.5

LTS

NA
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LEVEL OF
LEVEL OF MITIGATION
POTENTIAL IMPACTS SIGNIFICANCE
SIGNIFICANCE MEASURES (MM)
AFTER MITIGATION
Impact CUL-B: The project has the potential to cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a unique archaeological PS MM CUL-1 LTS
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5
Impact CUL-C The project will not disturb any human remains, LTS N/A
including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries
Energy
Impact ENE-A: The project will not resultin a potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary N/A
consumption of energy resources, during project construction or LTS -
operation
Impact ENE-B: The project will not conflict with or obstruct a state
or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency LTS N/A -
Geology and Soils
Impact GEO-Ai: The project has the potential to directly or
indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the LTS N/A
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known -
earthquake fault
Impact GEO-Aii: Strong Seismic ground shaking LTS N/A -
Impact GEO-Aiii: Seismic-related ground failure, including LTS N/A

liquefaction
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LEVEL OF
LEVEL OF MITIGATION
POTENTIAL IMPACTS SIGNIFICANCE
SIGNIFICANCE MEASURES (MM)
AFTER MITIGATION

Impact GEO-Aiv: Landslides PS MM GEO-1 LTS
Impact GEO-B: The project has the potential to result in PS MM GEO-2 LTS
substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil MM GEO-3
Impact GEO-C: The project will not be located on a geologic unit N/A
or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result LTS
of the project, and will not result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral -
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse
Impact GEO-D: The project is located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), and has the

| n Puieing tode (1594 and ho PS MM GEO-2 LTS
potential to create substantial direct or indirect risks to life or
property
Impact GEO-E: The project site does not have soils incapable of
adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewars are not available for No Impact N/A
the disposal of wastewater
Impact GEO-F: The project has the potential to directly or
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or pc MM GEO-4 LTS

unique geologic feature

10
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS

LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE

MITIGATION
MEASURES (MM)

LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER MITIGATION

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact GHG-A: The project will not generate greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment

LTS

N/A

Impact GHG-B: The project will not conflict with an applicable
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases

LTS

N/A

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact HAZ-A: The project will not create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials

LTS

N/A

Impact HAZ-B: The project will not create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the likely release of
hazardous materials into the environment

LTS

N/A

Impact HAZ-C: The project will not emit hazardous emissions or
handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school

LTS

N/A

11
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LEVEL OF
LEVEL OF MITIGATION
POTENTIAL IMPACTS SIGNIFICANCE
SIGNIFICANCE MEASURES (MM)
AFTER MITIGATION

Impact HAZ-D: The project will not be located on a site which is
included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, would not create a No Impact N/A -
significant hazard to the public or the environment
Impact HAZ-E: The project is not located within an airport land use
plan, or within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, N/A

) ) . . ) No Impact _
nor will the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for
people residing or working in the project area
Impact HAZ-F: The project will not impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or LTS N/A -
emergency evacuation plan
Impact HAZ-G: The project could expose people or structures to

. . . . . . PS MM FIR-1 LTS

the risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires MM FIR-2
Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact HYD-A: The project has the potential to violate water MM HYD-1
quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise PS MM HYD-2 LTS
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality MM GEO-1
Impact HYD-B: The project will not substantially decrease
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater LTS N/A

recharge such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin

12
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS

LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE

MITIGATION
MEASURES (MM)

LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER MITIGATION

Impact HYD-C (i-iv): The project has the potential to substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through
the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would (i)
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; (ii)
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite; (iii) create or
contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; (iv) impede or
redirect flood flows

PS

MM HYD-2

LTS

Impact HYD-D: The project is not in a flood, hazard, tsunami, or
seiche zone, not will the project risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation

No Impact

N/A

Impact HYD-E: The project will not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan

LTS

N/A

Land Use and Planning

Impact LUP-A: The project will not physically divide an established
community

LTS

N/A

Impact LUP-B: The project has the potential to conflict with
General Plan policies

PS

MM BIO-1 to 8
MM FIR-1 and 2

13
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS

LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE

MITIGATION
MEASURES (MM)

LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER MITIGATION

Mineral Resources

Impact MIN-A: The project will not result in the loss of availability
of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region
and residents of the state

LTS

N/A

Impact MIN-B: The project will not result in the loss of availability
of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on
a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan

LTS

N/A

Noise

Impact NOI-A: The project has the potential to generate a
substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies

PS

MM NOI-1

LTS

Impact NOI-B: The project will not generate excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels

LTS

N/A

Impact NOI-C: The project is not located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or an airport land use plan, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, and the project will not expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels

No Impact

N/A

14




FEIR

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE

MITIGATION
MEASURES (MM)

LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER MITIGATION

Population and Housing

Impact POP-A: The project will not induce substantial unplanned
population growth in an area either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through
projects in an undeveloped area or extension of major
infrastructure

LTS

N/A

Impact POP-B: The project will not displace substantial numbers
of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere

LTS

N/A

Public Services

Impact PUB-A - PUB-E: The project will not result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public service areas: Fire
protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other public
facilities

LTS

N/A

Recreation

Impact REC-A: The project will not increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated

LTS

N/A

15
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LEVEL OF
LEVEL OF MITIGATION
POTENTIAL IMPACTS SIGNIFICANCE
SIGNIFICANCE MEASURES (MM)
AFTER MITIGATION
Impact REC-B: The project will not include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities LTS N/A
which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment -
Transportation
Impact TRA-A: The project will not conflict with a program, plan,
ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including LTS N/A _
transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities
Impact TRA-B: The project will not conflict or be inconsistent with LTS N/A ~
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)
Impact TRA-C: The project has the potential to substantially
increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp PS MM TRA-1 LTS
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
Impact TRA-D: The project will not result in inadequate N/A
emergency access LTS -
Tribal Cultural Resources
Impact TCUL-A: The project has the potential to result in a
substantial adverse change to resources listed or eligible for listing MM TCUL-1
in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local PS LTS

register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources
Code section 5020.1(k)

16
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS

LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE

MITIGATION
MEASURES (MM)

LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER MITIGATION

Impact TCUL-B: The project has the potential to result in a
substantial adverse change to a resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1,
the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe

PS

MM TCUL-1
MM CUL-1

LTS

Utilities and Service Systems

Impact UTI-A: The project will not require or result in the
relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment, or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of
which could cause significant environmental effects

LTS

N/A

Impact UTI-B: The project will have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years

LTS

N/A

Impact UTI-C: The project will not result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments

LTS

N/A

Impact UTI-D: The project will not generate solid waste in excess
of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste
reduction goals

LTS

N/A

17
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LEVEL OF

LEVEL OF MITIGATION

POTENTIAL IMPACTS SIGNIFICANCE
SIGNIFICANCE MEASURES (MM)
AFTER MITIGATION

Impact UTI-E: The project will comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and regulations related to LTS N/A
solid waste
Wildfire and Wildland Fire Hazards
Impact FIR-A: The project will not substantially impair an adopted LTS /A
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan -
Impact FIR-B: The project could exacerbate wildfire risks due to
slope, prevailing winds, and other factors which could expose - MM FIR-1 LTS
project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or MM FIR-2
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire
Impact FIR-C: The project will not require installation or
maintenance of infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that may LTS N/A _
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing
impacts to the environment
Impact FIR-D: The project could expose people or structures to MM GEO-1
significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or MM EIR-1
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or PS MM FIR-2 LTS

drainage changes

18
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LEVEL OF
LEVEL OF MITIGATION
POTENTIAL IMPACTS SIGNIFICANCE
SIGNIFICANCE MEASURES (MM)
AFTER MITIGATION

Impact FIR-E: The project could expose people or structures, MM EIR-1
either directly or indirectly, to the risk of loss, injury or death PS MM FIR-2 LTS
involving wildland fires
Impact FIR-F: The project could cause a significant environmental
impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or MM FIR-1 LTS

PS MM FIR-2

regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect related to wildfires

PS = Potentially Significant
LTS = Less Than Significant
N/A = Not Appliable

MM = Mitigation Measures
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2.0 COMMENTS ON THE DEIR

2.1 AGENCY AND INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS

During the forty five-day comment period on the DEIR extending from June 13, 2025, to

July 28, 2025, the City of Calistoga received several comment letters, as well as verbal

comments provided during the July 9, 2025, Planning Commission public hearing on the

DEIR. The agencies, organizations, and individuals who provided comments are listed

below. Additionally, the city received one comment letter shortly after the close of the

comment period, which has also been included and responded to in this FEIR.

LETTER/PUBLIC COMMENT

AGENCY/INDIVIDUAL

DATE RECEIVED

Letter Comment 1

Letter Comment 2

Letter Comment 3

Letter Comment 4

Letter Comment 5

Letter Comment 6

Letter Comment 7

Letter Comment 8

Letter Comment 9

Letter Comment 10

Letter Comment 11

Letter Comment 12

Letter Comment 13

Carolee Arca, resident

Susie Bowen, resident

Susie Bowen, resident

Susie Bowen, resident

Susie Bowen, resident

Robert Leavitt, resident

Jim Cantrell, resident

William Mannix, resident

George Caloyannidis, resident
Planning Commission Mtg Summary
California Department of Conservation
CA Department of Fish and Wildlife

CA Department of Transportation

7/12/2025

7/21/2025

7/24/2025

7/24/2025

7/28/2025

7/12/2025

7/26/2025

7/127/2025

8/2/2025

7/9/2025

7/122/2025

7/23/2025

7/128/2025
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2.2 COMMENTS ON THE DEIR AND RESPONSES T0O COMMENTS

This section of the FEIR includes comment letters received (hand-delivered or electronic
mail) during the public review and comment period on the DEIR, as well as verbal
comment provided at the July 9, 2025, Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR.
Specific responses to individual comments follow the letter. Comment letters are
cataloged using the sender’s first and last initial followed by a numeric designator for
each individual comment (e.g. AB-1) with the corresponding responses provided below.

Responses focus on comments that pertain to the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR
or to other aspects pertinent to the potential impacts of the project on the environment
pursuant to CEQA. Comments that address topics beyond the purview of the
environmental review or CEQA, such as comments on the merits of the project, are noted
as such for the public record and will be considered by the city prior to making a decision
on the project, however, no response is required for comments that do not relate
specifically to environmental effects.

MASTER RESPONSES

This section provides master responses to public comments addressing similar themes
raised by multiple individuals through written comments submitted to the city or
provided verbally during the public hearing on the DEIR.

2.2.1  GENERAL OPPOSITION COMMENTS

Summary of Comments: Several commenters expressed general opposition to the
proposed project but did not raise significant environmental issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis.

Response to Comments: The purpose of the public review and comment period on the
DEIR is intended to share expertise, disclose the basis for and methodologies used in the
DEIR's analysis, check for accuracy, detect and correct omissions, discover public
concerns, and solicit input for mitigation and/or alternatives. Comments on an EIR should
focus on the contents and the sufficiency of the document'’s identification and analysis of
significant environmental impacts, and the adequacy of measures designed to avoid or
mitigate those impacts (CEQA Guidelines 8 15204(a)). Commentors should cite data,
references, or other evidence to support their comments (CEQA Guidelines 8 15204(c)).
Comments that do not raise a significant environmental question need not be responded
to, as CEQA considerations are limited to significant issues related to potential adverse
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physical impacts of the project on the environment. Comments related to the merits of
the project that do not address the adequacy of the EIR require no further response.
Comments expressing support or opposition to the project are included in the record
and provided to city decision makers for their consideration of the merits of the project.

2.2.2 GENERAL TRAFFIC CONCERNS

Summary of Comments: Commenters expressed concern that the proposed project
would increase traffic congestion.

Response to Comments: Previously, transportation impacts of development projects
were evaluated based on congestion-focused metric referred to as Level of Service (LOS),
which evaluated the average delays that drivers would experience. Pursuant to SB 743,
transportation impacts are now required to be evaluated using a Vehicle Miles Travelled
(VMT) metric. Environmental Impacts related to Transportation were thoroughly
analyzed and discussed in chapter 4.2 of the DEIR. A project specific Transportation
Impact Study (TIS) informs the discussion and conclusions presented in chapter 4.2 of the
DEIR and is provided in Appendix 4.2-A thereto. A VMT analysis was included as part of
the TIS and concluded that the project's VMT per capita for the Transportation Analysis
Zone within which the project is located is 10.87, while the countywide VMT per capita is
14.18. As the project's VMT is more than 15 percent below the countywide average,
impacts are less than significant. Therefore, while the project will generate vehicle trips
that will contribute to congestion on roadways, project impacts are less than significant
in accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3(b).

2.2.3 WILDFIRE RISK AND FIRE HAZARD SEVERITY ZONE

Summary of Comments: Commenters expressed concern over development in
historically fire-prone areas, and the Fire Hazard Severity Zone designation of the site.

Response to Comments: Potential impacts related to Wildfire, Wildland Fires, and
related evacuations were discussed in chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. The California Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) is responsible for fire protection statewide and
has developed a Fire Hazard Severity Scale to map hazardous zones under state
jurisdiction. According to CAL FIRE's website, “The Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) maps
are developed using a science-based and field-tested model that assigns a hazard score
based on the factors that influence fire likelihood and fire behavior. Many factors are
considered such as fire history, existing and potential fuel (natural vegetation), predicted
flame length, blowing embers, terrain, and typical fire weather for the area. There are
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three levels of hazard in the State Responsibility Areas: moderate, high, and very high.”

As of March 2025, CAL FIRE updated the FHSZ maps, which resulted in a change to the
Fire Hazard Severity Zone within which the project is located. Under the previous CAL
FIRE FHSZ maps the project site was located within the Very High Hazard Severity Zone.
Under the most recent CAL FIRE maps, the site is located within the High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone.

CAL FIRFE's release of the updated FHSZ maps occurred while the DEIR was in process,
thus chapter 4.3 of the DEIR characterized a FHSZ designation of Very High, which is no
longer the case as of March 2025. As such, chapter 4.3 of the DEIR is being revised
through the FEIR process, as presented in chapter 3.0 below, which clarify changes to the
CAL FIRE maps.

Projects located in Very high and High FHSZ are required to adhere to guidelines for
defensible space, vegetation management in a fire-safe manner, financial responsibility
for maintenance of landscaping, and open parcels (forest), and other measures. A project
specific Wildland Fire Protection Plan (WFPP) was prepared (Appendix 4.3-A to the DEIR)
and the findings are summarized in chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. As per Mitigation Measure
FIR-1, a Final Wildland Fire Protection Plan will be prepared and approved by the City
prior to approval of the Final Map. Additionally, the project is required to comply with
Calistoga Municipal Code Chapter 15.36, which identifies fire safety requirements to be
incorporated into new construction projects that are located within the wildland-urban
interface fire area as established in Chapter 49. The DEIR concludes that the
environmental effect related to wildfires will be less than significant with adherence to
the WFPP and compliance with city standards.

2.2.4 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Summary of Comments: Several comments expressed a preference for the No
Project/Development Alternative or the Alternative Site Location Alternative.

Response to Comments: An expression of preference does not address the adequacy
of the Alternatives Analysis. Rather, it is an opinion regarding the merits of the project,
which is discussed in Master Response 2.2.1 above.

In regard to adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis, Project alternatives were discussed in
chapter 6.0 Alternatives of the DEIR. Section 6.1.1 summarizes the key provisions of the
alternatives analysis, which must focus on alternatives to the project that would avoid or
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substantially lessen significant effects, evaluate alternatives necessary to permit a
reasoned choice, and include a No Project alternatives. An EIR need not consider an
alternative whose effects cannot be reasonable ascertained and whose implementation
is remote and speculative. CEQA requires that project alternatives feasibly attain most of
the project objectives (which are presented in section 6.1.2 of the DEIR).

Section 6.3 of the DEIR presents the Alternatives that were considered but not further
studied as they did meet provisions of the alternatives analysis, did not achieve most of
the project objectives, or were not otherwise feasible. An Alternative Site Location
discussion is presented in Section 6.3.2 and specifies that there are no site specific
conditions that would preclude use of the project site for development and all
environmental impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels on the proposed
project site. Further, the Alternative Site Location discussion notes that the applicant
does not have development control of another site. As such, an alternative site location
project was not further evaluated. Additionally, it should be mentioned that the proposed
project site has been designated by the city's General Plan land use and zoning to
accommodate rural residential development, which is what the project proposes, along
with a clustered development pattern to limit the development footprint.

Section 6.4 of the DEIR provides an analysis of the Alternatives Evaluated, which consists
of the No Project Alternative and the Reduced Building Envelope Alternative.

Thus, the DEIR meets the provisions of CEQA for an alternatives analysis, adequately
evaluated project alternatives, and no further consideration of alternatives is necessary.
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COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

2.2.5 CA COMMENT LETTER

CAROLEE ARCA

Planning Department Email <planning@calistogaca.gov>

We currently have the grant street project, now kordom canyon, and what about
yellow rose?

Is this planning commission blind. DO YOU REMBER THE FIRES AND

EVACUATIONS?

