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JUN 24 2024

Notice of Determination AU B RAE R, BROOKS Appendix D
BY:
To: From Deputy Clerk
[=] Office of Planning and Research Public Agency: City of Yeka
U.S. Mail- Street Address: Address: 701 Fourth Street

Yreka, CA 96097
Contact; Juliana Lucchesi
Phone: 530-841-2324

P.O. Box 3044 1400 Tenth St., Rm 113
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 Sacramento, CA 95814

[=] County Clerk

County of: Siskiyou Lead Agency (if different from above):
Address: 317 Fourth Street
Yreka, CA 96097 Address:
Contact:
Phone:

SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 or 21152 of the Public
Resources Code.

State Clearinghouse Number (if submitted to State Clearinghouse): 20120 32 053

_ Project Title: Fall Creek Water Permit Extension Negative Declaratior:

Project Applicant: City of Yreka
Project Location (include county): Siskiyou County; APNs 004-370-010and 030

Project Description:

The City of Yreka is requesting from the State Water Resources Control Board an extension of time
under the City's water permit No. 15379 for the City to divert up to 6,300 acre feet per year (afy) from
Fall Creek. The City is requesting the term of the permit be extended to the year 2042.

This is to advise that the City Council of the City of Yreka has approved the above
((m] Lead Agency or [_] Responsible Agency)
described project on 06/18/2024 and has made the following determinations regarding the above
(date)

described project.

1. The project [[] will [l will not] have a significant effect on the environment.

2. [] An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.
(W] A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

3. Mitigation measures [[_] were [l were not] made a condition of the approval of the project.

4. A mitigation reporting or monitoring plan [[_] was [M] was not] adopted for this project.

5. A statement of Overriding Considerations [[_] was [H] was not] adopted for this project.

6. Findings [[M were [] were not] made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

This is to certify that the final EIR with comments and responses and record of project approval, or the
negative Declaration, is available to the General Public at:

City of Yreka, 701 Fourth Street, Yreka, CA-96097

Signature (Public Agency): ;é/’ Title: Community Development Director

Date: 06/24/2024 Date Received for filing at OPR:

Authority cited: Sections 21083, Public Resources Code.
Reference Section 21000-21174, Public Resources Code. Revised 2011



CITY OF YREKA CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION CC 2024-31

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF YREKA ADOPTING CEQA ADDENDUM #1
FOR THE NEGATIVE DECLARATION OF THE FALL
CREEK WATER PERMIT EXTENSION (STATE
CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER 2012032053)

WHEREAS, the City of Yreka (City) provides domestic water for utility rate payers within the
City of Yreka Water Services Area (WSA); and

WHEREAS, in an effort to continue to provide reliable and high-quality water, the City is
requesting that the time for it to put the full amount of its authorized diversion (i.e., 6,300 afy} to
beneficial use be extended until the year 2042.; and

WHEREAS, a Negative Declaration was already prepared and certified for this project (State
Clearinghouse No. 2012032053; and

WHEREAS, staff has prepared a CEQA Addendum (Addendum #1) pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15164 for City Council consideration; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Yreka does
hereby determine the following:

Section 1. The City Council, based on the evidence in the record and the findings set forth in
Addendum #1 To The Fall Creek Water Permit Exiension Negative Declaration (State
Clearinghouse Number 2012032053) herein referred to and attached as “Exhibit A”, determines
that a CEQA Addendum to Negative Declaration (State Clearinghouse No.) is the appropriate
CEQA review, and adopts Addendum #1 to the Negative Declaration dated June 2024,

Section 3. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution.

The foregoing Resolution was adopted by the City Council on the 18th day of June 2024 by the
following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers Middleton, McCoy, Davis, Kegg & Baker
NOES: -0-

ABSENT: -0-

ABSTAIN: -0-

Corer
ATTEST:



ADDENDUM #1 1O THE FALL CREEK WATER PERMIT EXTENSION NEGATIVE
DECLARATION (STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER 2012032053)

City of Yreka

Community Development Department

June 14, 2024



1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.0

INTRODUCTION

The City of Yreka (City] provides domestic water for utility rate payers within the City of Yreka Wafer
Services Area (WSA). In an effort to continue to provide reliable and high-quality water, the City is
requesting that the time for it to put the full amount of its authorized diversion [i.e., 4,300 aly}
to beneficial use be extended until the year 2042,

1.
2,

Project title:

Lead agency name and address:

Contact person and phone number:

Project location:

Project sponsor's name and address:

General plan designation:

Zoning:

Description of project:

City of Yreka Fall Creek Water Permit Extension

City of Yreka
701 Fourth Street
Yreka, CA 26097

Jascn Ledbetter, City Manager
701 Fourih Street

Yreka, CA 94097

{530) 841-2326

NW corner Section 30, Township 48 North,
Range 4 West, MDM. Lafitude 41°59'6.68"N,
Longitude 122°21'34.90"W (APNs 004-370-010
and 030). Also, the project location includes the
place of use, as indicated in the water service
area map (Figure 3.0-2).

City of Yreka
701 Fourth Street
Yreka, CA 96097

N/A

Non-Prime Agricultural, 40 acre minimum [AG-
2-B-40} at the diversion site and, for the water
service areq, as shown on the attached County
of Siskiyou zoning map (Figure 4.0-1}.

The City of Yreka is requesting from the State
water Resources Control Board an extension of
time under the City's water permit No, 15379 for
the City to divert up to 4,300 acre feet per year
{afy} from Fall Creek. The City's permit, issued in
1947, authorized the City to divert 15 cubic feet
persecond (cfs), up to a maximum of 4,300 afy,
from Fall Creek to supply the City's municipal
water system. The pemit states thot the City
was to complete full beneficial use of the
diverted water by December 31, 2012. The City
constructed the diversion faclility and is fully
capoble of diverting the full amount; no new
construction is proposed. The City requests that

City of Yreka
June 14, 2024

1.0-1

Fall Creek Water Permit Extension Project
CFQA Addendum #7



1.0 INTRODUCTION

the term of the permit o use the 6,300 afy be
extended to the vear 2042.

9. Surrounding land uses and setting: The Fall Creek diversion/intake facility is in o
remaote area of Siskivou County, opproximately
23 miles nertheast of the City of Yreka. The site is
located next to Fall Creek and an cutflow canal
from a small powerhouse; both of which can be
used to supply water to the intake. In addition
to the powerhouse facility is a state-cwned fish
hatchery facility and a day use recreation site.
The Klamath River is one mile southwest and
downsiream from the site, The project location
in terms of the place of use for the diverted
water is all of the incorporated boundaries of
the City of Yreka and cutlying areas.

10. Other public agencies whose approvalmay Stafe Water Resources Control Board/Division of
be required {e.g. permits, financing WaterRights,
approval, or parlicipation agreement):

1.1 INTRODUCTION AND REGULATORY GUIDANCE

This document is Addendum #1 to the Initial Study and Negative Declaration (SCH # 2012032053}
prepared in accordance with the Cdiifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA], Public Resources
Code Section 21000 et seq., and the State CEQA Guidelines, 14 California Code Regulations
Section 15000 et seq. The Initial Study, certified in 2012, concluded that a negative declaration
was the appropriate CEQA document for the Fall Creek Water Permit Project {project].

The California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA) (California Public Resources Code Section 21000
et seq.) and regulations implementing CEQA, known as the CEQA Guidelines {14 California Code
of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.), serve as the main framework of environmental law and
policy in California. CEQA applies fo most public agency discretionary actions that have the
potential o adversely affect the environment. CEQA requires public agencies fo inform decision
makers and the public about the potential environmental impacts of proposed projects and to
avoid or reduce those environmental impacts to the extent feasible. A public agency shall
prepare a proposed negative declaration or a mitigated negative declaration for a project
when: 1) the initial study shows that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record
before the agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the environment; or 2} The
initial study identifies potentially significant effects, but revisions in the project ptans or proposals
made by, or agreed to by the applicant before a proposed mitigated negative declaratfion and
inftial study are released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point
where clearly no significant effects would occur, and when there is no substantial evidence, In
light of the whole record before the agency, that the project as revised may have a significant
effect on the environment [Section 15070).