How many catastrophes perhaps deaths, will it take before you realize our

community cannot sustain evacuations. Yes, we have several ways out;

however, | remember on one of the evacuations, | think tubs fire, all exits were

closed all around us and 29 was the only option out.... With fire on both sides of

the road. If we continue to build, we'll obviously have more people. It's not that

easy to get out of dodge. PLEASE STOP!! | can't even believe you are considering _

Respectfully, Carolee Arca, a long time resident.

Response CA-1

The City of Calistoga's General Plan identifies the Goals, Policies and Actions that guide
development within the city. In particular, the City's land use map and zoning
designations identify the types of uses and development that is permitted or
conditionally allowed. The City is required to process development applications as they
are received and does so in accordance with well-established local regulation (e.g.
General Plan, Municipal Code, etc.), as well as state regulations (e.g. Housing
Accountability Act, among others).

The City's General Plan and its EIR provide a cumulative analysis of the combined
development associated with buildout of the General Plan. Additionally, each individual
development project that requires discretionary review is also subject to review under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA requires that cumulative impacts
be included as part of the analysis to identify the environmental impacts that the project
will have when combined with other existing, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable
projects.
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Each section in Chapter 4.0 of the DEIR contains a cumulative analysis discussion that
considers the combined impacts of the project along with other planned development.
For example, the Evacuation Analysis Report referenced in Section 4.3 Wildfire and
Wildland Fire Hazard specifically includes the Yellow Rose Ranch, 2565 Grant Street, and
the proposed Kortum Ranch Development Projects as part of the evacuation timeline
analysis. As such, the DEIR took into consideration the combined impacts of other
proposed and planned development within the city and adequately addressed
cumulative impacts of the proposed project.

Response CA-2

Section 4.3 of DEIR presents the regulatory context and analysis associated with wildfire
risk and includes reference to the recent and historic wildfire events that have affected
the City of Calistoga and region. See Master Response 2.2.3 Wildfire Risk.

Appendix 4.3(B) of the DEIR contains the CEQA Evacuation Analysis, which evaluates
evacuation scenarios and timelines, and is summarized in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. The
Evacuation Analysis was prepared based on industry standard practice and is informed
by the Best Practices for Analyzing and Mitigating Wildfire Impact of Development Project
Under the California Environmental Quality Act, prepared by the California Office of the
Attorney General. The DEIR concludes that with mitigation the project would resultin less
than significant impacts to an emergency evacuation both individually and cumulatively.

Response CA-3

See Master Responses 2.2.1 General Opposition Comments.
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2.2.6 SB1COMMENT LETTER

From: Susie Bowen
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2025 2:39 PM
To: Greg Desmond <gdesmond@calistogaca.gov>
Subject: Development on 500 Kortum Canyon Rd.

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not
click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

Greg Desmond,

| just learned about the proposed 20 lot development @ 500 Kortum
Canyon road.

This project must not be allowed to move forward.

Today, | ran from my house up Kortum Canyon to Sharp Rd. This road is
one of the treasures we have for Calistoga's active community. | ran into
one runner on his way down. Then further along the road, | saw a couple
removing a garbage can at a pull out area. | asked them if this was their
property, they replied no but stated they put the garbage can there for
people to throw away garbage and keep Kortum Canyon looking
nice. They said they walk up KC all the time. They have heard about the
development on KC and wished me luck to try and stop it, they think the
system is rigged. Another friend told me about her 80+year old mother
who hikes up the KC every Friday with her friends and would like some of
her ashes placed there after she dies.

Today | saw a wild turkey, hawks, and deer (a doe and fawn). A few years
ago a saw a mountain lion. My friend just sent my a picture of a bear on
Sharp Rd.

| will do everything | can to preserve KC as it is and prevent it from being
destroyed.

1) This road is used by the residents of Calistoga for exercise, runs/walks. It
is a treasured road in this community for this use. There are no open
spaces on this side of Calistoga like Oat Hill Mine trail on the east side of
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town. Do you know how many people walk or run on this road
everyday? Calistoga needs more open spaces with hiking and biking trails,
especially on the west side, NOT luxury homes which will likely be 2nd
homes for people who do not reside in Calistoga.

2) We absolutely do not need more luxury homes in this town. And a
ridiculous payment of $240,000 "in lieu" of fees for not being low income
to be paid to the city of Calistoga is a joke.

3) Why are luxury homes being built in HIGH risk fire areas? | live in town
across the street from a fire hydrant and 1 mile from the fire station and
my home owner's insurance tried to drop me. Itis "very high" fire risk, | do
not believe this is an appropriate hazard downgrade to "high" fire risk. It
is nonsensical to build new developments in high risk fire areas.

4) Why isn't the city sending out information regarding this project to ALL
Calistoga residents via mail.

5) This will add traffic to an already unsustainable level of traffic in
Calistoga. If Studt road is paved will it not increase traffic on this road and
to KC?

6) | can't imagine how the department of wildlife would allow this to pass.

Please advise what actions shocked and horrified residents can take to
prevent such an atrocious project that would destroy much of the quality
of life in Calistoga.

SB-1
Cont.

SB-2

SB-3

SB-4

SB-5

SB-6
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| am sure if this information was disseminated to every home and

apartment in Calistoga there would be a large outcry and opposition from SB-6
residents. Cont.
Sincerely,

Susie Bowen

Response SB-1

The comment expresses opposition to the project. Please see Master Response 2.2.1
regarding General Opposition Comments. The comment also expresses the value of
Kortum Canyon Road as a community treasure used by residents for walking and
running, and viewing wildlife, and states that more open spaces are needed especially on
the west side. Section 4.1 of the DEIR presents the regulatory context and the existing
site conditions for Biological Resources including special status species and is supported
by a site-specific Biological Resources Analysis (Appendix 4.1A). The commenters’
position that Calistoga needs more open spaces with hiking and biking trails and not
luxury homes is noted and will be considered by decision makers prior to taking action
on the project’s requested entitlements.

Response SB-2

The commenter notes that the project site is located in a very high fire zone, that it is
inappropriate to downgrade the site to high, and new development should not be built.
As described in Section 4.3 of the DEIR, the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (CAL FIRE) is responsible for designating Fire Hazard Severity Zones and does
so by taking into consideration several factors. In addition to Section 4.3 of the DEIR,
please see Master Response 2.3.3 Wildfire Risk. It should be noted that residential
development is permitted within both High and Very High Fires Hazard Severity Zones
provided that development complies with certain criteria. A Wildland Fire Protection Plan
was prepared for the Kortum Ranch Project and identifies strategies to minimize fire risk.
Furthermore, the project is required to comply with the City's fire safety regulations and
conditions imposed by the city's Fire Marshal. Section 4.3 of the DEIR presents a complete
analysis supported by substantial evidence including both a Wildland Fire Protection Plan
and an Evacuation Analysis Report and concludes that the project would not substantially
exacerbate fire risk or evacuation timelines.
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Response SB-3

The city has fully complied with the notification process for all stages of the
environmental review process and is not required to send mailed notices to all residents
via mail. See Section 1.2 Public Participation above regarding the release of public
notices. Additionally, as stated in the July 9, 2025, Planning Commission Staff Report on
the DEIR, public notices have been published in the Calistoga Tribute and mailed directly
to all property owners and occupants within 300 feet of the project site, consistent with
state law and the city’s standard process.

Response SB-4

New development in the City of Calistoga will add vehicles to existing roadways. The City’s
General Plan and its EIR anticipate continued development and corresponding trip
generation, consistent with the planned buildout projections. The Kortum Canyon Ranch
project is a residential development consistent with the General Plan and will not further
induce growth and generate vehicle trips beyond what has been anticipated. The DEIR
Section 4.2 Transportation presents the project specific analysis regarding traffic and
associated impacts. Please see Master Response 2.2.2 General Traffic Concerns. The
project does include improvements to portions of Kortum Canyon Road, which is paved
from Foothill Blvd. to the site access road, as well as paving the project’s onsite access
road. The project site access road does not provide through connection for vehicles, does
not create a short cut to a destination, and will serve new residents and emergency
vehicles.

Response SB-5

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife is a state trustee and responsible agency
and has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of special status
species and their habitat in accordance with the California Fish and Game Code, the
California Native Plant Protection Act, the California Endangered Species Act, and other
regulations. Chapter 4.1 Biological Resources of the DEIR discusses the project’s potential
adverse impact to special status species and their habitats, identifies mitigation
measures to avoid, reduce or offset impacts, and concludes that with measures, as well
as the acquisition of permits and approvals from CDFW, potential impacts to biological
resources will be reduced to levels below significance. Please also consider the comment
letter from CDFW and responses provided in section 2.3.2 below.

Response SB-6
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Please see Master Response 2.2.1 regarding General Opposition Comments. Comments
in opposition to the project are provided to the city decision makers for their
consideration prior to taking action on requested project approvals.
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2.2.7 SB 2 COMMENT LETTER

From: Susie Bowen

Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2025 11:09 PM

Subject: Re: Development on 500 Kortum Canyon rd.
Hi Lauren,

Thank you very much for your response.

Did the planning department agree to extend the window for public comment and to
notify all residents about this project? This project will create a significant change in traffic
at the 4 way stop coming into Calistoga and will impact all Calistoga residents.

| am reviewing the Transportation Impact Study and have many questions.

1) Is the plan to keep the single lane road between Buster's and the parking lot on the
other side of

Kortum Canyon Rd?

As this is a single lane, if cars are turning onto Kortum Canyon and there is a car coming
from Kortum Canyon towards Foothill Blvd, there will be a problem with cars not being
able to turn or pass each other due to the single lane. This will have a significant impact
on traffic.

2) | don't agree that there will only be an increase of 189 trips a day. Does this include,
cleaning ladies, nannies, gardeners, pool maintenance, visitors?

Let's say that 4 people live in a single family dwelling and there are 20 residences, that
makes for 160 trips a day (2 per person) just for people living in the subdivision. —

What if they build ADUs, that would increase the occupancy of the subdivision. Will that
be allowed?

—

3) What is going to happen to the road between Kortum Canyon and Sharp Rd? It is a dirt
road right now. | did not see that mentioned in the report. Will that road remain the
same? ]

_

4) Using Terrace Drive for one of the residences is not ideal. Our friends who live at the
corner of Terrace Drive and Foothill Blvd, had an accident there and increasing traffic

there is not a good idea. How will you control residents from using that road? | read that

_
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— SB2-5
it may be gated but will that be enforced? __ | Cont.

_

5) The study states that the project as proposed would not result in the construction of
any pedestrian facilities. | do not think the impact on the frequent use of the road by
pedestrians was assessed. This is a road that actually has a high volume of pedestrians
asitis used by many to hike and run "the lack of sidewalks is consistent with the expected SB 2-6
pedestrian and vehicle volumes and the low-speed context of the proposed street". What
is the expected pedestrian volume? Has anyone done a study to determine how many
pedestrians walk up KC? There are plenty of cars that speed on KC and this development
would increase the risk of pedestrians being injured. This intersection is "the worst™ |
service level possible" per the report. Apparently though, this is considered acceptable
per the City's policies.

As aresident, it is not acceptable. The traffic coming north on Highway 29 is often backed
up past the city limits during the evening commute. Going to Santa Rosa has not been SB 2-7
improved with the stop light and should have a roundabout. | have seen traffic backed
up past Lillie St. Also, the commute traffic going south on Foothill Blvd is backed up in the
am commute and often cars try to avoid traffic and drive onto Myrtle Street to avoid

waiting in line. | live on Myrtle and this is not okay for residents.

_
_

There is mention of a potential stop light at this intersection although there is no plan for
installation. A stop light will not help, the best option is a roundabout. The city should be
planning to put in a roundabout. | have been in an accident at this intersection. It is B 2-8
already, as the rating states, an unsafe intersection and adding traffic to this intersection
will only make it worse and increase threat to life. The reports state that there have been

no collisions at this intersections which is not true, or I am not sure if they mean no

accidents reports with vehicles turning left onto KC.

_

_

| don't know if this letter will suffice and be included in public comments on the project.
| am sure | will still have more questions after reading more of the impact studies. | can SB 2-9
submit an email to the planning department but would like to have answers to my

_

questions sooner rather than later if possible.

_

Will there be an impact study regarding wildlife? SB 2-10

Also, is the project asking for any variances or exceptions form the city code or zoning

regulations? If so, why are these being granted? SB 2-11

The bottom line is that this is a less than ideal place for a housing development for many SB 2-12
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_

safety reason. My understanding is that the city is currently doing very well with it's State
mandated quota for housing. The city would be wise to pass on this development and
look for alternatives elsewhere.

Sincerely, Susie Bowen
Response SB 2-1

The public comment period on the DEIR extended from June 13, 2025, through July 28,
2025. The city also elected to accept and respond to a late comment received on the DEIR,
see Section 2.2.13 below. The city is not required to extend the public comment period
on the DEIR and has made a good faith effort to notify residents and solicit comments
and has met and exceeded the CEQA notification requirements. Additionally, although
not required, the city held a public hearing before the Planning Commission on July 9,
2025, to receive input on the DEIR and further inform the community of the public
comment period, the project’s environmental impacts, and findings. Further, the Final EIR
and the project entitlements will be considered at a future public hearing before the
Planning Commission, at which time, residents are invited to comment on the adequacy
of the environmental record including response to comment on the DEIR, as well as the
merits of the project (e.g. whether in support of or in opposition to the project).

Response SB 2-2

The commenters’ disagreement with the findings of the traffic study is noted. Please see
Response SB-4 above as well as Master Response 2.2.2 General Traffic Concerns. Section
4.2 of the DEIR presents the analysis of Transportation Impacts and is informed by a
Traffic Impact Study, which was prepared using industry standards.

Response SB 2-3

Accessory dwelling units (ADU) are allowed in accordance with local and state regulations.
As with all existing homes citywide, individual homeowners may choose to pursue
various improvements to their homes or property in accordance with the city’s municipal
code and must secure necessary permits. The city provides information on ADUS at the
following link: https://www.ci.calistoga.ca.us/city-hall/departments-services/planning-

building/housing-development/accessory-dwelling-units

Response SB 2-4

The DEIR Section 3.5.3 Access, Circulation, and Parking summarize the proposed
improvements to Kortum Canyon Road as part of the proposed project. Briefly, the
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project proposes widening portions of Kortum Canyon from its intersection with SR
128/Foothill Blvd. to the project site entrance, which consists of a 20-foot roadway with
10-foot-wide vehicle travel lanes in each direction and a two-foot shoulder on each side.

Response SB 2-5

The commenter is correct that the road referred to as Terrace Drive (now proposed to be
named Silver Street) will serve one residential lot and will be gate controlled. The gate will
be equipped with a locking mechanism and only available for use during an emergency
and for access by emergency personnel. The intent of limiting access on this roadway to
one of the proposed lots is to mirror the existing and historic site conditions, which will
continue to provide access for one of the residential lots to the project site, as well as for
emergency access. All other new residents would access the site from Kortum Canyon
Road.

Response SB 2-6

It is correct that the project does not propose to construct sidewalks along the new site
access road, as it is considered a rural/hillside street type which does not include
sidewalks. Similarly, Kortum Canyon Road is considered a rural/hillside street and does
not include sidewalks. However, as stated on Page 4.2-7 of the DEIR that: “The
intersection of Foothill Boulevard/Highway 128 and Kortum Canyon Road will be
realigned. At this location, sidewalks, curbs, and curb ramps will also be installed on the
east side of Kortum Canyon Road and will be designed consistent with city standards.” As
such, the project does propose installing a sidewalks segment on the east side of Kortum
Canyon Road at its intersection with SR 128/Foothill Blvd. and Lincoln Ave/SR 29, which
would improve pedestrian connectivity and safety at this intersection.

Response SB 2-7

The commenter expresses concern regarding existing level of service at the study area
intersection. The DEIR evaluates the project's impacts on transportation in accordance
with the requirements of CEQA. In accordance with SB 743, CEQA analyses are no longer
permitted to use level of service to evaluate transportation impacts and rather rely on
the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric as described in Section 4.2 of the DEIR. Please
also see Master Response 2.2.2 General Traffic Concerns.

Response SB 2-8

The commenters’ suggestion that the study area intersection be improved with a
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roundabout is noted and provided to the decision makers for consideration.

As stated in the Traffic Impact Study, Appendix 4.2-A to the DEIR, the noted collision
records is available from the California Highway Patrol as published in their Statewide
Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) and reports that during the five-year study
period there were no reported collisions involving pedestrians.

Response SB 2-9

The commenter expresses uncertainty as to whether their letter will be included in the
record and if questions will be responded to. The letter is included in the record and
comments regarding environmental topics have been responded to. For purposes of the
FEIR, comments and questions that do not raise environmental concerns, are not specific
to the project, or are in regard to the project merits are not required to be responded to
as part of the environmental record's response to comments. Please also see Master
Response 2.2.1 regarding General Opposition Comments, as well as Section 1.3 FEIR
Process + Findings above, which summarize the requirements of a FEIR.

Response SB 2-10

The DEIR includes a full analysis of Biological Resources in Section 4.2, which is informed
by a site-specific Biological Resources Analysis (Appendix 4.1-A) and an Aquatic
Delineation Report (Appendix 4.1-B). See also Response SB-5.