Pursuant to Section 15164{a} of the CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency shall prepare an
addendum to a previously certified Negative Declaration {ND} if some changes or additions are
necessary but none of the conditians described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a
subsequent ND have occurred. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, no subsequent ND shall be

Fall Creek Water Permit Extension Project City of Yreka
CEQA Addendum #7 June 14, 2024
1.0-2



1.0 INTRODUCTION

prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence
in the light of the whole record, one or more of the following:

¢ Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the
previous ND due fo the involvement of new significant environmental effects or @
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;

e Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
underaken which will require major revisions of the previous ND due to the involvement of
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects; or

s New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the fime the previous ND was
cerlified as complete, shows any of the following:

o The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous
ND:

o Significant effects previausly examined will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous ND;

o Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in
fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of
the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure
or alternative; or

o Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different form those
analyzed in the previous ND would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects on the environment, but the praject proponents decline fo adopt the
mitigation measure or alternative.

The City of Yreka determine that an Addendum to the cerified ND is appropriate for the
subsequent extension of the Fall Creak Water Permit. Overall, there are no proposed changes o
type, location, and nature of the project. Therefore, the project is consistent with the overall
cerlified ND. The changes in the project timeframe da not warrant a subsequent CEQA document
per CEQA Guidelines Section 15612 as explained in this Addendum. The environmental analysis in
this Addendum examines whether the extension of the Fall Creek Water Permit would result in any
new significant impacts that were not previously identified in the prior ND or would result in any
substantial increases in the severily of previously identified effects. The information contained in
this Addendum is provided o be consistent with Section 15614 of the CEQA Guidelines and would
allow the City to make an administrative determination that the prior ND and environmental
determinations fully address the Fall Creek Water Permit Extension.

1.2 INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE

This Addendum has incorporated by reference the Fall Creek Water Permit Extension ND (State
Clearinghouse Number 2012032053}, certified by the City of Yreka in September 2012, pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines section 15150, information from this document incorporated by reference into
this Addendum has been summarized in the appropriate sections which follow, and the
relationship between the incorporated part of the referenced document and this Addendum
have been described.

City of Yreko Fall Creek Water Permit Extension Project
June 14, 2024 CEQA Addendumn #1

1.0-3



1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.3

DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This document is divided inte the following sections:

1.4

1.0 Infroduction - This seclion provides an introduction and descrices the purpose and
organization of this document.

2.0 Project Information - This section provides general information regarding the praject
and the previously evaluated project.

3.0 Negative Declaration CEQA Consistency Checldist - This section outlines the findings
required to ensure consistency of the Addendum to the original, certified document and
analysis of each finding.

Section 3.0 contains the following comparative environmental issue subsections as well as
the CEQA Mandatory Findings of Significance

Each environmental issue subsection is organized into a Checklist Discussion/Analysis
which provides factual basis for determining whether any changes in the project, any
changes In circumstances, or any new information since the IS/ND was adopted and
certifled of each of the environmental issue checklist questians.

ACRONYMS

The following acronyms are used within the Fall Creek Water Permit Project Initial Study:

ACQOE U.S. Army Corps of engineers

af Acre feet

afy Acre feet per vear

cfs cubic feet per second

CESA California Endangered Species Act

CNDDB California Natural Diversity Data Base

CDFG California Department of Fish and Game

ESA Endangered Species Act

FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

CGHG Greenhouse gas emissions

MAF Million acre feet

MGD Millions gallons per day

MMD Maximum month demands

SCAPCD Siskivou County Air Pollution Control Bistrict

WIA Water Service Ared
Fall Creek Water Permit Extension Project City of Yreka
CEQA Addendum #1 June 14, 2024

1.0-4



2.0 PROJECT INFORMATION

2.1 PREVIOUSLY EVALUATED PROJECT

The place of diversion on Fall Creek which the City of Yreka obtains water for its municipal water system is
located approximately 23 miles northeast of the City. Fall Creek is a tributary to the Klamath River, flowing
into the river at a point below where the river enters Iron Gate Reservoir. The intake to the City's water
system is located approximately one mile north and upstream of the point where Fall Creek enters the
reservoir/river, The location is north of, and is accessed by, Copco Road. The location may generally be
described as the NW 4 of Section 30, T48N, R4W, Mt. Diablo Meridian.

The City of Yreka is applying to the State Water Resources Control Board (Water Board) to extend the time
to put the water diversion authorized under the City's water permit (permit number 15379) issued on May
17, 1967, to maximum beneficial use. Permit 15379 stipulates that the water diverted from Fall Creek by the
City shall not exceed 15.0 cubic feet per second (cfs) with the maximum amount not to exceed 6,300 acre-
feet per year (afy), and that complete application of the water to the authorized uses was to be completed
by December 31, 2005. The City had requested an amendment of the permitted “place of use” of water
obtained under the Fall Creek water permit. A Notice of Exemption pursuant to CEQA was filed in November
3, 2006. On August 5, 2010, the Division of Water Rights issued an order approving changes in the place of
use and issued an amendment to Water Permit 15379 to clarify the amended place of use. Therefore, issues
concerning the place of use pursuant to the water permit are not part of the current project description.

The City requested an extension to the permit to maximize beneficial use in December 2012, which was
granted by, the Division of Water Rights.

2.2 MODIFIED PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed project is an additional extension of the water permit for it to put the full amount of its
authorized diversion {i.e., 6,300 afy) to beneficial use be extended until the year 2042,

With recognition that the City’s meter records for the year 2021, as well as its 2021 Progress Report to the
State Water Resources Control Board, indicate that it diverted up to 12.31 cfs for a total of 2,414 acre-feet
from Fall Creek in 2021. It may be said in one context that consideration of potential environmental impacts,
especially those related to in-stream resources on Fall Creek, concern the impacts of diverting an additional
3,886 afy (i.e. in addition to the baseline amount) in order to be able to utilize the full amount of 6,300 afy
by the year 2042.

Concerning potential impacts to in-stream resources, it is important to note that the City's Fall Creek water
permit is subject to a condition that requires the City to bypass a minimum flow of 15 cfs or the natural flow
of the stream whenever it is less than 15 cfs. This permit condition is discussed in greater detail in Section
4.4 below relating to potential impacts on biclogical resources. The City is not seeking a change in that
condition.

The City's existing Fall Creek diversion and intake facility was designed and constructed to handle the full
allocation of 15 ¢fs up to a maximum of 6,300 afy per the 1967 water permit. The City does not need nor
propose any physical expansion or modification of the existing diversion facility. Therefore, the proposed
project has no construction companents or any features that would cause new disturbance of the site or
the Fall Creek stream course. The only issue considered in this Initial Study are the impacts that may resuit
from extending the time for the City to put to full amount of its authorized diversion to beneficial use under
its 1967 permit. (The City would currently be permitted to divert the full amount of 6,300 afy had

City of Yreka Fall Creek Water Permit Extension Project
June 14, 2024 CEQA Addendum #1
2.0-1



2.0 PROJECT INFORMATION

development and growth demand in the City required diversion of that amount by 2022).

Fall Creek Water Permit Extension Project City of Yreka
CEQA Addendum #1 June 14, 2024
2.0-2



3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

3.1 CEQA Consistency Checklist and Analysis

In order fo evaluate the modified proposed project for consistency with the cerified ND and
establisn a factual basis for determining whether any changes in the project, circumstances, or any
new Information requires additional environmental review or preparation of a Subsequent MND or
EIR, the compardtive analysis is separated inte five categories:

Prior CEQA Analysis — This column includes information related to the section of the IS/ND where the
conclusion may be found relative to the environmental issue.

Does the Mcodified Project Involve New Impacts? - Pursuant to CEAD Guidelines Section 15162{aj(1),
this colurmn indicates whether the changes represented by the revised project may result in a new
significant environmental impact not previously identified in the IS/ND, or whether the changes will
result in a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant impact.

Are There New Circumstances Involving New Impacis? - Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15162(a1} (2}, this column indicates where there have been substantial changes with respect to the
circumstances under which the project is underiaken that will require major revisions fo the IS/ND,
due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects.

Is There New Information Requiring Analysis or Verification? - Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15162(a){3}{a-d}, this column indicates whether new information of substantial importance, which
was not known and could not have been knawn with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the
time of the previous ND was certified as complete.

The cerified environmental review of the Fall Creek Water Permit Extension determined that
mitigation measures were not needed due to all impacts being less than significant. Therefore, no
additional analysis is needed regarding mitigation measures pursuant tc CEQA Guidelines Section
15162(a)(3).