Response SB 2-11

The commenter requests information regarding any variances or exceptions from the
city code and why they are being granted. This comment does not raise environmental
concerns, and no further response is required. However, please note that the project
entitlements, including any variances or exceptions, will be presented in a staff report to
be considered at a future public hearing before the Planning Commission and will
address all required findings necessary to support any exceptions to city regulations.

Response SB 2-12

The commenters’ opinion that the location of the development is less than ideal is noted.
Please see Master Response 2.2.1 General Opposition Comments and Master Response
2.2.4 Project Alternatives.
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2.2.8 SB 3 COMMENT LETTER
From: Susie Bowen
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2025 2:22 PM

To: Greg Desmond <gdesmond®@calistogaca.gov>

Subject: Re: Development on 500 Kortum Canyon Rd.

Greg,

Thank you for your response. To ensure that all the residents in Calistoga

have time to respond and voice their opinions on this project | believe that
the July 28th date should be extended.

Calistoga often has meetings like this in the summer when many residents
are on vacation. | believe every resident in Calistoga should be notified
about this project and have a voice. | did not see anything on the city website
about this project. It is possible | missed it, but it didn't pop up when |
googled the city website.

M y neighbor who lives on foothill received a letter about a meeting on July 9,
but she could not attend because she was on vacation.

| believe the city of Calistoga has a responsibility to put up a sign up on
Kortum Canyon and mail every single resident regarding this project and
request input. This would be to insure transparency by the city and to
determine what is best for the community by the people who live here. Not
investors trying to make more money.

How are you going to measure input from the city? How are you going to measure
opposition?

| don't think the letters you receive by July 28 is an adequate measure of opposition.

What happens after July 28?

Susie Bowen

Response SB 3-1

Please see Response SB 2-1 above and Master Response 2.2.1 regarding General
Opposition Comments. Comments in opposition to the project are provided to the
city decision makers for their consideration prior to taking action on requested
project approvals.
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2.2.9 SB 4 COMMENT LETTER

Lauren Clark

rrom: susesoven

Sent: Monday, July 28, 2025 4:44 PM

To: Greg Desmond; Planning Department Email; Lauren Clark
. N
Subject: ATTENTION Planning Department

| am strongly opposed to the Kortum Ranch development.

1) I do not believe this city did its due diligence to communicate information regarding
this project to the entire community. They sent letters to a short radius of homes near
the project about a meeting on July 9. This is not sufficient notice. The entire city will be
impacted by this project and as such every resident should be notified. Therefore, | think
that all residents should be sent an email and have adequate time to respond. The July
28 deadline should be extended. | just learned about this project online from the
newspaperonJuly 21. This does not give me adequate time to read the project scope and
draft environmentimpactreport and pose questions. But, | did my best. | have sent other

emails but will send this last email to make sure all the points | can think of are covered.
TRAFFIC: intersection of KC, Linclon and Foothill Blvd/29/128.

2) This intersection is "the worst service level possible" per the report. Apparently
though, this is considered acceptable per the City's policies.

As aresident, itis notacceptable. The traffic coming north on Highway 29 is often backed
up past the city limits during the evening commute. Going to Santa Rosa has not been
improved with the stop light and should have a roundabout. | have seen traffic backed
up past Lillie St. Also, the commute traffic going south on Foothill Blvd is backed up in
the morning commute and often cars try to avoid traffic and drive onto Myrtle Street to

avoid waiting in line. | live on Myrtle and this is not okay for residents.

There is mention of a potential stop light at this intersection although there is no plan for
installation. A stop light will not help, the best option is a roundabout. The city should be
planning to put in a roundabout. | have been in an accident at this intersection. It is
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already, as the rating states, an unsafe intersection and adding traffic to this intersection
will only make it worse and increase threat to life. As | have seen other building projects
around town which will increase traffic, no further building projects should be approved
until the traffic problem is fixed. The only way to fix this problem is with a roundabout at
this intersection.

Construction phase: this would significantly increase traffic at this intersection and
increase risk of accidents.

I don't agree that there will only be an increase of 189 trips a day. Does this include,
cleaning ladies, nannies, gardeners, pool maintenance, visitors? People working on the
homes?

Let's say that 4 people live in a single family dwelling and there are 20 residences, that
makes for 160 trips a day (2 per person) just for people living in the subdivision.

What if they build ADUs, that would increase the occupancy of the subdivision.
Terrace Drive:

It is not clear to me what will happen on Terrace Drive. My friend who lives at the corner
of Terrace Drive and Foothill Blvd recently was injured in an accident there. | do not think
there should be any increased traffic at Terrace Drive. It doesn't sound like the road will
be improved to adequate specifications per the city but for some reason this
development is allowed to have exceptions to the code.

Kortum Canyon Rd is a high pedestrian use road. | did not read any information about
the impact of traffic on this road regarding pedestrian use. Is the city aware of how many
people frequent this road for hikes/runs? Increased traffic will increase potential
pedestrian/car accidents.

What is the plan for the road between Kortum Canyon and Sharp Road? This project has
the potential to increase traffic along this road from KC to Sharp Road. This would
increase accident risks for cars and pedestrians.

FIRE RISK:
In many parts of this report this area is considered a "very high fire hazard zone".

| don't believe the downgrade to "high" from Cal Fire is believable. Many people who live
in town can't get fire insurance. It is nonsensical to build in what we all know is a fire risk
area, high or very high doesn't really matter.
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Calistoga may have enough water right now, but in the future it may not. Why build
homes that will require resources we may not have in the future and allow development
in fire prone areas?

This development will slow down fire personal from fighting fires as needed. And
residents in this area will slow down evacuations for everyone.

ENVIRONMENT:

From the report, | understand that the wetlands in this area will mostly be destroyed. |
did not read anything about the impact on bears, mountain lions, coyotes, or deer.

We all know that we can drink from the water that spills out of the pipe onto KC but that
will be destroyed with this development.

PRIVATE ROADS:

Per the report it states that all new roads in Calistoga should be public roads. If this
development is built, they should not be allowed to prevent people from walking on the
roads there. | would walk through on Terrace Drive and through the sub division to get
to Kortum Canyon. This subdivision should not be allowed to be private or have private
roads. Within the subdivision there will be a private road that will not meet the city's code
requirement of a 12 foot road and only be 10 feet. Why is this subdivision being allowed
to change the requirements?

Why are they allowed to have a private road?

Also, is the project asking for any variances or exceptions form the city code or zoning
regulations? If so, please explain what the project has asked for.

CALISTOGA'S FUTURE:

It is really unfortunate that the city of Calistoga is not looking for ways to prevent over-
development. We have met our quota for building.

We NEED open spaces and more hiking, biking trails. NOT luxury homes built in fire
zones. Where is the vision for Calistoga? Calistoga wants to be a town for wellness and
health. To maintain wellness and health, communities need open spaces for exercise and
to connect with nature.

| can't imagine not having the beautiful Oat Hill Mine Trail in Calistoga. It is also a
magnificent and beautiful treasure. Bothe is also another amazing place to be in nature.
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What is New York without Central Park? What is San Francisco without Golden Gate Park?

Kortum Canyon is used by a multitude of Calistoga residents and visitors for exercise,
runs/walks. Itis a treasured road in this community for this use. There are no open spaces
on this side of Calistoga like Oat Hill Mine trail on the other of town.

Please listen to all the residents in Calistoga and give everyone a voice. Let's choose
option "No Project/No development".

Sincerely, Susie Bowen

Response SB 4-1

Please see Responses SB-3 and SB 2-1 regarding the city’s notification process for public
comment on the DEIR, publication of notice in the Calistoga Tribune, and direct mailings
to residents.

Response SB 4-2

Please see Master Response 2.2.2 on General Traffic Concerns, Responses to Comment
Letter 2.3.3 from Caltrans, and Responses SB 2-4, SB 2-5, SB 2-6, SB 2-7 and SB 2-8 above.

Response SB 4-3
Please see Master Response 2.2.3 on Wildfire Risk and Response SB-2 above.
Response SB 4-4

Section 4.1 of the DEIR presents the regulatory context and the existing site conditions
for Biological Resources including special status species and is supported by a site-
specific Biological Resources Analysis (Appendix 4.1-A). CEQA requires that the analysis
evaluate potential impacts to special status species and jurisdictional waters, which are
adequately addressed in the DEIR. Also see Response SB 2-9 above.

There are no changes proposed by the project that would affect the existing water pipe
at Kortum Canyon Road.

Response SB 4-5

As discussed beginning on page 4.2-8 of the DEIR, the project proposes the development
of a new private street (access road), which requires 12-foot-wide travels lanes, except
when the street is restricted by topography or other natural features over short
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distances. The proposed access road and improvements to the roadway referred to as
Terrace Drive (now proposed to be named Silver Street) have been reviewed, conditions
imposed, and found to be acceptable by the City Engineer under Section 16.16.030(c)(4)
of the City’s Municipal Code. Also see Response SB 2-11 above.

Response SB 4-6

Please see Master Response 2.2.1 General Opposition Comments and Response SB-1
above.
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2.2.10 RL COMMENT LETTER

Robert Leavitt<osptrob@sonic.net>
Planning Department Email <planning@calistogaca.gov>
Greetings,

| would like to express my reservations and advise against the Kortum Ranch
Subdivision Project. | think the location of this project, which would allow the
construction of up to 20 single-family residences on the hillside just above
Buster's BBQ will create a greater amount of traffic and pedestrian congestion
at the already over burdened intersection of Lincoln Ave and Foothill Blvd. At
peak commute hours this intersection can be 10-20 cars deep in the East bound
lane of Foothill Blvd. The surface of Kortum Canyon Rd, which is already in a
terrible state, would likely also degenerate further leading to the need for
repaving which would further snarl traffic trying to move through the area.
There are multiple other suitable sites for this development, closer to the other
end of Lincoln Ave, where low cost housing has recently been constructed, that
should not create higher pedestrian traffic across the intersection of Lincoln
and Foothill. For a community that is largely dependent on tourist dollars for
it's economic survival, why would it make sense to make ingress and egress of
the community more difficult for those seeking to enjoy the town, by creating
conditions of increased traffic and pedestrian congestion at the already over
burdened intersection of Lincoln Ave and Foothill Blvd?

Robert Leavitt

Response RL-1

Please see Master Response 2.2.1 General Opposition Comments and Master Response

2.2.2 General Traffic Concerns.

Response RL-2

Please see Master Response 2.2.4 Project Alternatives.
Response RL-3

Please see Master Response 2.2.2 General Traffic Concerns.
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2.2.11 JC COMMENT LETTER

From: Jim Cantrell

Sent: Saturday, July 26, 2025 7:41 AM
To: Planning Department Email

CC: Linda

Subject: 500 Kortum Kanyon

E—

We are the owners of the property directly south of this property. We have owned this
property and called Calistoga our home since 1991. We support this development. This
is a low density use of this property which will have a positive economic impact on our JC-1
community, unlike the Busk property which had many issues over the years
There is nothing wrong with good development such as this.

Jim & Linda Cantrell

Response JC-1

The comment in support of the project is acknowledged. This comment is related to the
merits of the project and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. No further response
is required.
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2.2.12 WM COMMENT LETTER

From: WILLIAM MANNIX

Sent: Sunday, July 27, 2025 11:24 AM
To: Planning Department Email

I would like to object to the project proposed on the hill above my above my property.} WM-1
The Korbum Canyon road project. | feel that this project will cause me pressure and] WM-2
anxiety about homes being sent down the hill. Please see article. Also, the impact of these J WM-3
houses on our already stressed resources (water, electric, sewer etc...) This is also a high

risk fire risk area and we don't need more houses to stress our fire department even | WM-4

more. Thank you

is not welcome. Please stop this project.

WM-2
Cont.
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Sincerely, William Mannix

Excalibur

' e ¥ Financial Group, Inc.

4830 West Kennedy Blvd Suite 550

Tampa Florida 33609 813-286-445
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Response WM-1

Please see Master Response 2.2.1 General Opposition Comments.

Response WM-2

The commenter expresses concern regarding upslope development affecting their
property located downslope. A site-specific Geotechnical Report was prepared for the
subject project that identified slope stability conditions and provided engineering
recommendations for site development including grading, drainage, and foundation
treatments. Mitigation Measure GEO-2 requires that final design plans be prepared and
stamped by a licensed engineer adhering to all engineer recommendations set for the
Geotechnical Report and that verification of compliance be reviewed and approved by
the City Engineer. Additionally, Mitigation Measure GEO-1 requires compliance with the
recommendations set for the site-specific Debris Flow Hazard Assessment including
installation and maintenance of catchment basins or debris flow fencing to prevent
downslope displacement. As such, the project’'s environmental review has considered
slope stability and measures are imposed to protect downslope properties. Therefore,
the DEIR concludes that potential impacts are reduced to less than significant levels with
mitigation.

Response WM-3

The project’'s impact on water, electricity, sewer and other utilities has been evaluated as
part of the environmental review and impacts determined to be less than significant.
Further, the project is consistent with the City's planned development as envisioned
through the General Plan and evaluated in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, the project
would not resultin a substantial increase in demand for utilities or public services beyond
what has been planned for as part of the General Plan.

Response WM-4

The Fire Marshal has reviewed the project, imposed conditions of approval, and
determined that fire department resources are sufficient to serve the project. Please also
see Master Response 2.2.3 Wildfire Risk.
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2.2.13 GC COMMENT LETTER

From:

SuLject: FW: KORTUM CANYON SUBDIVISION
Date: Saturday, August 2, 2025 12:37:29 PM

Attachments: VIDA VALIENTE - TITLE 14 SYNOPSIS.pdf
VIDA VALIENTE - AG BEST PRACTICES.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Please accept the corrected (Title 14 rather than Tile 24) version of my communication.

Fror: I

Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2025 12:30 PM
To: 'planning@calistogaca.gov' <planning@calistogaca.gov>
Subject: KORTUM CANYON SUBDIVISION

RE: PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION ON KORTUM CANYON

Not having been familiarized with the project specifics, | would like to make the City of
Calistoga approving bodies aware with the state of California provisions of Title 14 in all Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ) in which this project is located. GC-1

For your preliminary information, | herewith attach a Title 14 synopsis (not covering all
provisions of the law) as well as the state Attorney General’s best practices recommendations
for all projects within the VHFHSZ. J
-
I would like to highlight the access road standard specifications of Title 14 which among other
provisions regarding radii, slopes and bearing capacities, mandate a minimum width of 20 feet GC-2
plus 2 feet of shoulder on each side, and a secondary access which must comply to the same

standard without looping back to the main access.
o

-
| would also like to highlight the Attorney General’s best practices recommendation of an

evacuation plan as part of the CEQA analysis. This requirement was mandated by the courts in
the Guenoc proposed subdivision in Lake County.

Having experienced evacuations from our home at the top of Diamond Mountain Road in
2017 and 2020, the loss of two homes and the devastation of the landscape from hundreds of
burned mature trees the City Council members must be aware of, it is responsible planning GC-3
that both Title 14 and the Attorney General’s recommendations are adhered to in the
approval of this project.

George Caloyannidis -
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Response GC-1

Please see Master Response 2.2.3 Wildfire Risk. Appendix 4.3(B) of the DEIR contains the
CEQA Evacuation Analysis, which evaluates evacuation scenarios and timelines, and is
summarized in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. The Evacuation Analysis was prepared based on
industry standard practice and is informed by the Best Practices for Analyzing and
Mitigating Wildfire Impact of Development Project Under the California Environmental
Quality Act, prepared by the California Office of the Attorney General. The DEIR concludes
that with mitigation the project would result in less than significant impacts to an
emergency evacuation both individually and cumulatively.

Response GC-2

The Fire Marshall has reviewed the project and has found the proposed primary access
and emergency access in compliance with Title 14 specifications and has conditioned the
project accordingly. Please also see Response SB 4-5.

Response GC-3

Please Response GC-1 above.
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2.2.14 SUMMARY OF VERBAL COMMENTS AT PLANNING COMMISSION DEIR HEARING

On July 9, 2025, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to receive public
comment on the Draft EIR. Several verbal comments were received from both
Commission members and audience members. The following summarizes the
comments received during the DEIR hearing:

—_

1. The road referred to in the DEIR as Terrace Drive does not have clear signage
present along the road itself and may be unnamed.

-

2. Clarify the Terrace Drive roadway improvements proposed by the project and
use of the roadway.

3. Concerns regarding increases in traffic at certain intersections after
implementation of the project. —

4. General support or opposition to the project.

I

_—

PC-1

PC-2

PC-3

PC-4

5. Changes to the CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity Maps and input from the Fire PC-5

Marshall.

7. Preference for the project to be located on a different site.

6. Clarify what other uses that would be allowed onsite. j

Response PC-1

The DEIR refers to the secondary emergency access road as Terrace Drive. Commenters
noted that this roadway is not official named and no street signage currently exists. It
should be noted that the Terrace Drive homenclature was used in the DEIR because
google maps shows this as the roads’ name. However, it is acknowledged that there is no
existing signage on this road. The roadway, referred to in the DEIR as “Terrace Drive” is
directly across from Silver Street on the other side of Foothill Blvd. Since “Terrace Drive”
will be used for emergency vehicle access to the project site, it is required to be formally
named and signage installed. Naming the roadway is a function of the Planning
Commission and will be included as part of the entitlement process.

Response PC-2

The DEIR Chapter 3.0 Project Description, Section 3.5.3 Access, Circulation, and Parking
summarize the proposed improvements to Terrace Drive:
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“The project includes improvements to the Terrace Drive right-of-way,
including paving and striping for two 10-foot travel lanes and %-foot
shoulders within the 22-foot right-of way, paving and striping for two
7.5-foot travel lanes and %-foot shoulder within the 16-foot right-of-
way, extension of Terrace Drive on Lot 20 with two 10-foot travel lanes
and %-foot shoulders to provide connection to the proposed
emergency vehicle access, installation of an emergency vehicle access
turnaround, and pavement markings in both directions to inform
vehicle operators of the narrow road conditions. . . “

The proposed improvements to Terrace Drive have been reviewed, conditions imposed
and found to be acceptable by the City Engineer under Section 16.16.030(c)(4) of the
City's Municipal Code. It should be noted the roadway referred to as Terrace Drive is
currently unnamed and will be formally named as part of the project’s entitlement
process.

As stated on page 3-10 of the DEIR, the intended use of the roadway is to exclusively
serve Lot 20 and for emergency vehicle access.

Response PC-3

Please see Master Response 2.2.2 General Traffic Concerns.

Response PC-4

Please see Master Response 2.2.1 regarding General Opposition Comments.
Response PC-5

Please see Master Response 2.2.3 Wildfire Risk. The Fire Marshall has reviewed the
project and has found it to be in compliance with Title 14 specifications.

Response PC-6

The only permitted uses are those specified under the Rural Residential Hillside
designation and as allowed by state law and other local regulations, such as Accessory
Dwelling Units.

Response PC-7

Please see Master Response 2.2.4 Project Alternatives.
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2.3 AGENCY COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

2.3.1  CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION

Gavin Newsom, Governor

W California Jennifer Lucchesi, Director
ﬁ @ Department of Conservation TIPSt N 1908
acramento, CA. 95814

Geologic Energy Management Division T: (916) 445-5986

July 22, 2025

VIA EMAIL

City of Calistoga Lauren A. Clark

1232 Washington Street, Calistoga, CA 94515 Iclark@calistogaca.gov

Assessor Parcel Number(s): 011-290-007, 011-290-038, 011-290-039, 011-310-008, and
011-310-062

Property Owner(s): Kortum Ranch, LLC
Project Location Address: No Address, just APNs

PROJECT TITLE: KORTUM RANCH DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Public Resources Code (PRC) section 3208.1 establishes re-abandonment
responsibility when previously plugged and abandoned oil, gas or
geothermal wells will be impacted by planned property development or
construction activities. Local permitting agencies, property owners, and/or
developers should be aware of, and fully understand, that significant and
potentially dangerous issues may be associated with development near
previously abandoned oil, gas, and geothermal wells.

The California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) has
received the above- referenced project dated 5/28/2025. To assist local
permitting agencies, property owners, and developers in making safe and
practical land use decisions regarding potential development near oil, gas, CDC-1
or geothermal wells, CalGEM provides a table in the attached enclosure of
the wells within the parcel boundary or in its vicinity, based on CalGEM's
Well Finder database (https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/doggr/wellfinder/).

CalGEM categorically advises against building over, or in any way impeding
access to, oil, gas, or geothermal wells. Impeding access to a well could result in
the need to remove any structure or obstacle that prevents orimpedes access _
including, but not limited to, buildings, housing, fencing, landscaping, trees,
pools, patios, sidewalks, roadways, and decking at the landowner’s expense if
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there is a need to access a well. Maintaining sufficient access is considered the
ability for a well servicing unit and associated necessary equipment (consisting
of well servicing rig, pumping equipment, pipe trailer) to reach a well from a
public street or access way, solely over the parcel on which the well is located.
A well servicing unit, and any necessary equipment, should be able to pass
unimpeded along and over the route, and should be able to access the well
without disturbing the integrity of surrounding infrastructure. Impermeable
barriers such as asphalt, concrete, and plastic may trap hazardous gases and
liquids underneath and could create a safety hazard if built over a well that
later develops a leak.

CalGEM recommends that any well for which access is impeded or built over,
against CalGEM's advice, should be evaluated by a qualified petroleum
professional for compliance with the statutory objectives of isolating all
hydrocarbon-bearing strata; protecting underground and surface waters;
prevention of subsequent damage to life, health, property, and other resources;
and prevention of loss of oil, gas, or reservoir energy. CalGEM recommends
thatwells that do not meet these standards are abandoned or re-abandoned
prior to construction. The well information can be accessed through
CalGEM's Well Finder database mentioned above. PRC section 3208,
subdivision (a), provides the primary statutory authority for CalGEM to oversee
adequate abandonment of wells. Additionally, CalGEM has developed the
regulatory guidance for operators to be followed during well abandonment,
which are listed within California Code of Regulation, title 14 (CCR) section
1723 and associated sub-sections (for onshore wells), and section 1745 and
associated sub-sections (for offshore wells). There is no guarantee that a well
abandoned in compliance with current Division requirements as prescribed by
law will not start leaking in the future. Due to the inability to predict all
subsurface conditions or changes, it always remains a possibility that any well
may start to leak oil, gas, and/or water after abandonment, no matter how
thoroughly the wellwas plugged and abandoned. CalGEM acknowledges wells
plugged and abandoned to the most current Division requirements as
prescribed by law have a lower probability of leaking in the future, however
there is no guarantee that such abandoned wells will not leak.

CalGEM advises that all wells identified on the development parcel prior to,
or during, development activities be tested for liquid and gas leakage. Surveyed
locations in Latitude and Longitude, NAD 83 decimal format, and leak testing
results should be provided to CalGEM. CalGEM expects any wells found
leaking to be reported to CalGEM immediately.

PRC section 3208.1 gives CalGEM the authority to order or permit the re-
abandonment of any well where it has reason to question the integrity of the
previous abandonment. Responsibility for re-abandonment costs may be
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affected by the choices made by the local permitting agency, property
owner, and/or developer in considering the general advice set forth in this
letter. The PRC continues to define the person or entity responsible for re-
abandonment as:

1. The property owner - If the well was plugged and abandoned in
conformance with Division requirements at the time of abandonment, and
in its current condition does not pose an immediate danger to life, health,
and property, but requires additional work solely because the owner of
the property on which the well is located proposes construction on the
property that would prevent or impede access to the well for purposes of
remedying a currently perceived future problem, then the owner of the
property on which the well is located shall obtain all rights necessary to
re-abandon the well and be responsible for the re-abandonment.

2. The person or entity causing construction over or near the well - If the well
was plugged and abandoned in conformance with Division requirements
at the time of plugging and abandonment, and the property owner,
developer, or local agency permitting the construction failed either to
obtain an opinion from the supervisor or district deputy as to whether the
previously abandoned well is required to be re-abandoned, or to follow
the advice of the supervisor or district deputy not to undertake
construction that impedes access, then the person or entity causing the
construction over or near the well shall obtain all rights necessary to re-
abandon the well and be responsible for the re-abandonment.

3. The party or parties responsible for disturbing the integrity of the
abandonment - If the well was plugged and abandoned in conformance
with Division requirements at the time of plugging and abandonment, and
after that time someone other than the operator or an affiliate of the
operator disturbed the integrity of the abandonment in the course of
developing the property, then the party or parties responsible for disturbing
the integrity of the abandonment shall be responsible for the re-
abandonment.

Should any wells require abandonment or re-abandonment, the responsible
party must submit a Notice of Intention (NOI) to CalGEM through WellSTAR. The
NOI form can be accessed in the ‘Plugging and Abandonment’ section of the
following link: https://www.conservation.ca.gov/calgem/for_operators.

No well work may be performed on any oil, gas, or geothermal well without
written approval from CalGEM. Well work requiring approval includes, but is not
limited to, mitigating leaking gas or other fluids from abandoned wells,
modifications to well casings, and/or any other re- abandonment work.
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CalGEM also regulates the top of a plugged and abandoned well's minimum
and maximum depth below final grade. CCR section 1723.5 states well casings
shall be cut off at least 5 feet but no more than 10 feet below the surface of the
ground. If any well needs to be lowered or raised (i.e. casing cut down or
casing riser added) to meet this regulation, a permit from CalGEM is required
before work can start.

CalGEM makes the following additional recommendations to the local
permitting agency, property owner, and developer:

1. To ensure that present and future property owners are aware of (a) the
existence of all wells located on the property, and (b) potentially
significant issues associated with any improvements near oil or gaswells,
CalGEM recommends that information regarding the below identified
well(s), and any other pertinent information obtained after the issuance of
this letter, be communicated to the appropriate county recorder for
inclusion in the title information of the subject real property.

2. CalGEM recommends that any soil containing hydrocarbons be disposed
of in accordance with local, state, and federal laws. Please notify the
appropriate authorities if soil containing significant amounts of
hydrocarbons is discovered during development.

As indicated in PRC section 3106, CalGEM has statutory authority over the
drilling, operation, maintenance, and abandonment of oil, gas, and
geothermal wells, and attendant facilities, to prevent, as far as possible,
damage to life, health, property, and natural resources; damage to
underground oil, gas, and geothermal deposits; and damage to
underground and surface waters suitable for irrigation or domestic
purposes. In addition to CalGEM's authority to order work on wells pursuant
to PRC sections 3208.1 and 3224, it has authority to issue civil and criminal
penalties under PRC sections 3236, 3236.5, and 3359 for violations within
CalGEM's jurisdictional authority. CalGEM does not regulate grading,
excavations, or other land use issues.

Should you have any questions, or if any wells are encountered that were
not part of this letter, contact CalGEM at 976.322.7110 or via email at
CalGEMNorthern@conservation.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

“‘Ma,«a,gw,

May Soe

Supervising Oil and Gas Engineer - Northern District

CDC-2
Cont.
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Response CDC-1

The City recognizes CalGEM's authority over land use decisions regarding potential
development near oil, gas, or geothermal wells. As noted in CalGEM's letter, based on
CalGEM's Well Finder database there are “no wells in the project area.” No further
response is required.

Response CDC-2

The City recognizes its obligation to adhere to CalGEM's well abandonment and re-
abandonment policies. As noted in Response CDC-1 above, there are no wells in the
project area. No further response is required.
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2.3.2  CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

CALIFORNIA State of California - Natural Resources Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor
58 DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director
“gs) Bay Delta Region
2825 Cordelia Road, Suite 100

Fairfield, CA 94534
(707) 428-2002
www.wildlife.ca.gov

July 23, 2025

Lauren Clark,
Assistant Planner
City of Calistoga
1232 Washington
Street

Calistoga, CA 94515
LClark@calistogaca.

gov

Subject: Kortum Ranch Development Project, Draft Environmental
Impact Report, SCH No. 2023090349, City of Calistoga, Napa County

Dear Ms. Clark:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) from the City of Calistoga (City) for the
Kortum Ranch Development Project (Project) pursuant the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines. CDFW previously
provided comments in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR in
a letter dated October 6, 2023.

CDFW is submitting comments on the EIR to inform the City, as the Lead Agency, CDFW-1
of potentially significant impacts to biological resources associated with the
Project.

CDFW ROLE

CDFW is a Trustee Agency with responsibility under CEQA pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section 15386 for commenting on projects that could impact fish,

57


http://www.wildlife.ca.gov/
mailto:LClark@calistogaca.gov
mailto:LClark@calistogaca.gov

FEIR

plant, and wildlife resources. CDFW is also considered a Responsible Agency if
a project would require discretionary approval, such as permits issued under the
California Endangered Species Act (CESA), the Lake and Streambed Alteration
(LSA) Agreement, or other provisions of the Fish and Game Code that afford

protection to the state’s fish and wildlife trust resources.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

Proponent: Anthony Curci, Kortum Ranch, LLC

Objective: The Project would subdivide four existing parcels totaling 30 acres
into 20 individual lots ranging from 0.40 acres to 6.29 acres accommodating
single-family residences ranging from approximately 2,500 to 4,500 square
feet. The Project includes on-site road and utility improvements, construction
of retaining walls, and off-site improvements on Kortum Canyon Road
between the Project site and the intersection at Foothill Boulevard, as well as
Terrace Drive. The proposed subdivision will allow for future construction of
20 single-family detached homes and ancillary improvements. The Project will

result in the removal of approximately 20 native trees.

Location: The Project site is located at approximately 38.57425° N and -
122.58413° W in the southeast portion of the City of Calistoga, adjacent to
the southern city limit, at 500 Kortum Canyon Road on four parcels (APNs
011-290-007; -038; - 039; and a remainder lot (formerly 011-310-023))
totaling approximately 30 acres; in the City of Calistoga, CA 94515, Napa
County.

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

California Endangered Species Act

Please be advised that a CESA Incidental Take Permit (ITP) must be obtained
if the Project has the potential to result in “take” of plants or animals listed
or candidate species under CESA, either during construction or over the life
of the Project. The Project has the potential to impact northern spotted
owl (Strix occidentalis caurina, NSO), CESA listed as threatened species,
as further described below. Issuance of an ITP is subject to CEQA
documentation; the CEQA document must specify impacts, mitigation
measures, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program. If the

——
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Project will impact CESA listed species, early consultation is encouraged, as CDFW-2
significant modification to the Project and mitigation measures may be Cont.
required in order to obtain an ITP.

CEQA requires a Mandatory Finding of Significance if a project is likely to
substantially restrict the range or reduce the population of a threatened or
endangered species (Pub. Resources Code, 88 21001, subd. (c) & 21083;
CEQA Guidelines, 88 15380, 15064, and 15065). Impacts must be avoided or
mitigated to less-than-significant levels unless the CEQA Lead Agency CDFW-3

makes and supports Findings of Overriding Consideration (FOC). The CEQA

Lead Agency's FOC does not eliminate the Project proponent’s obligation to
comply with CESA.

Lake and Streambed Alteration

An LSA Notification, pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 1600 et. seq.
is required for Project activities affecting lakes or streams and associated
riparian habitat. Notification is required for any activity that will
substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow; change or use
material from the bed, channel, or bank including associated riparian
or wetland resources; or deposit or dispose of material where it may
pass into a river, lake or stream. Thank you for including Mitigation CDFW-4
Measure BIO-8 in the EIR, which requires the Project to obtain an
LSA Agreement for impacts to unnamed streams and riparian
vegetation within the Project area. Work within ephemeral
streams, washes, watercourses with a subsurface flow, and
floodplains are subject to LSA notification requirements. CDFW, as a
Responsible Agency under CEQA, would consider the CEQA document
for the Project and may issue an LSA Agreement. CDFW may not execute the
final LSA Agreement until it has complied with CEQA as a Responsible

Agency. -

Raptors and Other Nesting Birds

CDFW has jurisdiction over actions that may result in the disturbance or
destruction of active nest sites or the unauthorized take of birds. Fish and
Game Code sections protecting birds, their eggs, and nests include sections

CDFW-5
3503 (regarding unlawful take, possession or needless destruction of the
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nests or eggs of any bird), 3503.5 (regarding the take, possession or

destruction of any birds-of-prey or their nests or eggs), and 3513 (regarding CDFW-5
unlawful take of any migratory nongame bird). Migratory birds are also Cont.
protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS _

CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below and in

Attachment 1 to assist the City in adequately identifying and/or mitigating CDEW-6

the Project’s significant, or potentially significant, direct and indirect impacts
on fish and wildlife (biological) resources.

l. Environmental Setting and Related Impact Shortcoming

MANDATORY FINDING OF SIGNIFICANCE. Does the Project have
potential to substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of
an endangered, rare, or threatened species?

AND

Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by CDFW or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)?

COMMENT 1: Northern Spotted Owl

Issue, specific impacts, why they may occur and be potentially
significant: The Project may impact NSO due to the Project's auditory or
visual disturbance up to 0.25 miles away from the Project site. The
Biological Resources section of the EIR states that “Forests with mature
western hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla), Douglas-fir, redwood, ponderosa
pine (Pinus ponderosa), and western red cedar (Thuja plicata) are
commonly associated with NSO” (page 4.1-14). According to the
Vegetation - Napa County Update 2016 [ds2899] layer, the Project is within
0.25 miles of forest comprised of Douglas fir forest which is the same
vegetation type used by the closest NSO pair to the Project (MASTEROWL
#NAPOO13) at 0.8 miles away and the closest nest
(MASTEROWL#NAPO00Q7) at 1.1 miles away (Spotted Owl Observations [ds704].
If NSO nests within the 0.25-mile range of potential audio or visual disturbance

R
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go undetected, NSO could be impacted by Project activities resulting in nest
abandonment and loss of eggs, or reduced health and vigor and loss of young.
NSO is CESA listed as a threatened species and is also listed under the federal
Endangered Species Act (ESA) and therefore is considered to be a threatened
species pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15380. Therefore, if an active NSO
nestis disturbed by the Project, the Project may result in a substantial reduction
in the number of a threatened species, which is considered a Mandatory
Finding of Significance pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15065, subdivision

(a)1).

Recommended Mitigation Measure: To reduce potential impacts to NSO
to less-than- significant and comply with CESA, CDFW recommends
including the following mitigation measure in the EIR.