City of Yreka Folt Creek Water Permit Extension Project
June 14, 2024 CEQA Addendum #1

3.0-1



3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

3.2

Environmental Analysis

This comparative analysis follows the provisions of CEQA Sections 15162 and 15164 to provide the
City with the factual basis for defermining whether any changes in the project, any changes in
circumstances, or any new infermation since the IS/MND was adopted require addifional
environmental review or preparation of a Subseguent MND or EIR the IS/MND previously prepared.

1. AESTHETICS.

Adopted Do New New
IS/ND Proposed Circumstan | Information
Conclusion | Changes ces Requiring
Invclve New | Involving Analysis or
Impactss New Verification
Impacts? ¢
a} Have a substantial adverse effect No Impact No. The No. The No. The
on a scenic vista? diversion diversion diversion
site is not site is not site is not
readily readily readily
visible to visible to visible to the
the public the public public and
and the and the the project
project {i.e., | project (i.e.. | (i.e. the
the the extension of
extension of | extension of | timein
time in time in which to
which to which to put the
put the put the authorized
authorized authorized diversion to
diversionto | diversionto | maximum
maximum Maximum beneficial
beneficial beneficial use) hasno
use) hasno | use}] hasnc | physical
physical physical component
component | component | s that would
s that would | s that would | alterthe
alter the alter the dppearanc
appearanc | appearanc | e of the
e of the e of the stream or
stream or stream or existing
existing existing diversion
diversicn diversicn system.
system. system.
b) Substantially domage scenic No impact No. There No. There No. There
rescurces, including. but not limited are no qare no are no
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and scenic scenic sCenic
historic buildings within a state resourcesin | resourcesin | resourcesin
scenic highway? the project | the project the project
areq. ared. ared.
Falt Creek Water Permit Extension Project City of Yreka

CEQA Addendum #1

3.0-2
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

c) Substantially degrade the existing No impact No. The No. The No. The
visual character or quality of the project has | project has | project has
site and its surroundings@ no features | no features | no features

that would that would that would
noticeably noticeably noticeably
alter the alter the alterthe
appearanc | appearanc | appearanc
e ofthe e of the e of the
existing existing existing
diversion diversion diversion
system and | system and | system and
thereby thereby thereby
degrade degrade degrade
the existing | the existing | the existing
visual visual visual
character character character
or quality of | or quality of | or guality of
the site and | the site and | the site and
its its its
surrounding | surrounding | surrounding
5. 5. 5.

d} Create a new source of substantial | No Impact No. The No, The No, The
light or glare which would project project project
adversely affect day or nighttime does not does not does not
views in the area? propose to propose to propose o

add any add any add any
new light new light new light
features or features or features or
component | component | component
s that would | s that would | s that would
add glare add glare add glare
to the to the to the
existing existing existing
diversion diversion diversion
facility. facility. facility,

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The previously adopted IS/ND determined that the Project would have no significant impacts to
aesthetic resources. No additional activities will occur that will impact aesthetics. There are no
changes to the Project description that would cause an increase in impacts beyond what was

analyzed. The Project impact remains as “No Impact.

Conclusions Relaling to Aesthetics:

The proposed praject will have no impact concerning visual resources and remain unchanged from

the originaily adopted IS/ND.

City of Yreka
June 14, 2024
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

2., AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

Adopted Do Nesw New
IS/ND Proposed Circumstan | Information
Conclusion Changes ces Requiring
Involve New | Invalving Analysis or
Impacts? New Verification
Impactss 2

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique No Impact No. The No. The No. The
Farmland, or Farmland of project will project will project will
Statewide Importance (Farmland], not remove | not remove | not remove
as shown on the maps prepared any land any land any land
pursuant te the Farmland Mapping from from from
and Monitoring Pregram of the agricultural | agricultural | agricultural
California Resources Agency, to production. | production. | production.
nonagricultural use?

b} Conflict with existing zoning for No Impact No. The No. The No. The
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act project will project will project will
contfract? not remove | notremove | not remove

any land any lend any land
from from from
agricultural | agricultural | ogricultural
production. | production. | production.
¢} Conflict with existing zoning for, or No impact No. The No. The No. The
cause rezoning of, forest land {as project will project will project will
defined In Public Resources Code not remove | not remove | not remove
section 12220{g})}, timberiand {as any land any land any land
defined by Public Resources Code from forest from forest from forest
section 4524), or timberland zoned production. | production. | production,
Timberland Production {as defined
by Government Code section
51104ig})®

d) Result in the loss of forest land or No Impact No. The No. The No. The
conversion of forest land to non- project will project will project will
forest use? not remove | not remove | not remove

any land any land any land
from forest from forest from forest
production. | production. | production.

e. Involve other changes in the existing | N/A No, The No. The No. The
environment which, due to their project will project will project will
location or nature, could result in notremeve | notremove | notremove
conversion of Farmland, to any land any land any land
neonagricultural use or conversion from from from
of forest land to non-forest use? agricultural | agriculfural | agricultural

production. | production. | preduction.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The previously adopted IS/ND determined that the Project would have no significant impacts fo
agriculture and forest resources. The project is the extension of time in which fo puf the City's
permitted water diversion to full beneficial use for municipal and indusfrial purposes within the
authorized place of use. The place of use, which is generally coterminous with the City's

Fall Creek Water Permit Extension Project
CEQA Addendurn #1
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

incorporated lands, does include Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmiland of Statewide
importance as identified in the 2000 Farmland Mapping and Menitoring Program GIS data
[www.Consv.ca.gov). Impacts on agricultural resources from development pursuant to the General
Pian was considered in the General Plan Update EIR, Additionally, there are no sites on lands with a
williamson Act contract. Therefore, there is no impact to agricultural resources as a result of the
proposed extension of time relative to the use of water.

Conclusions Relating to Agriculture and Forest Resources:

The project will have no impact to agricultural or forest resources and remain unchanged from the

originally adopted IS/ND.

3. Al QuaLTy

Adopted IS/ND

Do Proposed

New

New Information

Conclusion Changes Involve | Circumstances Requiring
New Impacts? Involving New Analysis or
Impactsg Verffication?

a)l Conflict with or No Impact No. The project No. The project No. The project
obstruct would not would not would not
implementation create new create new create new
of the applicable significant significant significant
air quality plang increqses in air increases in air increases in air

emissions that emissions that emissions that
would conflict or | would conflict or | would conilict
obstruct obstruct or obstruct
implementation | implementation | Implementation
of an available of an avdilable of an available
air quality plan. air guglity plan. air quality plan.

b} Resultin a No Impact Ne. The project No. The project No. The project
cumulatively would not result | would not result | would not result
considerable net ina ina ina
increase of any cumulatively cumulatively cumulatively
criteria pollutont considerable considerable considerable
for which the net increase of net increase of net increase of
project region is any criferia any criteria any criteria
nonattainment pollutant for pollutant for pollutant for
under an which the which the which the
applicable project region’s | project regionis | project region is
federal or state nonattainment nenattainment nonattainment
ambient air under an under an under an
quality standard? applicable applicable applicable

federal or state federal or state federal or state
ambient air ambient air ambient air
quality standard | guality standard | quaility standard

c] Expose sensitive Ng impact No. The project No., The project No. The project
receptors to would not would not would not
sulstantial expose sensitive | expose sensitive | expose sensitive
pollutant recepftaors 1o receptors to receptors to
concentrations substantial substantial substantial

poliutant pollutant pollutant
cencentrations. concentrations. concentrations.
City of Yreka Fall Creek Water Permit Extension Project

June 14, 2024
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

d} Resultin other

emissions (such as
those leading to
odors) adversely

No Impact

No. The project
would not result
in other
emissions that

No. The project
would not result
in other
emissions thot

No. The project
would not result
in other
emissions that

affecting a would affect c would affect a would affect a
substantial substantial substantial substantial
number of number of number of number of
peoplet people. people. people.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The previously adopted iS/ND determined that the Project would not impact air quality. The project
consists of an extension in time per the City's 1967 water permit in which io utilize the full allocation
of 6,300 afy. No new facilities or physical modification of the existing diversion works, or any ofher
physical changes at the site, are proposed or needed for the full diversion. Na component of the
proposed project will produce a noteworthy increase in the operation of maintenance vehicles or
operation of other machinery.

Conclusions Related to Air Quality:

The project will have nro impact on air quality and remain unchanged from the originally adopfed
IS/ND.