Mitigation Measure BIO-9 Northern Spotted Owl Habitat Assessment and

Surveys. A qualified biologist shall provide an assessment of potential NSO
nesting habitat within the Project area and a 0.25-mile radius and obtain
CDFW's written acceptance of the assessment. Alternatively, if the
assessment is not completed, or if it concludes that NSO nesting habitat is
present, then no Project activities within 0.25 miles of potential NSO nesting
habitat shall occur between March 15 and July 31 unless a qualified biologist
approved in writing by CDFW conducts NSO surveys following the USFWS'
Protocol for Surveying Proposed Management Activities That May Impact
Northern Spotted Owls, dated (revised) January 9, 2012. Surveys shall be
conducted in accordance with Section 9 of the survey protocol, Surveys for
Disturbance-Only Projects. If breeding NSO are detected during surveys,
CDFW shall be immediately notified and a 0.25-mile no-disturbance buffer
zone shall be implemented around the nest until the end of the breeding
season, or a qualified biologist determines that the nest is no longer active,
unless otherwise approved in writing by CDFW. The Project shall obtain
CDFW's written acceptance of the qualified biologist and survey report prior
to Project construction occurring between March 15 and July 31 each year.

Alternate buffer zones may be proposed to CDFW after conducting an
auditory and visual disturbance analysis following the USFWS
guidance, Estimating the Effects of Auditory and Visual Disturbance to

——

I

——

CDFW-6
Cont.
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Northern Spotted Owls and Marbled Murrelets in Northwestern
California, dated October 1, 2020. Alternative buffers must be
approved in writing by CDFW.

If take of NSO cannot be avoided, the Project shall consult with CDFW
pursuant to CESA and obtain an ITP and also consult with USFWS pursuant
to the federal ESA.

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQArequires that information developed in EIRs and negative declarations
be incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or
supplemental environmental determinations (Pub. Resources Code, 8
21003, subd. (e).). Accordingly, please report any special-status species and
natural communities detected during Project surveys to the California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The CNDDB online field survey form
and other methods for submitting data can be found at the following link:
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data. @~ The types of
information reported to CNDDB can be found at the following link:
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plantsand-Animals.

FILING FEES

CDFW anticipates that the Project will have an impact on fish and/or wildlife,
and assessment of filing fees is necessary (Fish & G. Code, 8 711.4; Pub.
Resources Code,

§ 21089). Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination
by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental
review by CDFW.

CONCLUSION

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the EIR to assist the
City in identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological

resources.

If you have any questions, please contact Nicholas Magnuson,
Environmental Scientist, at (707) 815-4166 or at
Nicholas.Magnuson@wildlife.ca.gov; or Melanie Day, Senior Environmental

CDFW-7
Cont.
CDFW-8
CDFW-9

CDFW-10

62


mailto:Nicholas.Magnuson@wildlife.ca.gov

FEIR

Scientist (Supervisory), at (707) 210-4415 or Melanie.Day@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

DocuSigned by:

B77ESAG6211EF486...
Erin Chapell Regional Manager Bay Delta Region
Attachment 1: Draft Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan

ec: Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation (SCH No. 2023090349)

[

CDFW-10
Cont.
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ATTACHMENT 1

Draft Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan

CDFW provides the following language to be incorporated into the Mitigation and

Monitoring Program for the Project as examples of mitigation measures.

Biological Resources (BIO)

Mitigation
Measures

Description

Timing

Responsible
Party

MM BIO-9

Mitigation Measure BIO-9 Northern Spotted Owl Habitat
Assessment and Surveys. A qualified biologist shall
provide an assessment of potential NSO nesting habitat
within the Project area and a 0.25-mile radius and
obtain CDFW’s written acceptance of the assessment.
Alternatively, if the assessment is not completed, or if it
concludes that NSO nesting habitat is present, then no
Project activities within 0.25 miles of potential NSO
nesting habitat shall occur between March 15 and July
31 unless a qualified biologist approved in writing by
CDFW conducts NSO surveys following the USFWS’
Protocol for Surveying Proposed Management Activities
That May Impact Northern Spotted Owls, dated
(revised) January 9, 2012. Surveys shall be conducted
in accordance with Section 9 of the survey protocol,
Surveys for Disturbance-Only Projects. If breeding NSO
are detected during surveys, CDFW shall be
immediately notified and a 0.25-mile no-disturbance
buffer zone shall be implemented around the nest until
the end of the breeding season, or a qualified biologist
determines that the nest is no longer active, unless
otherwise approved in writing by CDFW. The Project
shall obtain CDFW'’s written acceptance of the qualified
biologist and survey report prior to Project construction
occurring between March 15 and July 31 each year.

Alternate buffer zones may be proposed to CDFW after
conducting an auditory and visual disturbance analysis
following the USFWS guidance, Estimating the Effects
of Auditory and Visual Disturbance to Northern Spotted
Owls and Marbled Murrelets in Northwestern California,
dated October 1, 2020.

Alternative buffers must be approved in writing by
CDFW.

If take of NSO cannot be avoided, the Project shall consult
with CDFW pursuant to CESA and obtain an ITP and also

consult with USFWS pursuant to the federal ESA.

Prior to
Ground
Disturbance

Project
Applicant
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Response CDFW-1

These are introductory comments by the CDFW confirming receipt of the DEIR for the
Kortum Ranch Development Project, noting CDFW's role as a state Trustee Agency and a
Responsible Agency, and stating the project’'s objective and location. No further response
is needed.

Response CDFW-2

This comment provides general regulatory requirements regarding the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA), notes that the project has the potential to impact
northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina), which is a state listed threatened species,
and explains that a CESA Incidental Take Permits (ITP) must be obtained if the project
would result in “take” of a listed species. DEIR chapter 4.1 includes section 4.1.1
Regulatory Context, which provides a summary of CESA. The comment is noted. See
response CDFW-6 below, for further response on northern spotted owl.

Response CDFW-3

This comment provides general regulatory provisions regarding CEQA requirements for
Mandatory Findings of Significance. DEIR chapter 5.0 includes section 5.4, which
addresses mandatory findings of significance. No further response is needed.

Response CDFW-4

This comment provides general regulatory provisions regarding Lake and Streambed
Alteration pursuant to Section 1600 et. Seq. of the Fish and Game Code. It notes that an
LSA notification is required for projects affecting lakes or streams and associated riparian
habitat. CDFW acknowledges that the DEIR includes Mitigation Measure BIO-8, which
requires that the project obtain an LSA Agreement for impacts to regulated features
within the Project Area. No further response is needed.

Response CDFW-5

This comment provides general regulatory provisions regarding CDFW jurisdiction over
raptors and other nesting birds pursuant to Fish and Game Code sections. It further notes
that migratory birds are also protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. DEIR chapter
4.1 includes section 4.1.1 Regulatory Context, which provides a summary of Fish and
Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. No further response is needed.
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Response CDFW-6

The CDFW offers comments and recommendations to ensure that the potential impacts
to Northern Spotted Owl (NSO) are adequately addressed both in the mandatory findings
of significance discussion and under the biological impacts discussion. DEIR section 5.4,
addresses mandatory findings of significance, and subsection 5.4.1 provides a summary
of findings regarding the project's potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
which concludes that the project could result in adverse impacts to biological resource,
and that potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation. As
such, no revisions to the Mandatory Finding discussion are warranted.

Chapter 4.1 Biological Resources, Impact BIO-A of the DEIR states that the project site
does not contain suitable habitat for a majority of the special status species recorded in
proximity to the site including the northern spotted owl. However, Mitigation Measure
BIO-3 does provide mitigation to address potential impacts to nesting birds. Pursuant to
CDFW's comment that NSO nests could potentially be established within a 0.25 mile
radius of the project site, which could potentially be impacted by audio or visual
disturbance associated with the proposed project, Impact BIO-A narrative and Mitigation
Measure BIO-3 have been augmented to include CDFW's identified potential NSO impacts
and recommended language for a NSO Habitat Assessment and Survey (see Chapter 3.0
Revisions to DEIR).

Response CDFW-7

CDFW recommends mitigation language for an NSO Habitat Assessment and Survey. This
exact language has been added to Mitigation Measure BIO-3, which provides for
preconstruction surveys to identify presence of nesting birds and establishes protocols
if nests are found. The NSO Habitat Assessment and Survey is now part of the required
mitigation and incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

Response CDFW-8

This comment provides general information regarding environmental data and
requirement to report any special status species detected during project surveys to the
California Natural Diversity Database. This comment is noted.

Response CDFW-9

This comment provides general information regarding filing fees payable upon filing of
the Notice of Determination. This comment is noted.
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Response CDFW-10

This comment provides concluding remarks and contact information for CDFW staff
members. No further response is needed.

Response CDFW-11

The comment provides CDFW's recommendation to inform the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program (MMRP) regarding the NSO. AS noted above in Response CDFW-
6 and CDFW-7, the recommended mitigation language has been accepted and is included
as part of measure BIO-3 and incorporated into the MMRP.
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2.3.3  CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

California Department of Transportation

July 28, 2025 SCH #: 2023090349
GTS #: 04-NAP-2023-00526
GTS ID: 30885
Co/Rt/Pm: Napa/128/4.401
Lauren Clark, Assistant Planner T
City of Calistoga
1232 Washington Street
Calistoga, CA 94515
Re: Kortum Ranch Development Project — Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR)
Dear Lauren Clark:
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) in the environmental review process for the Kortum Ranch
Development Project. The Local Development Review (LDR) Program
reviews land use projects and plans to ensure consistency with our
mission and state planning priorities. The following comments are
based on our review of the June 2025 DEIR.
Please note this correspondence does not indicate an official position CDOT-1
or approval by Caltrans on this project and is for informational
purposes only.
Project Understanding The proposed project would subdivide four
existing parcels totaling 30 acres into 20 individual lots for the future
development of single-family detached homes ranging between 2,500
to 4,500 square feet. Project construction would also include onsite
road and utility improvements in addition to off-site improvements on
both Kortum Canyon Rd and Terrace Dr between the project site and
State Route (SR) 128 (Foothill Blvd). The project is also in close proximity
to SR 29 (Lincoln Ave) where it intersects with SR 128.

68



FEIR

Highway Operations

The Office of Highway Operations commented during the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of a DEIR stage that all impacted State Highway
facilities should be studied in the Transportation Impact Study (TIS). The
project's primary ingress/egress at the intersection of Kortum Canyon
Rd also intersects with SR 29 at the northeastern leg of the intersection.
From review of the TIS Trip Distribution (page 9), it appears the
assumption was that all trips would be to/from SR 128. Please explain
why this was the assumption and why SR 29 was not studied as well.

The Office of Highway Operations also requested in our previous letter
a copy of the Gateway Plaza Project TIS prepared by W-Trans in
February 2023. A copy of the Gateway Plaza TIS has not been received.
Please provide a copy or kindly attach the Gateway Plaza Project TIS as
an appendix to the TIS for this proposed project. Please also include as
an appendix to the TIS the traffic volumes and counts obtained on
3/16/2023, referenced in the Study Roadways section (page 8).

Design

Please be advised that the project plans do not clearly show Caltrans
property lines. Please ensure that project plan sheets clearly show
Caltrans property lines for the entire plan limits along with any existing
roadway features (lane lines, edge of pavement, curbs, existing signage,
trees and utility poles, etc.). Please additionally ensure that proposed
work within Caltrans right-of-way (ROW) conforms with the latest
versions of the Caltrans Highway Design Manual (/ink) and Caltrans
Standard Plans and Specifications (/ink).

Please also check the corner site distance at the Terrace Drive/SR 128
intersection for compliance with Caltrans Highway Design Manual
(HDM) Topic 405.1(2) Corner Sight Distance (link, page 26) to verify that
the existing trees, utility poles, and fence are not in the clear sight
triangle.

Additionally, Section 3.5.3 of the DEIR, Access, Circulation, and Parking
(page 3-9), mentions the installation of access gates on Terrace Dr for
emergency vehicles and occupants of Lot 20. Please depict these access
gates in the subdivision tentative map plan sheets.

CDOT-2

CDOT-3

CDOT-4

CDOT-5
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Multimodal Transportation Planning

The curb ramp for the proposed sidewalk at the intersection of Kortum
Canyon Rd and SR 128 does not appear to connect with any other
marked pedestrian infrastructure. It is recommended that the project
include construction of a pedestrian receiving area across Kortum
Canyon Rd that would connect with the existing crosswalk Across SR
128 and/or the addition of a crosswalk across SR 128 at the southeast
leg of the intersection that would connect with the sidewalk along the
east side of SR 29.

Please also consider the following additional bicycle and pedestrian
improvements to improve safety and minimize project-generated VMT
and congestion impacts to the State Transportation Network (STN):

e Construct sidewalks along both the north and south sides of
Kortum Canyon Rd

e Construct sidewalks and curb ramps along both the east and
west sides of Terrace Dr

e Construct a sidewalk on SR 128 between Terrace Dr and Kortum
Canyon Rd

e Add high-visibility crosswalks across SR 128 between Kortum
Canyon Rd and SR 29 and at Terrace Dr

e Install a Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) or Pedestrian Hybrid
Beacon (HAWK) at Terrace Dr.

Biological Resources
Please review and consider the following edits to the Biological
Resources chapter of the DEIR:

e Section 4.1.2 Environmental Setting - Special Status Species (page
4.1-13): please note there is a spelling error at the top of the
page for “special status plan species”, which should state special
status plant species.

e Section 4.1.2 Environmental Setting - Western Pond Turtle (page 4.1-
15): the western pond turtle genus name has been updated to
Atinemys rather than Emys. Please update accordingly.

e Section 4.1.4 Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures - Impact
BIO-C (page 4.1-25): the reference to Figure 4.1-1 produces an
error message within the text. Please review and correct the
reference source.

CDOT-6

CDOT-7

CDOT-8
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Hydrology
Please ensure that any increase in storm water runoff to State Drainage
Systems or Facilities be treated, contained on project site, and metered
to preconstruction levels. Any floodplain impacts must be documented
and mitigated.
Please clarify the area of new impervious surface that is expected to be
created with the future development as well as any changes to existing
drainage patterns that would occur.
Cultural Resources
Should construction activities within Caltrans’ ROW take place in
relation to this project, these mitigation measures shall be
implemented if there is an archaeological discovery. If there is an
inadvertent archaeological or burial discovery within Caltrans’ ROW,
please immediately contact the Caltrans Office of Cultural Resource
Studies at (510) 847-1977. A staff archaeologist will evaluate the finds
within one business day after contact. Caltrans requires review of any
potential data recovery plans within Caltrans’ ROW.
Construction-Related Impacts Project work that requires movement
of oversized or excessive load vehicles on State roadways requires a
transportation permit that is issued by Caltrans. To apply, please visit
Caltrans Transportation Permits (/ink).
Prior to construction, coordination may be required with Caltrans to
develop a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to reduce
construction traffic impacts to the STN.
Additionally, please be aware of several future Caltrans projects within
the vicinity of this proposed project that may pose a construction
conflict and/or require coordination if construction for this project
would occur beyond 2030:

e (Capital Preventative Maintenance (CAPM) pavement project on

SR 128

e CAPM pavement project on SR 29

e Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) project on SR 29.
Please reach out to us to discuss coordination as needed.
Lead Agency As the Lead Agency, the City is responsible for all project
mitigation, including any needed improvements to the STN. The
project’s fair share contribution, financing, scheduling, implementation

CDOT-9

CDOT-
10

CDOT-
11

CDOT-12
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responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should be fully discussed
for all proposed mitigation measures.

Equitable Access

If any Caltrans facilities are impacted by the project, those facilities
must meet ADA Standards after project completion. As well, the project
must maintain bicycle and pedestrian access during construction.
These access considerations support Caltrans’ equity mission to
provide a safe, sustainable, and equitable transportation network for
all users.

Encroachment Permit

Please be advised that any temporary or permanent work including
traffic control that encroaches in, under, or over any portion of the
State highway ROW requires a Caltrans-issued encroachment permit.
The Office of Encroachment Permits requires 100% complete design
plans and supporting documents to review and circulate the permit
application package. The review and approval of encroachment
projects is managed through the Encroachment Permits Office Process
(EPOP) or the Project Delivery Quality Management Assessment
Process (QMAP), depending on project scope, complexity, and
completeness of the application. Please use the following resources to
determine the appropriate review process:

- TR-0416 Applicant’s Checklist (/ink)

- Caltrans Encroachment Projects Processes - Information Video (/ink)
- Flowchart, Figure 1.2 in Section 108, Overview of the Encroachment
Review Process, of Chapter 100 - The Permit Function, Caltrans
Encroachment Permit Manual (/ink)

The permit approval typically takes less than 60 days, but may take
longer depending on the project scope, size, complexity, completeness,
compliance with applicable laws, standards, policies, and quality of the
permit package submitted. Projects requiring exceptions to design
standards, exceptions to encroachment policies, or external agency
approvals may need more time to process.

To obtain more information and download the permit application,
please visit Caltrans Encroachment Permits (l/ink).

Thank you again for including Caltrans in the environmental review

CDOT-13

CDOT-14
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process. Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please
contact Luana Chen, Transportation Planner, via LDR-D4@dot.ca.gov.
For future early coordination opportunities or project referrals, please
visit Caltrans LDR website (/ink) or contact LDRD4@dot.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

CDOT-15

YUNSHENG LUO
Branch Chief, Local Development Review Office of Regional and
Community Planning

c: State Clearinghouse

Response CDOT-1

These are introductory comments by Caltrans indicating review of the Kortum Ranch
DEIR under the LDR program and stating that comments are for informational purposes
only and do not indicate an official position or approval. Caltrans also summarizes the
Kortum Ranch Development Project Description. No further response is needed.