4. BIoLOGICAL RESOURCES

adverse effect on

Project

Project

Adopted IS/ND Do Proposed New New Information
Conclusion Changes Invalve | Circumstances Requiring
New Impactse Involving New Analysis or
Impactsg Verfication?

a) Havea Less than No, There are no | No, There are no | No. There are no
substantial Significant biclogical biclegical biclogical
adverse effect, resources on the | resources on the | resources on the
either directly or site and there site and there site and there
through habitat are no changes | are nc changes | are no changes
rmodifications, on to the Project o the Project to the Project
any species description that | description that | description that
identified as a would result in would result in would result in
candidate, anincredase in an increqse in anincredse in
sensitive, or biological biological biological
special status impacts from impacts from impacts from
speciesin local or the previous the previous the previous
regional plans, IS/ND. IS/ND. IS/ND.
policies, or
regulations, or by
the California
Department of
Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and
wWildlife Service?

b) Havea Less than No. There are no | No. There are no | No. There are no
substantial Significant changes to the changes to the changes to the

Project
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

any riparian
habitat or other
sensitive natural
community
identified in local
or regional plans,

description that
would result in
an increase in
biological
impacts from
the previous

description that
would result in
an increase in
bictogical
impacts frem
the previous

description that
would result in
an increase in
biolcgical
impacts from
the previous

local pelicies or

does not conflict

does not conflict

policies, IS/ND. IS/ND. IS/ND.
reguiations or by

the California

Department of

Fish and Game or

US Fish and

Wildlife Service?

c) Have asubstantial | Less than No. There No No. There No No. There No
adverse effect on | Significant changes to the changes to the changes to the
federally Project Project Project
protected description that | description that | description that
wetlands as would result in would result in would result in
defined by an increase in an increase in anincrease in
Section 404 of the biclogical biclogical biclogical
Clean Water Act impacts from impacts from impacts from
(including, but the previcus the previous the previous
not limited to, IS/ND. IS/ND. IS/ND.
marsh, vernal
pool, coastal,
etc.) through
direct removal,
filing.,
hydrological
interrupticn, or
other meanse

d} Interfere No Impact No. There No No. There No No. There No
substantially with changes to the changes to the changes to the
the movement of Project Project Project
any native description that | description that | description that
resident or would result In would result in would resultin
migratery fish or an increqse in an increase in an increqse in
wildlife species or biological biological biclogical
with established impacts from impacts from impacts from
native resident or the previous the previous the previous
migratory wildlife IS/ND. IS/ND. IS/ND.
cormidors, or
impede the use
of native wildlife
nursery sitese

el Conflict with any | No Impact N, The Project No., The Project No. The Project

does not conflict

ordinances with any local with any local with any local
protecting policies or policies or policies or
biological ordinance. ordinance. ordinance.
resources, such
as & tree

City of Yreko Fall Creek Water Permit Extension Project

June 14, 2024
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

preservation
policy or
ordinance?

f]

Conflict with the
provisions of an

No Impact

The Project is not
subject to any

The Project is hot
subject to any

The Project is
not subject to

adopted Habitat adopted adopted any adopted
Conservation biological biological biological
Plan, Natural conservation conservation conservation
Community plans. plans. plans.

Conservation
Plan, or other
approved local,
regional, or state
habitat
conservotion
plan®

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The previously adopted IS/ND determined that the Project would have no impact on biological
resources. The "proposed project” (i.e., the extension of time to put the authorized amount of water
to be diverted to full beneficial use) will not alter the intake structure or the operational means by
which the existing intake facllities are screened. Becouse the project does not propose any new
facilities or affect any special-status species or sensitive habitats, and the incorporated protective
equipment of the existing facilities is in place and adeguately operational to prevent any take of
special-status species, the proposed project would have no impact upon the noted biological
resources.

Potential impacts concerning biological resources related to planned land use within the City of
Yreka, which may indirectly result from future use of water resources from Fall Creek, was addressed
in the 2003 City of Yreka General Plan Update EIR.

Conclusions Related to Biological Resources:

The previous Project IS/ND determined that there we either “ess than significant” or "No Impact”
findings for biological resources. The impacts identified in the IS/ND are of similar levels of impact
identified in this Addendum. None of the changes identified fo the project increase the impacts fo
a significant level.

City of Yreka
June 14, 2024
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Adopted IS/ND

Do Proposed

New

New Information

human remains,
including those
interred outside
of formal
cemeteries?

known human
remains known
to be on site.

known human
remains known
to be on site.

Conclusion Changes Involve | Circumstances Requiring
New Impacts? Involving New Analysis or
Impacts? Verification?

a)j Cause No Impact No. There are no | No. There are no | No. There are no
substantial knawn historic or | known historic or | known histeric or
adverse change archaeological archaeological archaeclogical
in the resources exist resources exist resources exist
significance of @ on site. on site. on site.
historical
resource das
definedin
§15064.52

b) Cause a No Impact No. There are no | No. There are no | No. There are no
substantial known historic or | known historic or | known historic or
adverse change archaeclogical archaeological archaeological
in the resources exist resources exist resources exist
significance of an on site. on site. on site.
archaeoclogical
resource
pursuant to
§15064.5%

c) Disturb any No impact No. There are no | No, There are no | Ne, There are ne

known human
remains known
to be on site.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The previously adepted IS/ND determined that the Project weuld not have animpact on any cultural
resources. Additionolly, AB 52 does not apply to projects that had a Netice of an IS/ND filed or issued
before July 1, 2015. There are no changes fo the Project description that would cause an increcse
in impacts beyond what was analyzed. Therefore, the Project impact remains as No Impact.

Conclusions Related to Cultural Resources:

The project will have no impact on historical, archaeclogical, paleontological resources or human
remains and the conclusions from the IS/ND remain unchanged.

City of Yreka
June 14, 2024
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6. ENERGY
Adopted IS/ND Do Proposed New New Information
Conclusion Changes Involve | Circumstances Requiring
New Impacts? invelving New Analysis or
Impacts? Verification?

a) Resultin No Impact No. The Project No. The Project No., The Project
potentially will not result in will not result in will notf result in
significant inefficient or inefficient or inefficient or
environmental wasteful use of wasteful use of wasteful use of
impact due to energy during energy during energy during
wasteful, construction or construction or construction or
Inefficient or operation. operation. operation.
unnecessary
consumption of
energy resources,
during project
construction or
operation?

b) Conflict with cr No Impact No. The Project No, The Project No, The Project
obstruct a state does not conflict | does not conflict | does not
or local plan for with any with any conflict with any
renewable applicable applicable applicable
energy or energy energy use energy use energy use
efficiency? plans. plans. plans.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The previously adopted IS/ND determined that the Project would not have animpact on any energy
resources. There are no changes to the Project description that would cause an increase in impacts

beyond what was analyzed. Therefore, the Project impact remains as “No Impact”.

Conclysions Related to Energy:

The project will have no impact on energy sysfems and the conclusions from the IS/ND remain

unchanged.

Fall Creek Water Permit Extension Project
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7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Adopted Do New New

IS/ND Proposed Circumstan | Information

Conclusion | Changes ces Requiring
Involve Involving Analysis or
New New Verification
Impacitse Impacts? [

a. Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury.

or death involving:

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, | No Impact | No. The Nec. The Nec. The

as delineated on the most recent project project project
Alquist Priclo Earthguake Fault would not would not would not
Zoning Map issued by the State be be be exposed
Geologist for the area or based on exposed to | exposed to | to fault
other substantial evidence of a fault fault rupture.
known fault? Refer to Division of rupture, rupture.

Mines and Geology Special

Publication 42.

ii. Strang seismic ground shaking? No Impact | No. The No. The No. The
project project project
would nct would not would not
Increase increase Increcse
exposure exposure expasure to
10 risks to risks risks
associated | associated | associafed
with strong | with strong | with strong
seismic seismic seismic
ground ground ground
shaking. shaking. shaking.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, No Impact | Ne.The No. The No. The

including liquefactian® project project project
would not would not would nat
increase increqse increqse
exposure exposure exposure to
to seismic- | to seismic- | selsmic-
related related related
ground ground ground
fallure failure failure
including including including
liquefactio | liquefactio | liquefaction
n. n. .

iv. Landslides? No Impact | No. The No. The No. The
project project project
would not would not would not
increase increqse increase
exposure exposure exposure fo
to to landslides.
landslides. | landslides.

b} Result in substantial soil erosion or the | No Impact [ No.The No. The No. The

loss of topsoile project project project
would not would not would not
resuit in soil | resultin soll | result in soil

City of Yreka
June 14, 2024
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erosion or erosion or ercsion or
loss of loss of loss of
topsoil. topsoil. topsail.

¢} Be located on a geologic unit or sail No Impact | No. The No, The No. The
that is unstable, or that would project project project
become unstable as a result of the wauld not wauld not would not
project, and potentially resulf in on- increase increqse increase
or off-site landslide, lateral exposure exposure exposure to
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction to risks 1o risks risks
or collapse? associated | associated | associated

with with with
unstable unstable unstable
geologic geologic geologic
units or units or units or soils.
soils. sQils.

d) Be located on expansive sail, as No Impact | No. The No. The No. The
defined in Table 18- 1-B of the most project project project
recently adopted Uniform Building would not would not would not
Code creating substantial risks to life increase increase increase
or property¢ exposure exposure exposure to

to risks to risks risks
associated | associated | associated
with with with
expansive expansive expansive
soil. sail, soil,

e} Have soils incapable of adequately No Impact | No. The No. The No. The soils
supporting the use of septic tanks or solls are solls are are not
alternative wastewater dispasal not not incapable
systems where sewers are not incapable | incapable | of
available for the disposal of of of supporling
wastewater? supporting | supporting | the use of

the use of the use of sepfic tanks
septic septic ora

tanks or tanks or a wastewater
wastewate | wastewate | disposal

r disposal r disposal system.
systerm. system.

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique | No Impact | No. No No. No No. No
paleontological resource or site or known known known
unigue geologic features paleontolo | paleontolo | palecntolo

gical gical gical
resource or | resource or | resource or
unique unique unigue
geolegic geoclogic geologic
features features features
exist on exist on exist on site.
site, site.

Fall Creek Water Permit Extension Project City of Yreka
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The proposed project consists of an extension of fime f{i.e., from 2012 to the year 2042} under the
City's water permit to put to full beneficial use the previously-approved amount of 6,300 acre feet
per year. The previously adopted IS/ND determined that the Project would not have an impact on
any geology and sail resources. There are no changes to the Project description that would cause
an increase in impacts beyond what was analyzed. Therefore, the Project impact remains as “No

Impact’.
Conclusions Related to Energy:

The project will have no impact related to geology and soils and the conclusions from the IS/ND
remain unchanged.

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSHONS

Adopted IS/ND

Do Proposed

New

New Information

Conclusicn Changes Involve | Circumstances Requiring
New Impacts? Involving New Analysis or
Impacts? Verification?

a) Generate No impact No. The project No. The project No. The project
greenhouse gas would not would not would not
emissicns, either generate a generate a generate «
directly or significant significant significant
indirectly, that amount of amount of omount of
may have a greenhouse gas | greenhouse gas | greenhouse gas
significont impact emissions. emissions. emissions.
on the
gnvironment?

b) Conflict with an No Impact No. The project No. The project No. The project

applicable plan,
policy or
reguiation
adopted for the
purpose of
reducing the
emissions of
greenhouse
guses?

would not
conflict with an
applicckble GHG
reduction plan.

would not
conflict with an
applicable GHG
reduction plan.

would not
conflict with an
applicable GHG
reduction plan.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The Govemor of California signed Executive Order $-3-05 (EQ) in June 2005 which estabiished
statewide reduction targets for greenhouse gases. The EO states that emissions shall be reduced to
year 2000 levels by 2010, to 1990 levels by 2020, and by 2050 reduced to 80 percent of the 1990
levels, Assembly Bill 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act, 2006 (AB 32}, was signed info
law in September 2004, AB 32 finds that global warming poses a serlous threat fo the econgomic
wellbeing, public health, natural resources, and the California environment. It establishes a state
goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020, which wolld be a 25
percent reduction from forecasted emissicn levels.

Falt Creek Water Permit Extension Project
CEQA Addendum #1
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Greenhouse gases (GHGs), as defined by Health and Safe Code, include but are not limited to
water vapor, carbon dicxide [CO2}, methane {CH4), nitrous oxide {N20), ozone (03}, and
chloroflucrocarbons (CFCs) (Health ond Safety Code §38500 et seq.). These gases all act as
effective global insulators, reflecting back to earth visible light and infrared radiation.

The project will not cause any construction activity or operational activity that will generate GHG
emissions. The project will not cenflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. The exfension of the water permit
timeframe to 2042 would not result in any change in the project description.

Conclusions Relating to Greenhouse Gas Emissions:

Since the project will not generate air emission from construction or operation, there is no impact
related to greenhouse gas emissions and the conclusion from the IS/ND remain unchanged.

9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Adopted IS/ND

Do Proposed

New

New Information

emissions or
handle
hazardous or
acutely
hazardous
materigls,

known
hazardous
emissions,
materials, or
substances that

known
hazardous
emissions,
materials, or
substances that

Conclusion Changes Involve | Circumstances Requiring
New Impacts? Involving New Analysis or
Impacts? Verification?

a) Create a No iImpact No. The project No. The project No. The project
significant hazard would not would not would not
to the public or creale new or create new or create new or
the environment increased increased increased
through the impact invalving | impact invelving | impact inveolving
routine fransport, hazardous hazardous hazardous
use, or disposal of materials. materials. raterials.
hazardous
materialsg

b) Create a No Impact No. The project No. The project No. The project
significant hazard would not would not would not
to the public or create create create
the environment additional additional additional
through significant significant significant
reasonably hazard to the hazard to the hazard to the
foreseeable public or public or public or
upset and environmental environmental environmental
accident through through through
conditions reasonably reasonably reasonably
involving the foreseeable foreseeable foreseeable
release of upset and upset and upset and
hazardous accident accident accident
materials into the conditions. conditions. conditions.
environmentg

¢) Emit hazardous No Impact No. There are no | No, There are no | No. There are no

known
hazardous
emissions,
materials, or
substances that

Fall Creek Water Permit Extension Project
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substances, or
waste within one-
guarter mile of an

are nearby or
onsite.

are nearby or
onsite,

are hearby or
onsite.

existing or
proposed
school?

d) Be located on a No timpact No. The project No. The project No. The project
site which is is not Is not is not
included on a list of designated as a | designated asa | designated as a
hazardous materials site which is site which is site which is
sites compiled Included on a included on a included on a
pursuant to list of hazardous | list of hazardous | list of hazardous
Government Code materials sites materials sites materials sifes
Section 65962.5 compiled cormpiled compiled
and, as aresult, pursuant to pursuant to pursuant to
would it create @ Government Government Government
significant hazard Code Section Code Section Code Section
to the public orf the 65962.5 65962.5 65962.5
environment?

e) For a project No Impact No. The Project No. The Project No. The Project
located within an is not within an is not within an is not within an
airport land use Airport Influence | Airport Influence | Airport Influence
plan or, where such Area and Area and Arec and
a plan has not therefare, the therefore, the therefore, the
been adopted, proposed proposed proposed
within two miles of project does not | project does not | project does not
a public girport or have a have a have a
public use airport, significant significant significant
would the project impact. impaci. impact.
result in a safety
hazard for people
residing or working
in the project areq?

f) Impair No Impact No, The project No, The project No. The project
implementation of would not impadair | would not impair | would not
or physically emergency ermergency irmpair
intertere with an evacuation or evacuation or emergency
adopted response. response. evacuation or
emergency response.
response plan or
emergency
evacuagtion plang

g] Expose people or No Impact No. The project No, The project Neo. The project

structures to @
significant risk of
loss, injury or
death involving
wildland fires?

would not
expose people
or structuresto a
significant risk of
loss, injury, or
death involving
wildfires.

would not
expose pecple
or structures to a
significant risk of
[oss, Injury, or
death invalving
wildfires.

would not
expose people
or structures tfo a
significant risk of
loss, Injury, ar
death involving
wildfires.

Fall Creek Water Permit Extension Project

City of Yreka
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Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The previously adopted IS/MND determined that the Project would not have an impact on any
hazards and hazardous materials.

Conclusions Related to Harardous Materials:

The project will have no impact related to hazardous materials and the conclusions from the 1IS/ND

remain unchanged.