Response CDOT-2

This comment states that the Office of Highway Operations provided comments during
the Notice of Preparation stage, asks for clarification regarding trip distribution
assumptions on SR 29 as presented in the Project’s TIS, and requests that a copy of the
Gateway Plaza Project TIS be provided. The city received Caltrans’ NOP comment letter
and considered comments in preparation of the DEIR. Caltrans’ NOP comment letter is
included in Appendix 2-c to the DEIR.

The trips for the 20-unit project were all assigned to SR-128 as the site is accessed from
Kortum Canyon Road, which intersects SR-128 on the west side, opposite Lincoln Avenue,
which is also designated as SR-29 through downtown Calistoga. It is noted that the
analysis does not address operation, so distribution beyond the intersection with SR-128
is not relevant; no analysis of either State Route is presented in the CEQA-based analysis.

Finally, the Gateway Plaza TIS has been provided directly to Caltrans as requested along
with the traffic count for Kortum Canyon Road.
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Response CDOT-3

Caltrans requests that the project plans clearly show the Caltrans property lines and that
proposed work within the Caltrans right-of-way conform with the latest version of the
Caltrans Highway Design Manual. The City has imposed these requirements on the
applicant as a condition of project approval.

Response CDOT-4

Caltrans requests that the corner sight distance at the Terrace Drive/SR 128 intersection
comply with the Caltrans Highway Design Manual to verify that existing obstructions are
not within the clear sight triangle. Terrace Drive is an existing, unimproved private road
that connects to the project site and would be used for emergency access. The project
applicant does not own or control property at the intersection of Terrace Drive with SR-
128 and does not have the ability to make improvements. Further, relative to the existing
conditions, the project’s proposed changes in use of the roadway are limited (e.g. will
continue to serve one single family lot within the Kortum Ranch Subdivision and
emergency access to the property). Finally, Mitigation Measure TRAF-1 requires the
development of a maintenance plan for review and approval by the Director of Public
Works and/or Fire Chief that includes maintenance along the length of the secondary
emergency access (referred to as Terrace Drive and now proposed to be named ‘Silver
Street’), to ensure vegetation is less than three feet in height and branches and hanging
limbs of trees have a minimum height of 7 feet to ensure safety for emergency vehicles
and daily trips. As such, the proposed project improvements are expected to provide
enhanced safety for adequate access on this roadway.

Response CDOT-5
Caltrans requests that the access gate on Terrace Dr. be depicted in the tentative map
plan set. This has been imposed as a project condition of approval.

Response CDOT-6

Caltrans observes that the proposed sidewalk at the intersection of Kortum Canyon Rd.
and SR 128 does not appear to connect with other pedestrian infrastructure and
recommends that the project includes construction of a pedestrian receiving area across
Kortum Canyon Rd. that would connect with the existing crosswalk.

Per City Policy P1.3-2, “New development shall provide sidewalks as needed to close gaps
in the city's active transportation network. These gap closures may include off-site
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locations if the closure improves pedestrian connectivity from the new development to
schools or other activity centers.” The proposed project has been conditioned to provide
sidewalks or other approved facilities to close the gap between Kortum Canyon Road and
existing pedestrian facilities at its intersection with SR-128.

Response CDOT-7

Caltrans requests that pedestrian improvements be imposed along project site access
roads (Kortum Canyon, Terrace Drive, and SR 128) and that a high visibility crosswalk be
installed across SR 128 between Kortum Canyon Rd. and SR 29, and at Terrace Dr.
Additionally, Caltrans recommends installing a Rapid Flashing Beacon or HAWK at
Terrace Drive. The project proposes improvements to realign the Kortum Canyon/SR 128
intersection including sidewalk, curb, and gutter on the east side of Kortum Canyon Road.
Additionally, the project has been conditioned to provide improvements connecting
Kortum Canyon Road to existing pedestrian facilities at its intersection with SR 128 (e.g.
crosswalk striping across Kortum Canyon Road). The proposed project as conditioned will
provide adequate pedestrian connectivity from the site to downtown Calistoga,
consistent with the rural roadway condition of Kortum Canyon. Additionally, pursuant to
the Traffic Study the project as proposed is consistent with the rural nature of the area
and the project does not conflict with local and regional plans, none of which identify
pedestrian or pathway improvements. Beyond the project’s proposed improvements and
conditions of approval, there is no nexus for the project to install pedestrian
improvements.

Response CDOT-8

Caltrans suggests revisions to the Biological Resources Chapter of the DEIR to correct
grammatical errors and to update the genus name of the western pond turtle. These
comments have been addressed, see Chapter 3.0 Revisions to DEIR.

Response CDOT-9

This comment requests that any increase in stormwater runoff to State Drainage Systems
or Facilities be treated, contained and metered to preconstruction levels and requests
that the area of new impervious surface created by the project be clarified. The project’s
preliminary drainage plan has been reviewed by the City Engineer and complies with
standards. The Final drainage plan will be reviewed and accepted by the City Engineer
prior to issuance of building permits. This is imposed as a standard condition of approval.
As such, the project would not result in adverse impacts due to an increase in stormwater
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runoff and no changes to the DEIR are required.

Response CDOT-10

This comment states that construction activities within Caltrans's ROW are subject to
mitigation measures for archeological discovery. Accidental discovery is imposed as a
standard condition of approval, and the suggested Caltrans language has been added as
a project condition of approval. As such, the project would not result in adverse impacts
due to the potential for archeological discovery and no changes to the DEIR are required.

Response CDOT-11

This comment identifies the requirement for a transportation permit for the use of
oversized or excessive load vehicles on State roadways and provides notification that the
applicant may need to coordinate project construction with planned Caltrans projects
may require coordination if construction of the project would occur beyond 2030. The
suggested Caltrans language has been added as a project condition of approval.

Response CDOT-12

This comment identifies the City of Calistoga as the lead agency with responsibility for all
project mitigation including any improvements to the State Transportation Network. See
Chapter 4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the implementation of all
mitigation measures.

Response CDOT-13

This comment states that Caltrans’ facilities must meet ADA standards and that bicycle
and pedestrian access must be maintained during construction, which is part of Caltrans’
mission to provide equitable access. This comment is noted and imposed as a project
condition of approval.

Response CDOT-14

This comment is advisory regarding Caltrans’ requirements for acquisition of an
encroachment permit. This comment is noted and the requirement for an encroachment
permit is imposed as a project condition of approval.

Response CDOT-15
This comment provides concluding remarks and contact information for Caltrans staff
members. No further response is needed.
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3.0 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

This chapter presents specific text revisions made to the Draft EIR. Text deletions are
shown in strikethrough and text additions are shown in underline. The information
included in this chapter does not constitute “significant new information” which would
require recirculation, as it provides clarity and expands upon information previously
provided in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21092.1, CEQA Section 15088.5).

Executive Summary
Page 1-3

“Mitigation Measure AES-1: The applicant shall include a lighting plan on the Final
Map/Improvement Plan/Final Development Plan/Design Review for individual lots Set for

review and approval. . . The finakmap Improvement Plan/ Final Development Plan/Design

Review for individual lots shall restrict the use of lighting to no more than 3,000 Kelvins,

and 100 Lumens for exterior lighting.”

“Mitigation Measure AQ-1: All contractors shall implement the following BMPs during
construction of the Project which shall be included as a note on the Final-Map—and
Improvement Plans/Final Development Plan/Design Review for individual lots: . . .”

Page 1-4

Page 1-5

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 “11. Install wind breaks (e.g., trees, fences) on the windward
side(s) of actively disturbed areas of construction, where not already naturally present

onsite. Wind breaks should have at maximum 50 percent air porosity.”
Page 1-6

Mitigation Measure AQ-2 “A construction plan shall be submitted by all contractors
prior to issuance of any and all building permits for units-en-site grading activity.”

Page 1-8
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Mitigation Measure BIO-1: “To address impacts to the special-status plant species
narrow-anthered brodiaea (Brodiaea leptandra), the applicant shall hire a professional
biologist to develop a mitigation plan in consultation with the CDFW and submit it to the
City of Calistoga for review and approval prior to the issuance of grading permits.
Avoidance shall be the preferred mitigation, followed by relocation, and mitigation
credits. Deference regarding the appropriate mitigation action shall be given to the
project biologist, in consultation with CDFW. The mitigation plan may include some or all
of the following elements as appropriate:”

Page 1-13

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: “. . . and fledging from the nest by its occupants, as
determined by the ornithologist, temporary nesting buffers may be removed, and
construction may commence in established nesting buffers without further regard for
the nest site.

3. Northern Spotted Owl Habitat Assessment and Surveys. A qualified

biologist shall provide an assessment of potential NSO nesting habitat within the

Project area and a 0.25-mile radius and obtain CDFW's written acceptance of the

assessment. Alternatively, if the assessment is not completed, or if it concludes

that NSO nesting habitat is present, then no Project activities within 0.25 miles of

potential NSO nesting habitat shall occur between March 15 and July 31 unless a

qualified biologist approved in writing by CDFW conducts NSO surveys following

the USFWS' Protocol for Surveying Proposed Management Activities That May

Impact Northern Spotted Owls, dated (revised) January 9, 2012. Surveys shall be

conducted in accordance with Section 9 of the survey protocol, Surveys for

Disturbance-Only Projects. If breeding NSO are detected during surveys, CDFW

shall be immediately notified and a 0.25-mile no-disturbance buffer zone shall be

implemented around the nest until the end of the breeding season, or a qualified

biologist determines that the nest is no longer active, unless otherwise approved

in writing by CDFW. The Project shall obtain CDFW's written acceptance of the

qualified biologist and survey report prior to Project construction occurring

between March 15 and July 31 each vear.

Alternate buffer zones may be proposed to CDFW after conducting an auditory

and visual disturbance analysis following the USFWS guidance, Estimating the

Effects of Auditory and Visual Disturbance to Northern Spotted Owls and Marbled
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Murrelets in Northwestern California, dated October 1, 2020. Alternative buffers

must be approved in writing by CDFW.

If take of NSO cannot be avoided, the Project shall consult with CDFW pursuant to
CESA and obtain an ITP and also consult with USFWS pursuant to the federal ESA.”

Page 1-15

Mitigation Measure BIO-4 “5. As feasible, tree removal shall occur between October 1
and January 31."

Page 1-27

Mitigation Measure NOI-1: The following Construction best management practices shall
be included as a note on the FinalMap-and Improvement Plans/Final Development Plan/
Design Review for individual lots and implemented by all contractors during all

construction activities:”
Page 1-30

Mitigation Measure TRA-1: “Prior to approval of a Final Map, the applicant shall-either:

accepted-by-the City upon—completion—of construction,—or{2) prepare a long-term

maintenance plan for review and approval by the Director of Public Works and/or Fire

Chief that includes maintenance at the project site entrance where the east/west access

road intersects with Kortum Canyon, as well as along the length of the secondary
emergency access (proposed to be named ‘Silver Street’) TerraceDrive to ensure

vegetation is less than three feet in height and branches and hanging limbs of trees have
a minimum height of 7 feet to ensure safety for emergency vehicles and daily trips.”

Page 1-31

Mitigation Measure FIR-1: “Prior to approval of the Kortum Ranch Final Map, a final
Wildland Fire Protection Plan (WFPP) shall be submitted to the City of Calistoga and-the
Diamond-Meountain—Fire-Safe-Councl(DMESC) for review and approval. The City of
Calistoga Fire Department and/orDMESC shall provide recommendations for periodic
inspection of the site.”
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4.1 Biological Resources
Page 4.1-13

“...special status plant species and has the potential to support status wildlife species, as
discussed in detail below.”

Page 4.1-15
“Western Pond Turtle (Emys Atinemys marmorata)”
Page 4.1-18

“In the absence of these species’ occurrence onsite, future construction and operation of
single-family residences will result in no impact to these special status animal species.”

Nonetheless, Northern Spotted Owl (NSO) may potentially be impacted due to the

Project’s auditory or visual disturbance up to 0.25 miles away from the Project site, which

would be considered a potentially significant impact. The nearest potentially suitable

habitat for NSO is forest comprised of Douglas fir, which is the same vegetation type used

by the closest NSO pair at 0.8 miles from the project site and the closest observed nest

is located 1.1 miles from the project site. In the event that NSO were to establish a nest

within the 0.25 mile range of the project site, there is a potential that construction

activities could cause potential audio or visual disturbance and result in nest

abandonment, loss of eggs, or reduced health and vigor, and loss of young. This would

be considered a potentially significant impact to a listed threatened species (under both

CESA and ESA). In order to reduce potential impacts to NSO to less than significant levels

Mitigation Measures BIO-3 shall be implemented, which in addition to pre-construction

nesting bird survey also provides for an NSP Habitat Assessment and Survey. With

implementation of Measure BIO-3 potential impacts to nesting NSO, should such a nest

be established within a 0.25 miles range of the project site, would be reduced to less than

significant levels.

As discussed in Section 4.1.2 above, the project site and vicinity haves the potential to

support several special status species including the Pallid bat and nesting birds, as well
as the Northern Spotted Owl. As such, the project has the potential to result in potentially

significant impacts to these species.
Page 4.1-19

Conclusion
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“The project has the potential to result in significant impacts to the special-status species
narrow-anthered brodiaea through direct disturbance or removal, and special-status
bats and nesting birds/raptors (e.g. NSO) as a result of direct or indirect impacts to

individuals and disturbance of roosting sites or active nests, if present. With
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 potentially significant
impacts to special-status species will be reduced to less than significant.”

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: “To address impacts to the special-status plant species
narrow-anthered brodiaea (Brodiaea leptandra), the applicant shall hire a professional
biologist to develop a mitigation plan in consultation with the CDFW and submit it to the
City of Calistoga for review and approval prior to the issuance of grading permits.
Avoidance shall be the preferred mitigation, followed by relocation, and mitigation
credits. Deference regarding the appropriate mitigation action shall be given to the
project biologist, in consultation with CDFW. The mitigation plan may include some or all
of the following elements as appropriate:”

Page 4.1-22

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: “. . . and fledging from the nest by its occupants, as
determined by the ornithologist, temporary nesting buffers may be removed, and
construction may commence in established nesting buffers without further regard for
the nest site.”

3. Northern Spotted Owl Habitat Assessment and Surveys. A gqualified

biologist shall provide an assessment of potential NSO nesting habitat within the

Project area and a 0.25-mile radius and obtain CDFW's written acceptance of the

assessment. Alternatively, if the assessment is not completed, or if it concludes

that NSO nesting habitat is present, then no Project activities within 0.25 miles of

potential NSO nesting habitat shall occur between March 15 and July 31 unless a

qualified biologist approved in writing by CDFW conducts NSO surveys following

the USFWS' Protocol for Surveying Proposed Management Activities That May

Impact Northern Spotted Owls, dated (revised) January 9, 2012. Surveys shall be

conducted in accordance with Section 9 of the survey protocol, Surveys for

Disturbance-Only Projects. If breeding NSO are detected during surveys, CDFW

shall be immediately notified and a 0.25-mile no-disturbance buffer zone shall be

implemented around the nest until the end of the breeding season, or a qualified
biologist determines that the nest is no longer active, unless otherwise approved

in writing by CDFW. The Project shall obtain CDFW's written acceptance of the
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qualified biologist and survey report prior to Project construction occurring

between March 15 and July 31 each vear.

Alternate buffer zones may be proposed to CDFW after conducting an auditory

and visual disturbance analysis following the USFWS guidance, Estimating the
Effects of Auditory and Visual Disturbance to Northern Spotted Owls and Marbled
Murrelets in Northwestern California, dated October 1, 2020. Alternative buffers
must be approved in writing by CDFW.

If take of NSO cannot be avoided, the Project shall consult with CDFW pursuant to
CESA and obtain an ITP and also consult with USFWS pursuant to the federal ESA.”

Page 4.1-24

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: “. . . As feasible, tree removal shall occur between October 1
and January 31."

Page 4.1-25

“As detailed above, and as shown in Figure 4.1-1 Mapped Wetlands Errorl Reference
source-notfound- the project site contains. . .”

4.2 Transportation
Page 4.2-12

“Mitigation Measure TRA-1: Prior to approval of a Final Map, the applicant shall either:

acceptedby-the City upon—completion—of construction,—or{2) prepare a long

maintenance plan for review and approval by the Director of Public Works and/or Fire

-term

Chief that includes maintenance at the project site entrance where the east/west access

road intersects with Kortum Canyon, as well as along the length of the secondary
emergency access (proposed to be named ‘Silver Street)) Terrace—Drive to ensure

vegetation is less than three feet in height and branches and hanging limbs of trees have
a minimum height of 7 feet to ensure safety for emergency vehicles and daily trips.”

4.3 Wildfire and Wildland Fire Hazards

Page 4.3-3
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California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

“... CAL FIRE also designates land as either Federal, State, or Local Responsibility Area
(FRA, SRA, or LRA).”