10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Adopted IS/ND

Do Proposed

New

New Information

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

Conclusicn Changes Involve | Circumstances Requiring
New Impacts? Involving New Analysis or
Impactse Verification?

a) Violate any water | No Impact No. The project Nc. The project No. The project
quality standards would not would not would not
or waste violate water violate water violate water
discharge quality quality quality
reguirements or standardsan d standards an d standards an d
otherwise does not involve | does not involve | does not involve
substantially any new any new any new
degrade surface construction or construction or construction or
or ground water waste waste waste
quality@ discharge. discharge. discharge.

b} Substantially No impact No, Fall Creek Ng. Fall Creek No. Fall Creek
decrease flows directly flows directly flows directly
groundwater into the Klamath | info the Klamath | into the Klamath
supplies or River and daes River and does River and does
interfere not recharge an | not recharge an | not recharge an
substantially with aquifer. aquifer. aguifer.
groundwater

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage
alteration of the course of d stream or river,

pattern of the site or areq, including threugh the
in @ manner which would:

i. result in substantial
erosion or siltation
on- or off-site?

No Impact

No. No new
construction or
new alteration
of the stream is
proposed that
would result in
flooding on or
off the diversion
site.

No. No  new
constructicn  ar
new dlferation of

the stream s
propased  that
would result in

flooding on or off
the diversion site.

No. No new
construction ar
new alteration
of the stream is
proposed that
would result in
flooding on or

off the diversion
site.

Fall Creek Water Permit Extension Project

CEQA Addendum #1

3.0-16

City of Yreka
June 14, 2024




3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

tsunami, cr
seiche zones, risk

would nct
release

would not
relecse

it. substantially No Impact No. The project
incregse the rate or does net include
amount af surface the creation of
runoff in a manner housing and
which would result therefore would
in flooding on- or not result in the
off-site? placement of

housing within a
100-year flood
hazard areq.

iii. Create or No Impact No. The existing No. The existing No. The existing
contribute runoff Fall Creek facility | Fall Creek facility | Fall Creek
water which would is already is already facility is alrecdy
exceed the designed and designed and designed and
capacity of existing constructed to constructed to constructed to
or planned divert 6,300 acre | divert 6,300 acre | divert 6,300 acre
stormwoter feet peryear at | feet peryearat | feet peryearat
drainage systems or arate of up fo arate of up to arate of up to
provide substantial 15 cubic feet 15 cubic feet 15 cubic feet
additional sources per second. No per second. No per second. No
of polluted runoff? new new new

construction or construction or construction or
alteration of the | alteration of the | alterction of the
site s propased, | site is proposed, | site is proposed,
nor does the nor dces the nor dees the
diversion facility | diversion facility | diversion facility
have any have any have any
components compcnents components
that could result | that ceuld result | thot could result
in polluted in polluted in polluted
runoff. runcoff. runoftf.
Therefore, the Therefore, the Therefore, the
preject will not project will not project will not
create or crecte or creqafe or
contribute runoff | contribute runoff | contribute
walter that water that runoff water
would impact would impact that would
stormwater stormwater impact
drainage or drainage or stormwater
provide provide drainage or
additionat additional provide
sources of sources of additional
polluted runoff, polluted runoff, sources of
polivted runoff.

iv. Impede orredirect | No Impact No. The project No. The project No. The project

flood flows® would not would not would not
impede or impede or impede or
redirect floocd redirect flcod redirect flood
flows. flows. flows.

d) In flood hazard, No Impact No, The project No. The project No. The project

would not
releqse

City of Yreka
June 14, 2024
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CHECKLIST

release of pollutants due pollutants due pcllutants due
poliutonts due to to project to project to project
project inundation inundation inundation
inundationg
e] Conflict with or No Impact No. The project No. The project No. The project
obstruct would not would not would not
implementation conflict with or conflict with or conflict with or
of a water quality obstruct obstruct obstruct
contrel plan or implementation | implementation | implementation
sustainable of g water of awater of a water
groundwater qudlity control quality control quality contrel
management plan or plan or plan or
plan? sustainable sustainable sustainable
groundwater groundwater groundwater
management management management
plan, plan. plan.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The previously adopted IS/ND determined that the Project would not have an impact on any
hydrology and water quality resources. There are no changes fa the Project description that would
cause an increase in impacts beyond what was analyzed. Therefore, the Project impact remains as

“No Impact”.

Conclusions Related to Hydrology and Water Quality:

Other than the simple hydrological fact that the propased project will extend the City's
existing permit to divert 6,300 afy of water from Fall Creek to the year 2042, relafive 1o smaller
amounts of diversion that might otherwise be permitted, the project will have no impact on related
hydrological resources or water quality. The conclusions in the IS/ND remain unchanged.

11. LAND USE AND PLANNING

any land use plan,
policy, or regulation
adopted for the

mitigating an

environmental impact
due to a conflict with

purpose of gvoiding or

environmental effect?

is consistent with
the allowable
land use.

is consistent with
the allowable
land use.

Adopted Do Propocsed New New Information
IS/ND Changes Involve | Circumstances Requiring
Conclusion | New Impacts? Involving New Analysis or
Impactse Verification®
a) Physically divide an No Impact | No. The project No. The project No. The project
established would not divide | would not divide | wauld not
community? an established an established divide an
community. community. established
community.
b} Cause a significant No Impact | No. The project No. The project No. The project

is consistent with
the allowabie
land use.

Falf Creek Water Permit Extension Project
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Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The previously adopted IS/ND determined that the Project would not have an impact on any land
use and planning resources. There are no changes to the Project description that would cause an
increase in impacts beyond what was onalyzed, Therefore, the Project impact remains as No

Impact.

Conclusions Related to Land Use and Planning:

The proposed project, if approved, will nave ne impact on land use and planning. However, if ihe
project is not approved, the City of Yreka will have to take other measures {with related expense
and impacts} to obtain the amount of water it needs to serve the expected growth of the City. The

conclusions in the I1S/ND remain unchanged.

12, MINERAL RESOURCES

Adopted
IS/ND
Conclusion

Do Proposed
Changes Involve
New Impacts?

New
Circumstances
Involving New
Impoctse

New Information
Requiring
Analysis or
Verification?

a) Result in the loss of
availability of g known
mineral resource that
would be of value to
the region and the
residents of the state?

No impact

No. The project
would not result
in the loss of
known mineral
resources.

No. The project
would not result
in the loss of
known rmineral
resources.

No. The project
would not result
in the loss of
known mineral
resources.

b) Result in the loss of
availakility of a locally
important mineral
resource recovery site
delineated on g iocal
general plan, specific
plon or other land use
plang

No Impact

No. The project
would not result
in the loss of
known mineral
resources.

No. The project
would not result
in the loss of
known mineral
resources.

Nc. The project
would not result
in the loss of
known mingral
resources.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The previously adopted IS/ND determined that the Project would not have animpact on any mineral
resources. There are no changes to the Project description that would cause an increose in impacts

beyond what was analyzed. Therefore, the Project impact remains as No Impact.

Conclusions Related to Mineral Resovurces:

The praject will have no impact on mineral resources within the area, and the conclusions in the

IS/ND remain unchanged.

City of Yreka
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13. NOISE
Adopted Do Proposed New New Informaticn
IS/ND Changes Involve | Circumnstances Requiring
Conclusion | New Impacts? Involving New Analysis or
Impactse Verification®

a) Generation of a No Impact | No. The project No. The project No, The project
substantial temporary would not would nct would not
or permanent increase expose persons expose persens expose persons
in the ambient noise to or generate to cr generate to or generate
levels in vicinity of the noise levels in noise levels in noise levels in
project in excess of excess of excess of exceass of
stondards established standards standards standards
in the local general established by established by established by
plan or noise applicable applicable applicoble
ordinance, or local, regional or | local, regional or | local, regional
applicable standards national national or natianal
of other agenciese regulations. regulations. regulations.

b) Generation of excessive | No Impact | No. The project No. The project No. The project
groundbormne vibration would not would not would not
or groundborne noise axpose persons EXpose persons expose persons
levels? to excessive to excessive to excessive

groundborne groundporne groundborne
vibration. vibration. vibration.

c) For a project located | No Impact | No. The project No. The project No. The project
within a private airstrip is not within the is not within the is not within the
or dairport land use plan established established established
or, where such a plan Qirport noise airport noise airport noise
has not been adepted, contour, contour. contour.
within two miles of a
public qirport or public
use girpert, would the
project expose pecple
residing or working in
the project area to
excessive noise levels?

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The previously adopted IS/ND determined that the Project would not have animpact an noise levels.
There are no changes to the Project description that would cause an increase In impacts beyond
what was analyzed. Therefore, ihe Project impact rermnains as No Impact.

Conclusions Related to Noise:

The proposed project will have no construction ar operational features that would generate noise
notably greater than current levels. No impact. The conclusions in the IS/ND remain unchanged.
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14. POPULATION AND HOUSING

numbers of existing
housing. necessitating
the construction of
replacement housing
elsewhere?

will nct displace
existing housing.

will not displace
existing housing.

Adopted Do Proposed New New Information
IS/ND Changes Involve | Circumstances Requiring
Conclusion | New Impocts? Involving New Analysis or
Impacts? Verificationg
a) Induce substantial Less than No. The No, The No. The
populaticn growth in Significant | extension of extension of extension of
an areq, either directly time in which to | time inwhich tc | time in which to
{for example, by allow the City to | allow the City to | allow the City to
pcroposing new homes diveri its divert its divert its
and businesses} or permitted permitted permitted
indirectly {for exompile, amount of 6,300 | amount of 6,300 | amount of 6,300
through extension of afy is consistent | afy is consistent | afy is consistent
roads or cther with, and is with, and is with, and is
infrastructure) 2 scaled to help scaled tc help scaled to help
serve the serve the serve the
population and | population and | population and
land use buila- land use build- land use build-
out projections out projections out projections
of, the City's of, the City's of, the City's
General Plan. General Plan. General Plan.
The project will The project will The project will
not directly nor not directly nor not directly nor
indirectly result indirectly result indirectly result
in induced in Induced in induced
growth that is growth that is growth that is
not already not already not already
expectedinthe | expectedinthe | expectedinthe
City's General City's General City's General
Plan. Plan. Flan.
b} Displace suibstantial No Impact | No. The project No. The project No. The project

will not displace
existing housing.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The previously adopted IS/ND determined that the Praject would not hove animpact on populaiion
and housing. There are no changes to the Project description that would cause an increase in
impacts beyond what was analyzed. Therefore, the Project impact remains as No Impact.

Conclusions Related to Population and Housing:

The conclusions from the IS/ND remain unchanged.
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15. PuslLIC SERVICES

Adopted
IS/ND
Conclusion

Do Proposed
Changes Involve
New Impactse

New
Circumstances
Involving New
Impacts?

New Information
Requiring
Analysis or
Verification?

public services:

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental faciiities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to

maintain acceptable service ratios, response fimes or other performance objectives for any of the

would not result
in a need for
new or
expanded other
facllities.

would not result
in a need for
new or
expanded other
facilities.

Fire Protection?g No Impact | No. The project No. The project No. The project
would not result | would not result | would not result
in aneed for in o need for in aneed for
new or new or new or
expanded fire expanded fire expanded fire
protection protection protection
facllities. facilities. facilities.

Palice Protection® No Impact | No. The project No. The project No, The project
would not result | would not result | would not result
in aneed for in aneed for in a need for
new or new or new or
expanded expanded expanded
police police police
protection protection protection
facilities. facilities. facilities.

Schools?2 No Impact | No. The project No. The project No. The project
would not result would not result | would not result
in & need for in a need for in a need for
new or new or new or
expanded expanded expanded
school facilities. school facilitfies. school facilities.

Parkse No Impact | No. The project No. The project Na. The project
would not result | would not result | would noft result
in aneed for in a need for in a need for
new or new or new or
expanded park expanded park | expanded park
facilities. facilities. facilities.

Other Public Facilities? No Impact | No. The project No. The projeci No. The project

would not result
in o need for
new or
expanded other
facilities.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The previously adopted IS/ND determined that the Project would not have an impact on public
services. There are no changes to the Project description that would cause an increase in impacts

beyond what was analyzed. Therefore, the Project impact remains as No Impaci.

Conclusions Related to Public Services:

Falf Creek Water Permit Extension Project
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The project will have no impact on public services. The conclusions in the IS/ND remain unchanged.

14. RECREATION

Acdlopted
IS/ND
Canclusion

Do Proposed
Changes Invalve
New Impacts?

New
Circumstances
Involving New
Impacts?

New Information
Requiring
Analysis or
Verfication?

a) Would the project
increase the use of
existing neighborhood
and regicnal parks or
other recreationai
facilities such that
substantial physical
deterioration of the
facility would occur or
be accelerated?

No Impact

No. The project
will not result in
the increased
use of any
existing parks or
other recreation
facilities.

No. The project
will not result in
the increased
use of any
existing parks or
other recrection
facilities.

No. The praject
will not result in
the incregsed
use of any
existing parks or
other recreciion
facilities.

b} . Does the project
include recreational
facilities or require the
construction or
expansion of
recreational facilities
which might have an
adverse physical effect
on the environment?

No Impact

No. The project
does notf include
new recrection
facilities, nor will
it require the
construction or
expansion of
any recreation
facilities.

No. The project
does not include
new recreation
facilities, nor will
it require the
consfruction or
expansion of
any recreation
facilities.

No. The project
does not
include new
recrecqtion
facilities, nor will
it require the
construction or
expansion of
any recreation
facllities.

Discussion of Checklist Answers;

The previously adopted 15/ND determined that the Project wauld not have an impact on population
and housing. There are no changes to the Project description thai would cause an increase in
impacts beyond what was analyzed. Therefore, the Project impact remains as No Impact.

Conclusions Related to Recreation:

The conclusions from the iIS/ND remain unchanged.
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17. TRANSPORTATION

emergency access?

would not result
in inadequate
ermergency
CCCEss.

would not resuli
in inadequate
emergency
ACCEss.

Adopted Do Proposed New New Information

IS/ND Changes Involve | Circumstances Requiring

Conclusion | New Impactse Involving New Analysis or
Impacts? Vetificationg

a) Conflict with on No Impact | No. The project No. The project No. The project
applicable plan, would not would not would not
ordinance or policy conflict with an conflict with an conflict with an
addressing the applicable plan, | applicable plan, | applicable plan,
circulation system, ordinance or ordinance or ordinance or
including transit, policy regarding | policy regarding | policy regarding
roadway, bicycle and the circulation the circulation the circulation
pedestrian facilities? system. system. system.

b} Conflict or be No impact | No. The project No. The project No. The project
inconsistent with CEQA would not would not would not
Guidelines section conflict with conflict with conflict with
15064.3, subdivision CEQA CEGQA CEQA
{bje Guidelines Guidelines Guidelines

section 15064.3, | section 15064.3, | section 15064.3,
subdivision (b). subdivision {b]. subdivision [B]).

c) Substantially increase No Impact | No. The project No. The project No. The project
hazards due to a would nct would not would not
design feature (e.g., increcse increase increqase
sharp curves ar hazards due to hazards due to hazards due to
dangerous a design a design a design
intersections) or feqture. feature. feature.
incompatible uses
fe.g., farm
equipment] ¢

d} Result in inadequate No Impact | No. The project No. The project No, The project

would not result
in nadequate
emergency
Qccess.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The previously adopted IS/ND determined that the Project would not have an impact on
transportation. There are no changes to the Project description that would cause an increase in
impacts beyond what was analyzed. Therefore, the Project impact remains as No Impact.

Conclusions Related to Transportation and Circulation:

The proposed project will have no impacts relating to fraffic or transportation in general, The
conclusions in the 1S/ND would remain unchanged.
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18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

by the lead agency, in
its discretfion 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 Resource
Code Section 5024.1,
the lead agency shall
consider the
significance of the
resource to a California
Native American Tribe.

identified Tribal
Cultural
Resourcesin the
areaq,

identified Tribal
Cultural
Resources in the
areq,

Adopted Do Preposed New New Informaticn

IS/ND Changes Involve | Circumstances Requiring

Conclusion | New Impactse Involving New Analysis or
Impactse Verification?

a) Would the project Nec Impact | No. There are ne | No. There are no | No. There are no
cause a substantial identified Tribal identified Tribal identified Triba!
adverse change in the Culturci Cultural Cultural
significance of a fribal Resources in the | Resources in the | Resourcesin the
cultural resource, aredq. aredq. areq.
defined in Public
Resources Code
section 21074 as either
a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that
is gecgraphically
defined in terms of the
size and scope of the
landscape, sacred
place, cr object with
cultural value ta a
California Native
American tribe, and
that is:

i. Listed or eligible for listing | No Impact | No. There are no | No. There are no | No. There are no
in the California structures or structures or structures or
Register of Historical historical historical historical
Resources, orin alocal resources on the | resources on the | resources on the
register of historical project site. project site. project site.
resources as defined in
Public Rescurces Code
section 5020.1(k], or

ii. A resource determined Nc Impact | No. There are no | No. There are no | No. There are no

identified Tribal
Cultural
Resources in the
areq.
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Discussion of Checklist Answers:

The previously adopted IS/ND determined that the Project would not have an impact on fribal
cultural rescurces. There are no changes ta the Project description that would cause an increase in
impacts beyond what was analyzed. Therefore, the Project impact remains as No impact.