On February 24, 2025, CAL FIRE released updated FHSZ maps. Figure 4.3-0 shows the
latest FHSZ mapping for the City of Calistoga. As depicted therein, inside city limits
(proximate to Silverado Trail) the LRA FHSZs range from Very High, High, to Moderate.
Inside city limits, near SR 128/Foothill boulevard (proximate to the project site), the LRA
FHSZ ranges from High to Moderate.

Figure 4.3-0: Local Responsibility Area Fire Hazard Severity Zones (see Figure below).”
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FIGURE 1: LOCAL RESPONSIBILITY AREA FIRE HAZARD SEVERITY ZONES

CITY OF CALISTOGA - NAPA COUNTY
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Page 4.3-11:

Following Figure 4.3-1 (which shows the Fire Hazard Severity Zones in State Responsibility
Areas as presented in the City’s General Plan).

“As noted above and depicted in Figure 4.3-0, CAL FIRE recently released updated FHSZ
maps, which change the level of Fire Hazard Severity in the City's Local Responsibility

Area. Relative to what is presented in the City's Public Safety Element (Figure 4.3-1), the

new FHSZ map now show Very High, High, and Moderate zones at the city’s northern

limits (proximate to Silverado Trail), and High and Moderate zones at the city's southern

limits, near SR 128/Foothill Blvd. (proximate to the project site). State Responsibility Area

are also updated in the new CAL FIRE maps, as shown in Figure 4.3-0.

According to the 2025 CAL FIRE FHSZ maps, the Kortum Ranch Project site is located
within the High FHSZ of the LRA and is proximate to the SRA High FHSZ, beyond city limits,
as identified by the State Fire Marshal.”

Page 4.3-19/20

Mitigation Measure FIR-1: “Prior to approval of the Kortum Ranch Final Map, a final
Wildland Fire Protection Plan (WFPP) shall be submitted to the City of Calistoga and-the
Diamond-Mountain—Fire Safe Council{DMESC) for review and approval. The City of
Calistoga Fire Department andlorDMESC shall provide recommendations for periodic
inspection of the site.”

Page 4.3-23

“As described above, the project site is in a MHFHSZ and the introduction of new single-
family residences on the site could expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to the risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires. . . "

“...In addition, Mitigation Measure FIR-2 requires preparation of site-specific wildfire
behavior modeling to inform building setbacks and resistive ratings for individual single-
family residences. Implementation of measures FIR-1 will reduce wildfire hazards on the
project site, thereby reducing wildfire risk introduced by the project, and measure FIR-2
will reduce wildfire risks associated with development in a VHFHSZ by appropriately siting
single-family residences and incorporating wildfire resistive design, materials, and
landscaping. .. "

Page 4.3-25
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“. . . The cumulative projects provided in Table 4-1 of Chapter 4.0 Environmental
Evaluation are primarily located outside of the MHFHSZ, with the exception of two
projects, one of which is the proposed project. . .”

Global Revision to Terrace Drive

Throughout the DEIR the secondary roadway referred is to as “Terrace Drive,” which
provides secondary emergency access and access for Lot 20, as well as access to existing
residents along this rural roadway. During the DEIR public hearing it was clarified that
this roadway is in fact unnamed, and unsigned, even though Google maps identifies it as
Terrace Drive. On the opposite side of Foothill Boulevard the roadway is formally named
Silver Street. As part of the requested entitlements for the proposed Kortum Canyon
Ranch Development, the Planning Commission will also consider naming the unnamed
roadway (referred to as Terrace Drive), which is proposed to named Silver Street to align
with the existing nomenclature on the other side of Foothill Boulevard. As such,
throughout the DEIR, where the roadway is referred to as Terrace Drive it should be
understood that it is currently an unnamed roadway and is proposed to be named Silver
Street.
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4.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

MITIGATION MEASURES METHOD OF TIMING OF RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION
VERIFICATION VERIFICATION PARTY (DATE/INITIAL)
Aesthetics
Mitigation Measure AES-1: The applicant shall include a lighting | Incorporate into Prior to Issuance | Applicant
plan on the Improvement Plan/Final Development Plan/Design | project design and | of Grading and
Review for individual lots for review and approval. The lighting plan | construction Building Permit | Planning &
shall demonstrate that new lighting fixtures are shielded and/or | documents Bld.
recessed to avoid light overspill, are directed downward and away Department
from adjoining properties, and are consistent with the International
Dark Sky Association model ordinance objectives by providing the
minimum lighting level necessary for night-time safety, utility,
security, productivity, enjoyment, and commerce and minimizing
sky glow, light overspill and obtrusive lighting levels. The
Improvement Plan/Final Development Plan/Design Review for
individual lots shall restrict the use of lighting to no more than 3,000
kelvins, and 100 Lumens for exterior lighting.
Air Quality
Mitigation Measure AQ-1: All contractors shall implement the | Review and Prior to Issuance | Applicant
following BMPs during construction of the Project which shall be | Approval by of Demolition,
included as a note on the Improvement Plan/Final Development | Planning and Grading, or Planning &
Plan/Design Review for individual lots: Building Building Permit | Bld.
Department Department

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil
piles, graded areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be
watered two times per day.

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material
off-site shall be covered.

3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads
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MITIGATION MEASURES

METHOD OF
VERIFICATION

TIMING OF
VERIFICATION

RESPONSIBLE
PARTY

COMPLETION
(DATE/INITIAL)

10.

shall be removed using wet power vacuum street sweepers
at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is
prohibited.

All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15
miles per hour (mph).

All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be
completed as soon as practicable. Building pads shall be laid
as soon as practicable after grading unless seeding or soil
binders are used.

All excavation, grading, and/or demolition activities shall be
suspended when average wind speeds exceed 20 mph.

All trucks and equipment, including their tires, shall be
washed off prior to leaving the site.

Publicly visible signs shall be posted with the telephone
number and name of the person to contact at the lead
agency regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond
and take corrective action within 48 hours. The Air District's
General Air Pollution Complaints number shall be visible to
ensure compliance with applicable regulations.

Limit the simultaneous occurrence of excavation, grading,
and ground-disturbing construction activities.

Install wind breaks (e.g., trees, fences) on the windward
side(s) of actively disturbed areas of construction, where not
already naturally present. Wind breaks should have at
maximum 50 percent air porosity.

88



FEIR

MITIGATION MEASURES

METHOD OF
VERIFICATION

TIMING OF
VERIFICATION

RESPONSIBLE
PARTY

COMPLETION
(DATE/INITIAL)

11. Plant vegetative ground cover (e.g., fast-germinating native
grass seed) in disturbed areas as soon as possible and
watered appropriately until vegetation is established.

12.Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to
prevent silt runoff to public roadways from sites with a slope
greater than one percent.

13. Minimize the amount of excavated material or waste

materials stored at the site.

14. Hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to construction
areas, including previously graded areas, that are inactive for
at least 10 calendar days.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: A construction operation plan shall be
submitted by all contractors prior to issuance of any and all building
permits for site grading activity. The plan shall be reviewed by an air
quality expert and approved by the City prior to construction. The
plan shall be implemented by contractors and reduce DPM
emissions by 30 percent and may incorporate one or more of the
following methods:

1. All construction equipment larger than 25 horsepower used
at the site for more than two continuous days or 20 hours
total shall meet U.S. EPA Tier 4 emission standards for PM
(PM10 and PM2.5).

2. Use equipment that meets U.S. EPA emission standards for
Tier 2 or 3 engines and include particulate matter emissions
control equivalent to CARB Level 3 verifiable diesel emission
control devices that altogether achieve a 30 percent

Review and
Approval by
Planning and
Building
Department

Prior to Issuance
of Demolition or
Grading Permit

Applicant

Planning &
Bld.
Department
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METHOD OF TIMING OF RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION
MITIGATION MEASURES
VERIFICATION VERIFICATION PARTY (DATE/INITIAL)
reduction in particulate matter exhaust in comparison to
uncontrolled equipment; alternatively (or in combination).
3. Use of electrical or non-diesel fueled equipment.
4. Use alternatively fueled equipment.
5. Installation of electric power lines during early construction
phases to avoid use of diesel generators and compressors.
6. Use of electrically-powered equipment.
7. Forklifts and aerial lifts used for exterior and interior building
construction shall be electric or propane/natural gas
powered,
8. Change in construction build-out plans to lengthen phases,
and/or
9. Implementation of different building techniques that result
in less diesel equipment usage.
Biological Resources
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: To address impacts to the special- | Survey by Prior to Issuance | Applicant
status plant species narrow-anthered brodiaea (Brodiaea leptandra), | Biologist of Grading
the applicant shall hire a professional biologist to develop a Permit/ CDFW
mitigation plan in consultation with the CDFW and submit it to the | Approval by Construction
City of Calistoga for review and approval prior to the issuance of | Planning & Bld. Activities/Ground | Planning &
grading permits. Avoidance shall be the preferred mitigation, | Department Disturbance Bld.
followed by relocation, and mitigation credits. Deference regarding Department

the appropriate mitigation action shall be given to the project
biologist, in consultation with CDFW. The mitigation plan may
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METHOD OF TIMING OF RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION

MITIGATION MEASURES
VERIFICATION VERIFICATION PARTY (DATE/INITIAL)

include some or all of the following elements as appropriate:

1. Avoidance: The project shall avoid development in locations
where narrow-anthered brodiaea (Brodiaea leptandra) occur,
if feasible, and relocate any individuals found prior to site
preparation.

2. Relocation: A qualified botanist shall be contracted by the
City at the applicant's expense to conduct a site survey,
collect the seeds, propagules, and topsoils, or other parts of
the plant (i.e., corms) that would ensure successful
replanting of the population elsewhere. The seeds,
propagules, or other plantable portions of all plants shall be
collected at the appropriate time of the year. Half of the
propagules collected shall be appropriately stored in long-
term storage (for example, at California Academy of
Sciences). The other half of the seeds, propagules, or other
plantable portion of all plants shall be planted at the
appropriate time of year (late-fall months) in an area of the
subject property or an off-site, protected property that will
not be impacted by the project (if the project has a
designated off-site mitigation site for impacts on other
special-status species, the plants can be seeded on the
mitigation site). This area shall be fenced with permanent
fencing (for example, chain link fencing) to ensure protection
of the species. The applicant should hire a qualified biologist
to conduct annual monitoring surveys of the transplanted
plant population for a five-year period and should prepare
annual monitoring reports reporting the success or failure of
the transplanting effort. These reports should be submitted
to the City of Calistoga and any other appropriate resource
agency (i.e., CDFW) no later than December 1st each
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monitoring year.
3. Mitigation Credits: All or a portion of the mitigation
requirements may be satisfied via the purchase of qualified
mitigation credits and the preservation of offsite habitat.
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: To avoid impacts to roosting pallid | Survey by Prior to Issuance | Applicant
bats or other bat species the following procedures shall be | Biologist of Grading
implemented by a qualified biologist possessing a minimum of two Permit/ CDFW
years of experience surveying for roosting bats and in consultation | Approval by Construction
with the CDFW. Specific survey actions depend on the time of year, | Planning & Bld. Activities/ Planning &
and shall be as specified below. Department Ground Bld.
Disturbance/ Department

January 1 - Feb. 28/29 (Hibernation) For tree or building
removal: A qualified biologist shall complete preconstruction
surveys within 14 days prior to starting work to check for
hibernating bats. If the qualified biologist finds evidence of
bat presence during the surveys, then he/she shall develop a
plan for removal and exclusion in conjunction with the
CDFW.

March 1 -April 1 (Seasonal Bat Activity after hibernation
and prior to maternity) For tree or building removal: A
qualified biologist shall complete preconstruction surveys for
roosting bats within 14 days prior to starting work. If the
qualified biologist finds evidence of bat presence during the
surveys, then he/she shall develop a plan for removal and
exclusion, in conjunction with the CDFW.

April 2 - August 30 (Maternity Time) For tree or building
removal: A qualified biologist shall complete preconstruction
surveys within 14 days prior to starting work to check for
maternity sites. If a maternity site is found, impacts to the

Tree Removal
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maternity site will be avoided by establishment of a non-
disturbance buffer until the young have reached
independence. The size of the buffer zone shall be
determined by the qualified bat biologist at the time of the
surveys. Once young have reached independence, the
biologist should develop a plan for bat removal and
exclusion in conjunction with CDFW.

August 31 - Oct. 15 (Seasonal Bat Activity when bats are
able to fly and feed independently) For tree or building
removal: A qualified biologist shall complete preconstruction
surveys for roosting bats within 14 days prior to starting
work. If the qualified biologist finds evidence of bat presence
during the surveys, then he/she shall develop a plan for
removal and exclusion, in conjunction with the CDFW.

Oct. 16 - Dec. 31 (Hibernation) For tree or building removal:
A qualified biologist shall complete preconstruction surveys
within 14 days prior to starting work to check for hibernating
bats. If hibernation roosts are found, the qualified biologist
shall develop a plan for removal and exclusion in conjunction
with the CDFW.

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: To avoid significant impacts to nesting
birds, the following procedures shall be implemented by a qualified
ornithologist with extensive experience working with nesting birds
near and on construction sites.

1.

Survey. A preconstruction nesting bird survey shall be
conducted within 15 days prior to construction work or tree
removal if this work would start between February 1st and
August 31st. The nesting bird survey should include an
examination of all trees onsite and within 200 feet of the

Survey by
Biologist

Approval by

Planning & Bld.

Department

Acceptance by
CDFW (as
required)

No More than 15

Days Prior to

Demolition/ Tree

Removal/
Ground
Disturbance

Applicant

Planning &
Bld.
Department
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entire project site (i.e., within a zone of influence of nesting
birds), not just trees slated for removal. The zone of influence
includes those areas outside the project site where birds
could be disturbed by earth-moving vibrations and/or other
construction-related noise.

Nest Buffers. If birds are identified nesting on or within the
zone of influence of the construction project, the qualified
ornithologist shall establish a temporary protective nest
buffer around the nest(s). The nest buffer should be staked
with orange construction fencing and of a sufficient size to
protect the nesting site from construction-related
disturbance or utilize current best practices in establishment
of construction exclusion barriers. Typically, adequate
nesting buffers are 50 feet from the nest site or nest tree
dripline for small birds and up to 300 feet for sensitive
nesting birds that include several raptor species known from
the region of the project site but that are not expected to
occur on the project site. No construction or earth-moving
activity may occur within any established nest protection
buffer prior to September 1 unless it is determined by the
ornithologist that the young have fledged (that is, left the
nest) and have attained sufficient flight skills to avoid project
construction zones, or that the nesting cycle is otherwise
completed. In the region of the project site, most passerine
species complete nesting by mid-July. This date can be
significantly earlier or later and would have to be determined
by the ornithologist. At the end of the nesting cycle, and
fledging from the nest by its occupants, as determined by the
ornithologist, temporary nesting buffers may be removed,
and construction may commence in established nesting
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buffers without further regard for the nest site.

Northern Spotted Owl Habitat Assessment and Surveys.
A qualified biologist shall provide an assessment of potential
NSO nesting habitat within the Project area and a 0.25-mile
radius and obtain CDFW's written acceptance of the
assessment. Alternatively, if the assessment is not
completed, or if it concludes that NSO nesting habitat is
present, then no Project activities within 0.25 miles of
potential NSO nesting habitat shall occur between March 15
and July 31 unless a qualified biologist approved in writing by
CDFW conducts NSO surveys following the USFWS' Protocol
for Surveying Proposed Management Activities That May
Impact Northern Spotted Owls, dated (revised) January 9,
2012. Surveys shall be conducted in accordance with Section
9 of the survey protocol, Surveys for Disturbance-Only
Projects. If breeding NSO are detected during surveys, CDFW
shall be immediately notified and a 0.25-mile no-disturbance
buffer zone shall be implemented around the nest until the
end of the breeding season, or a qualified biologist
determines that the nestis no longer active, unless otherwise
approved in writing by CDFW. The Project shall obtain
CDFW's written acceptance of the qualified biologist and
survey_report prior to Project construction occurring
between March 15 and July 31 each year.

Alternate buffer zones may be proposed to CDFW after
conducting an auditory and visual disturbance analysis
following the USFWS guidance, Estimating the Effects of
Auditory and Visual Disturbance to Northern Spotted Owls
and Marbled Murrelets in Northwestern California, dated
October 1, 2020. Alternative buffers must be approved in
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writing by CDFW.
If take of NSO cannot be avoided, the Project shall consult
with CDFW pursuant to CESA and obtain an ITP and also
consult with USFWS pursuant to the federal ESA.
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Prior to removal of trees associated | Review and Prior to Issuance | Applicant
with road widening, a Tree Removal Permit and Tree Protection Plan | Approval by of Demolition,
shall be submitted for review and approval by the City of Calistoga. | Planning & Grading, or Planning &
Concurrent with application of discretionary entitlements for Bld./Public Works | Building Permit ) Bld.
development of single-family residences, a separate Tree Removal Departments Department
Permit shall be required if trees are proposed for removal. The Tree .
Removal Permit shall specify trees proposed for removal and shall Public Works
Department

contain all other information specified in Chapter 19.01 (Trees) of
the Calistoga Municipal Code. Application(s) for future discretionary
entitlements associated with development of single-family
residences shall also specify construction activities that will occur
within the root protection zone of protected trees to be preserved,
and a Tree Protection Plan shall accompany the application(s).
Anticipated conditions of the Tree Removal Permit and Tree
Protection Plan may include, but are not limited to the following:

Tree Removal Permit

1. All replacement trees must be planted prior to final
inspection of the building permit for which the removal was
sought.