Conclusions Related to Tribal Cultural Resources:

The proposed project will have no impacts relating to tribal cultural rescurces. The conclusions in the
IS/ND would remain unchonged.

19. UTILMES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Adopted Do Propased New New Information

IS/ND Changes Involve | Circumstances Requiring

Conclusion | New Impacts? Involving New Analysis or
Impacts? Yerification?

a) Require or result in the No Impact | No. The project No. The project No. The project
relocafion or will not require will not require will not require
construction of new or orresult In the of result in the or result in the
expanded water, construction of construction of construction of
wastewater treatment new utilities or new utilities or new Utilities or
or storm water expansion of expansion of expansion of
drainage, electric existing facilities. | existing facilities. | existing facilities.
power, natural gas, or
telecommunications
facilities, the
construction or
relocation of which
could cause significant
environmental effects?

b] Have sufficient water Nolmpact | No. The project | No. The project | No. The project
supplies available to consists of | consists of | consists of
serve the project and extending the | extending the | extending the
reasonably time in which the | time in which the | fime in which the
foreseeable future City can perfect | City can perfect | City can perfect
development during the full amount | the full amount | the full amount
normal, dry and of its approved | of its approved | of its approved
multiple dry years? water rights to | water rights to | woter rights to

serve the City of | serve the City of | serve the City of
Yreka. Therefore, | Yreka. Therefore, | Yreka. Therefore,
the project will | the project will | the praject will
help ensure | help ensure | help ensure
sufficient water | sufficient water | sufficient water
supplies to | supplies to | supplies to
support planned | support planned | support planned
municipal municipal municipal
growth. growth. growth.

c) Result in a No Impact | No. The praject No, The project No. The project
determination by the would not would not would not

Foll Creek Water Permit Extension Project City of Yreka
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wastewater treatment
provider which serves
or may serve the
project that it has
adeguate capacity to
serve the project’s
projected demand in
addition to the
provider's existing
commitments?

increase
demand
substantially

increase
demand
substantially

increqse
demand
substantially

D) Generate solid waste In
excess of Staie orlocal
standards, orin excess
of the capacity of
local infrastructure, or
otherwise Impair the
attainment of solid

Nc Impact

waste reduction goalsg

No. The project
would not
generate excess
solid wasie,

No. The project
would not
generate excess
solid waste.

Nc. The project
would not
generate excess
solid waste.

Discussion of Checklist Answe

Is:

The previously adopted IS/ND determined that the Project would net have an impact on utilities and
service systems. There are no chonges to the Project description that would cause an increase in
impocts beyond what was analyzed. Therefore, the Project impact remains as No Impact.

Conclusions Related to Utilities and Service Systems:

The proposed project will have ne impacts concerning utilities and service systems,

20. WILDFIRE

Adopted
IS/ND
Conclusion

Do Proposed
Changes Invalve
New Impacts?

New
Circumstances
Involving New
Impactse

New Information
Requiring
Analysis or
Verification?

If located in or near state res
zones, would the project:

ponsibility are

as of lands classified as very high fire hazard severity

winds, and other
factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project
occupants to,
pollutant
concentrations from a
wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of

a wildfire?

would not
exacerbate
wildfire risks.

would not
exocerbate
wildfire risks.

a) Substantially impair on N/A No. The Project No. The Project No. The Project
adopted emergency will not impair will not impair will not impair
response plan or ermergency emergency emergency
emergency plans. plans. plans.
evacuation plang

b] Due to slope, prevailing | N/A No. The project No. The project No. The project

would nct
exacerbate
wildfire risks.
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¢) Require the installation
or maintenance of
associated
infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water
sources, power lines or
other utilities} that may
exacerbate fire risk or
that may result in
temporary or ongoing
impacts to the
environment?

N/A

No. The project
does not require
installation of
infrastructure
that
exacerbates
wildfire risks.

No. The project
does not require
installation of
infrastructure
that
exacerbates
wildfire risks.

No. The project
does not require
installation of
infrastructure
that
exacerbates
wildfire risks.

D) Expose people or
structures to significant
risks, including
downslope or
downstream flocding
or landslides, as a result
of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage
changes?

N/A

No. There are no
substantial
slopes or
flooding risk in
the areq and
therefore there
is no increased
risk due to post-
fire impacts.

No. There are no
substantial
slopes or
flooding risk in
the area and
therefore there
is no increased
risk due to post-
fire Impacts.

No. There are no
substantial
slopes or
flooding risk in
the arec and
therefore there
is no increased
risk due ta post-
fire impacts.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

This resource was not specifically discussed in the original IS/ND as it was added to CEQA
requirements after the project was adopted. Wildfire was added to the CEQA checklist in 2022.
Therefore, it Is being included in the environmental evaluation within this Addendum. Although the
unincorporated area of Siskiyou County Ts in @ very high fire severity zone, the facilities are existing
and have current processes in place to deal with wildfire evacuation, The physical locatian of the
facilities does not have any topegraphical properties that will exacerbate a wildfire.

Conclusions Relaled to Wildfires

The proposed project will have ne impacts concerning wildfires.
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21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

impacts that are
individually limited, but
cumulotively
considerabie?
("Cumulatively
considerable” means
that the incremental
effects of a project are
considerable when
viewed in connection
with the effects of past
projects, the effects of
other current projects,
and the effects of
proebable future
projects) 2

would not have
cumulatively
considerable
impacts.

would not have
cumulatively
considerable
impacts.

Adopted Do Proposed New New Information
IS/ND Changes Involve | Circumstances Requiring
Conclusion | New Impacts? Involving New Analysis or
Impactse Verification®
a) Does the project have Less than No. The project No. The project No. The project
the potential to Significant | would not would not would not
degrade the quality of degrade the degrade the degrade the
the environment, guality of the quality of the quality of the
substantially reduce environment, environment, environment,
the habitat of a fish or substantially substantially substantially
wildlife species, cause reduce the reduce the reduce the
a fish or wildlife habitat of a fish habitat of a fish habitat of a fish
population to drop or wildlife or wildlife or wildlife
below self sustaining species, cause a | species, cause a | species, cause
levels, threaten to fish or wildlife fish or wildlife a fish or wildlife
eliminate a plant or population to population to population to
animal cammunity, drop below self | drop below seff | drop below self
reduce the number or sustaining levels, | sustaining levels, | sustaining levels,
restrict the range of a threaten to threaten o threaten o
rare or endangered eliminate a gliminate a eliminate a
plant or animal cr plant or animai plant or animal plant cr animal
eliminate important community, community, community,
examples of the major reduce the reduce the reduce the
periods of California number or number or number or
history or prehistory? restrict the restrict the restrict the
range of a rare range of arare range of arare
or endangered or endangered or endangered
plant er animal, | plant or animal, | plant or animal,
or eliminate or eliminate or eliminate
important important important
examples of the | examples of the | examples of the
major periods of | major periods of | major periods of
California histery | California history | Colifornia history
or prehistory. or prehistory. or prehistory.
b) Does the project have No Impact | No. The project No. The project No, The project

would not have
cumulatively
considerable
Impacts.
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¢) Does the project have No Impact
environmental effects
which will cause
substantial adverse

No. The project
would not have
cumulatively
considerable

No. The project
would not have
cumulatively
considerable

No. The project
would not hove
cumulatively
considerable

effects on human impact. impact. impact.
beings. either directly
or indirectly?

3.3 Overall Conclusion of Impacts on the Proposed Project

The original Project resulted in all impact areas measured at ‘No Impact’ or ‘Less than Significant'.
Changes and proposed updates to the Project would not be considered substantial. The extension
of the water permit would not cause any new significant impacts or substantial increases in the
severity of a previously identified significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162{aj(1}) that

would require major revisions to the ND.

There is sufficient evidence in support of the City of Yreka's determination that the change in permif
timeframe for the Fall creak Water Permit does not meet the conditions for preparing an EIR or
subsequent MND under CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162, and Section 15164.
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