2. Tree replacement shall occur at a rate of no less than three
(3) replacement trees planted for every one (1) protected tree
removed or killed, unless otherwise specified.

3. Any removal or mortality of any Valley Oak (Quercus lobata)
of any size on the project site shall be replaced at a ratio of
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no less than three (3) replacement trees planted for every
one (1) removed.

Replacement trees must be planted onsite or at a suitable
off-site location as determined by the Department of Public
Works or the mitigation fees stipulated in the Tree
Removal/Disturbance Permit are forfeit.

As feasible, tree removal shall occur between October 1 and
January 31.

Prior to tree removal, appropriate surveys shall be
conducted as specific in Mitigation Measures BIO-2 and BIO-
3.

Tree Protection Plan(s)

1.

Protected trees that are not designated for removal shall be
protected with temporary chain-link fencing at least 6 feet
tall installed around the outer margin of the root protection
zone (RPZ). The fence shall remain in place and be properly
maintained for the duration of all work onsite.

No grading, excavation, construction, storage, or dumping of
materials shall occur within the RPZ without application to
the City for a Tree Removal/Disturbance Permit.

No underground services including utilities, drains, water, or
sewer lines shall be routed within any RPZ without
application to the City for a Tree Removal/Disturbance
Permit.

Any tree work performed on trees to be retained must be
performed by an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA)
Certified Arborist or Certified Tree Worker and shall adhere
to the latest editions of the American National Standards
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Institute (ANSI) Z133 and A300 standards as well as the ISA
Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Tree Pruning. Pruning
contractors shall have the C25/D61 license specification.

Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Indirect impacts to protected wetlands
and drainage features shall be avoided through implementation of
best management practices (BMPs) prior to earthwork.
Construction exclusion zones shall be established by installing
appropriate construction fencing, silt fencing, wildlife friendly hay
wattles (no monofilament netting), gravel wattles, and other
protective measures between project activities and the seasonal
wetlands and drainage feature.

All non-native, invasive vegetation removed shall be discarded
offsite and away from wetland areas to prevent reseeding.

Prior to implementation of the construction project, a biological
monitor shall inspect installation of BMPs to ensure proper
protection of the seasonal wetlands and jurisdictional drainage
feature areas are in place. BMPs shall thereafter be routinely
inspected by the construction manager to ensure BMPs remain in
place for the duration of construction activities. Upon completion of
project construction all exclusion fencing shall be removed along
with any temporary BMPs.

Inspection by
Biological Monitor

Approval by
Planning & Bld.
Department

Prior to Issuance
of Demolition or
Grading Permit.

Applicant

Planning &
Bld.
Department

Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Upon submittal of a Final Development
Plan for Design Review approval for single-family residences on lots
within 20-feet of mapped features, the owner(s) and/or applicant(s)
shall demonstrate all feasible avoidance techniques to reduce direct
impacts to seasonal wetlands and drainage features have been
considered, and where viable, incorporated into the project. This
shall include, at a minimum, establishment of a non-disturbance
buffer around the mapped features, which may be demarcated with

Inspection by
Biological Monitor

Approval by
Planning & Bld.
Department

Prior to Issuance
of Demolition or
Grading Permit

Applicant

Planning &
Bld.
Department
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a split rail fence, or other avoidance techniques such as installation
of landscape/greenbelt buffers. All feasible avoidance techniques
shall be established in coordination with a qualified biologist and
subject to final review and approval by the Planning Commission. All
avoidance techniques approved as part of the Design Review Permit
for individual lots shall be clearly identified on all subsequent
construction plans (e.g. grading, building, and/or another similar
permit).

If avoidance techniques are determined to be infeasible, a
statement from a qualified biologist shall be required and shall
clearly state reasons for infeasibility, subject to acceptance by the
City of Calistoga. This mitigation shall only be considered satisfied if
avoidance techniques are incorporated, or if a qualified biologist
provides satisfactory evidence demonstrating the infeasibility of
incorporation of such techniques. If avoidance is not feasible,
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-7 is required.

Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Where avoidance of wetlands and
drainage features is not feasible, as determined by a qualified
biologist, the owner(s) and/or applicant(s) of individual lots shall
obtain all necessary permits from the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) prior to approval of initial site development
permit(s) (e.g. grading, building, or another similar permit).
Measures to offset the loss of wetlands and drainage features that
may be required by the RWQCB include but are not limited to the
following. Specific measures will be as prescribed by the applicable
permitting agency as part of the permit-approval process.

1. Replacement of impacted wetlands at a 1:1 ratio. For
permanent wetland impacts, wetlands can be replaced at a
minimum ratio of one acre created for each acre, or fraction

Qualified Biologist

RWQCB Approval/
Permit

Approval by
Planning & Bld.
Department

Prior to Final
Inspection

Applicant

Planning &
Bld.
Department
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thereof, permanently impacted.

2. Creation of in perpetuity preservation. Regulatory agencies
generally require that wetlands not impacted by the
proposed project and any new wetlands created to mitigate
project impacts be set aside in perpetuity, either through
deed restrictions or conservation easements.

3. Establishment of a five-year monitoring program to monitor
the progress of wetland mitigation toward an established
goal. At the end of each monitoring year, an annual report
will be submitted to the RWQCB and other resource agencies
that permitted the project. This report will document the
hydrological and vegetative condition of the mitigation
wetlands and will recommend remedial measures as
necessary to correct deficiencies. The applicant(s)/property
owner(s) shall supply the City with a copy of each annual
report to demonstrate compliance.

4. In lieu of creating compensation wetlands, as approved by
the RWQCB, the applicant may purchase mitigation credits
from an approved mitigation bank at a 1:1 ratio or as
otherwise required by the RWQCB at the time permits are
issued.

Cultural Resources

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: If during the course of ground- | Included in project | During Applicant
disturbing activities, including, but not limited to, excavation, | design and construction
grading, and construction, prehistoric or historic archaeological | construction Qualified
features such as a concentration of flaked stone artifacts, culturally | documents Archaeologist
modified soil (midden) or dietary shell, or the remnants of an
historic trash deposit over 100 years old, are encountered, all work Affiliated
shall be halted in the vicinity of the discovery. A qualified Native
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archaeologist shall be contacted immediately to make an evaluation American
and determine if the discovered material represents a definite Tribe (as
cultural resource. In the event that a potentially significant feature required)
has been identified, a temporary suspension of ground-disturbing
activities shall be enforced until an appropriate mitigation program
can be developed and implemented to the satisfaction of the City of
Calistoga and affiliated Native American Tribes.
Geology and Soils
Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Prior to issuance of grading or | Incorporate Prior to Issuance | Applicant/
construction permits, the applicant shall demonstrate compliance | recommendations | of Demolition or | Engineer
with the recommendations set forth in the Debris Flow Hazard | into project Grading Permit
Assessment prepared by Bajada Geosciences, Inc., dated August 8, | construction and Planning &
2023. As provided therein, to reduce risks associated with debris | improvement Bld.
flows downslope of Lots 2, 4, 9, 10, and 11 (identified as Areas A, B, | plans Department
and C in the Assessment), catchment basins or debris fencing shall
be installed to capture debris and prevent displacement downslope. | Approval by City Public Works
Final design shall be subject to review and approval by the City of | Engineer
Calistoga and ongoing maintenance shall be required to ensure
adequate capacity in the event of a debris flow. The location of
debris flow areas shall be included in the Final Map and
Improvement Plans, and a note shall be included related to required
ongoing maintenance
Mitigation Measure GEO-2: Prior to issuance of grading permits or | Incorporate Prior to Issuance | Applicant/
construction permits for current or future development, the | recommendations | of Demolition, Engineer
applicant shall provide final design plans prepared and stamped by | into project Grading, Building
a licensed engineer that adhere to all engineering | constructionand | Permits Planning &
recommendations provided in the site-specific Geotechnical Report | improvement Bld.
prepared for the project by KC Engineering Co., and dated April 16, | plans Department
2021. The recommendations incorporated into the final
improvement plans shall include, but not be limited to, those related | Approval by City Public Works
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to grading, slopes, surface and subsurface drainage, storm water | Engineer
swales and basins, foundations, slab-on-grade construction,
retaining walls, and pavement areas. Proof of compliance with all
recommendations set forth in the Geotechnical Report shall be
subject to review and approval by the City Engineer.
Mitigation Measure GEO-3: Prior to issuance of a grading permit, | Approval by Prior to Issuance | Applicant/
an erosion control plan along with grading and drainage plans shall | Planning & Bld. of Demolition, Engineer
be submitted to the City’s Planning and Building Department. All | Department Grading, Building
earthwork, grading, trenching, backfilling, and compaction Permits Planning &
operations shall be conducted in accordance with the City of | Compliance with Bld.
Calistoga’s Stormwater Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance, Chapter | Erosion Control Department
19.05 of the Calistoga Municipal Code. The erosion control plan shall | Plan
detail erosion control measures such as site watering, sediment Public Works
capture, equipment staging and laydown pad, and other erosion | Approval by City
control measures to be implemented during construction activity on | Engineer
the project site.
Mitigation Measure GEO-4: In the event that paleontological | Incorporate into During Applicant
resources, including individual fossils or assemblages of fossils, are | project Construction
encountered during construction activities all ground disturbing | construction and Qualified
activities shall halt and a qualified paleontologist shall be procured | improvement Paleontologist
to evaluate the discovery and make treatment recommendations. | plans

Hydrology and Water Quality

Mitigation Measure HYD-1: In accordance with the National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System regulation, upon submittal
of plans for building permit, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) shall be submitted for review and approval by the City.
The SWPPP shall address erosion and sediment controls, proper
storage of fuels, temporary erosion control measures such as fiber
rolls, staked straw bales, geofabric, and sandbags, identification,

Compliance with
Erosion Control
Plan

Approval by City
Engineer

Prior to Issuance
of Demolition,
Grading, Building
Permits

Applicant/
Engineer

Planning &
Bld.
Department
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and cleanup of hazardous materials. Sediment shall be retained Public Works
onsite by a system of sediment basins, traps, or other appropriate
measures. A Notice of Intent, fees, and other documentation shall
be filed with the Regional Water Quality Control Board.
Mitigation Measure HYD-2: Upon submittal of plans for building | Incorporate into Prior to Issuance | Applicant/
permit, a final stormwater control plan shall be submitted for review | project of Building Engineer
and approval by the City. The approved permanent and operational | construction and | Permits
runoff pollutant source control BMPs shall be incorporated into | improvement Public Works
construction plans and documents and implemented during | plans
construction and after project completion. The project’'s stormwater
treatment and flow-control facilities shall be maintained in | Approval by City
perpetuity. As required by the City of Calistoga, and as set forth in | Engineer
the BASMAA Post-Construction Manual, the final stormwater control
plans will be required to demonstrate that post-construction peak
flows match pre-development peak flows for the 100-year, 24-hour
storm event.
Noise
Mitigation Measure NOI-1: The following Construction best | Incorporate Prior to Issuance | Applicant/
management practices shall be included as a note on the | recommendations | of Demolition, Acoustical
Improvement Plan/Final Development Plan/Design Review for | into project Grading, Building | Engineer
individual lots and implemented by all contractors during all | construction and | Permits
construction activities: improvement Planning &
1. Construct temporary noise barriers, where feasible, to plans Bld.

screen stationary noise-generating equipment. Temporary Department

noise barrier fences would provide a 5 dBA noise reduction Apprqval by )

if the noise barrier interrupts the line-of-sight between the Planning & Bld. Public Works

Department

noise source and receptor and if the barrier is constructed in
a manner that eliminates any cracks or gaps.

2. At a minimum, the construction contractor shall implement
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the following control measures: improved mufflers,
equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine
enclosures, and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds.

Equipment wused for project construction shall be
hydraulically or electrically powered impact tools (e.g., jack
hammers) wherever possible to avoid noise associated with
compressed air exhaust from pneumatically-powered tools.
Where use of pneumatically-powered tools is unavoidable,
an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be
used. A muffler could lower noise levels from the exhaust by
up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves
shall be used where feasible; this could achieve a reduction
of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures shall BE used (such as drilling
rather than impact equipment) wherever feasible.

The construction contractor shall not allow any construction
equipment, trucks, or vehicles to idle while not in active use.

Locate stationary noise-generating equipment, such as air
compressors or portable power generators, as far as
possible from sensitive receptors as feasible. If they must be
located near receptors, adequate muffling (with enclosures
where feasible and appropriate) shall be used to reduce
noise levels at the adjacent sensitive receptors. Any
enclosure openings or venting shall face away from sensitive
receptors.

Construction staging areas shall be established at locations
that will create the greatest distance between the
construction-related noise sources and noise-sensitive
receptors nearest the project site during all project
construction.
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7. Locate material stockpiles, as well as
maintenance/equipment staging and parking areas, as far as
feasible from residential receptors.

8. Route construction-related traffic along major roadways and
as far as feasible from sensitive receptors.

9. Control noise from construction workers’ radios to a point
where they are not audible at existing residences bordering
the project site.

10.The contractor shall prepare a detailed construction
schedule for major noise-generating construction activities.
The construction plan shall identify a procedure for
coordination with adjacent residential land uses so that
construction activities can be scheduled to minimize noise
disturbance.

11. Designate a "disturbance coordinator" who would be
responsible for responding to any complaints about
construction noise. The disturbance coordinator will
determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., bad
muffler, etc.) and will require that reasonable measures be
implemented to correct the problem. Conspicuously post a
telephone number for the disturbance coordinator at the
construction site and include in it the notice sent to
neighbors regarding the construction schedule.

Transportation

Mitigation Measure TRA-1: Prior to approval of a Final Map, the | Incorporate into Prior to Final Applicant
applicant shall prepare a long-term maintenance plan for review | construction and | Map
and approval by the Director of Public Works and/or Fire Chief that | improvement Planning &
includes maintenance at the project site entrance where the | plans Bld.
east/west access road intersects with Kortum Canyon, as well as Department
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along the length of the secondary emergency access (proposed to | Approval by
be named Silver Street), to ensure vegetation is less than three feet | Public Works/Fire Public Works
in height and branches and hanging limbs of trees have a minimum | Chief
height of 7 feet to ensure safety for emergency vehicles and daily Fire Chief
trips.
Tribal Cultural Resources
Mitigation Measure TCUL-1: To protect buried tribal cultural | See CUL-1 See CUL-1 See CUL-1
resources that may be encountered during ground disturbing
activities, the project shall implement Mitigation Measure CUL-1.
Wildfire and Wildland Fire Hazards
Mitigation Measure FIR-1: Prior to approval of the Kortum Ranch | Incorporate into Prior to Final Applicant
Final Map, a final Wildland Fire Protection Plan (WFPP) shall be | construction and | Map/Prior to
submitted to the City of Calistoga for review and approval. The City | improvement Final Planning &
of Calistoga Fire Department shall provide recommendations for | plans Development Bld.
periodic inspection of the site. The WFPP shall delineate treatment Plan Department
zones for Defensible Space/Landscaping (Zone 1), Fuel-Modification | Approval by Fire
(Zone 2), and shall confirm lots requiring preparation of a wildfire | Department Fire
behavior model (see Mitigation Measure FIR-2). Treatment zones Department
identified in the final approved WFPP as well as lots requiring
preparation of a wildfire behavior model shall be noted on the Final
Map prior to approval and/or recordation.
Compliance with all recommendations, including those related to
structure ignition resistant features contained in the WFPP shall be
demonstrated by individual property owners/applicants upon
submittal of a Final Development Plan for Design Review approval.
Mitigation Measure FIR-2: Upon submittal of a Final Development | Incorporate into Prior to Final Applicant
Plan for Design Review approval to develop individual lots, lot | construction and | Map/Prior to
specific wildfire behavior models shall be prepared by a qualified | improvement Final Qualified
wildfire specialist and submitted by the applicant to the City for | plans Development Wildfire
review and approval. Lots subject to this requirement shall be Plan Specialist
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determined in the final WFPP as required by Mitigation Measure FIR- | Approval by Fire
1, and shall be used to determine precise setbacks, fire resistive | Department Planning &
ratings, and other design features. Lot-specific wildfire behavior Bld.
models shall characterize the following factors for each lot and shall Department
be used to inform orientation, setbacks, fire resistive ratings, and
other design features for development of single-family residences Fire
and associated improvements: Department

e Fuel composition including moisture level, chemical makeup,
and density.

e Weather conditions including wind speed and direction,
temperature, and humidity.

e Topographicfeatures including elevation, slope, and aspect.

Building location, fire-resistive ratings, and other design features
shall be subject to review and acceptance by the City of Calistoga
Fire Department and Planning Division prior to review and approval
of the Design Review permit by the Planning Commission.

To ensure individual property owner awareness of this mitigation
measure, the following shall be included as a note on the final map:

“Upon submittal of lot-specific development proposals for single-
family dwellings, a wildfire behavior model shall be prepared by a
wildfire specialist and submitted to the City of Calistoga. Lot-specific
behavior models shall be used to specify building setbacks and fire
resistive ratings for individual single-family residences.”
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