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City of Turlock December 2025
Well 36 Treatment Project
Chapter 3: Determination

3.2 DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation (to be completed by the Lead Agency):

III
E

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a ”potentially significant impact” or ”potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been

addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.
An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but i t  must analyze only the effects that remain
to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated
pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures
that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

16*;351/075
ignatu re Date
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On the basis of this initial evaluation (to be completed by the Lead Agency):
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| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a, significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a ”potentially significant impact” or ”potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.
An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain
to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated
pursuant to that  earlier EIR or  NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or  mitigation measures

that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.
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3.2 DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation (to be completed by the Lead Agency):

III
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| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a, significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a ”potentially significant impact” or ”potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.
An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain
to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated
pursuant to that  earlier EIR or  NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or  mitigation measures
that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.
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3.2 DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation (to be completed by the Lead Agency):

I]

K4

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a ”potentially significant impact” or ”potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.
An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain
to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated
pursuant to that  earlier EIR or  NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or  mitigation measures
that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.
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3.2 DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation (to be completed by the Lead Agency):
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| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| ýnd that the proposed project MAY have a, significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a ”potentially significant impact” or ”potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.
An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain
to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated
pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures
that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.
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CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
4.1 AESTHETICS 

Table 4-1: Aesthetics Impacts 

Except as provided in Public 
Resources Code Section 21099, 

would the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact  

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less than 
Significant 

Impact  
No Impact  

a) Have substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista?  

    

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

    

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings? (Public views are those 
that are experienced from publicly 
accessible vantage point). If the project 
is in an urbanized area, would the 
project conflict with applicable zoning 
and other regulations governing scenic 
quality? 

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light 
or glare which would adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area? 

    

4.1.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The proposed Project is located at the existing Well 36 site at Summerfaire Park. The Project site is bordered 
by public uses, such as parkland and a dual use stormwater basin to the north and west, the Stanislaus 
County Fairgrounds to the east, and the Turlock Sports Park to the south. The Project site is located within 
the western section of the City, approximately 1.2 miles east of the City Limits. Turlock is located in 
Stanislaus County at the intersection of State Routes 99 and 165. The City is surrounded by farmland, 
consisting primarily of row crops and orchards.  

4.1.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

a) Have substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?  

No Impact.  The proposed Project is not located within a scenic vista or public viewshed of any sensitive 
aesthetic resources. Scenic features seen from the City include the vast expanse of agricultural land and 
the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the east, which are generally regarded as aesthetic resources in the San 
Joaquin Valley. The Project site is not within the viewshed of any scenic vistas, nor would the views of the 
Sierra Nevada Mountains be obstructed by the proposed Project. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

City of Turlock May 2026
Well 36 Treatment Project
Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis

CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.1 AESTHETICS

Table 4-1: Aesthetics lm  cts
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a) Have substantial adverse effect on a El El El IXI
scenic vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, bu t  no t  l imi ted to ,  trees, rock El El IXI El
outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

c) In non—urbanized areas, substantially
degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly
accessible vantage point). If the project D D D IXI

is i n  an urbanized area, wou ld  t he
project conflict with applicable zoning
and other regulations governing scenic
quality?

d) Create a new source of substantial light
or glare which would adversely affect D D IXI I:I
day or nighttime views in the area?

4.1.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

The proposed Project is located at  the  existing Well 36  site at  Summerfaire Park. The Project site is bordered
by public uses, such as parkland and a dual use stormwater basin to  the north and west, the  Stanislaus
County Fairgrounds to  the east, and the  Turlock Sports Park to  the  south. The Project site is located within
the western section of  the  City, approximately 1.2 miles east of  the City Limits. Turlock is located in
Stanislaus County at the  intersection of  State Routes 99 and 165. The City is surrounded by farmland,
consisting primarily of  row crops and orchards.

4.1.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) Have substantial adverse effect on  a scenic vista?

No Impact. The proposed Project is not  located within a scenic vista or  public viewshed of  any sensitive
aesthetic resources. Scenic features seen f rom the City include the  vast expanse of agricultural land and
the Sierra Nevada Mountains to  the east, which are generally regarded as aesthetic resources in the San
Joaquin Valley. The Project site is not  within the  viewshed of  any scenic vistas, nor  would the  views o f t he
Sierra Nevada Mountains be obstructed by the  proposed Project. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.1 AESTHETICS

Table 4-1: Aesthetics Im  cts
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a) Have substantial adverse effect on a E El El '2'
scenic vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, bu t  no t  l imi ted to ,  trees, rock El El IE [I
outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

C) In non—urbanized areas, substantially
degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly
accessible vantage point). If the project D D D IXI

is i n  an  urbanized area, wou ld  t he
project conflict with applicable zoning
and other regulations governing scenic
quality?

d) Create a new source of substantial light
or glare which would adversely affect El El IXI I:I
day or nighttime views in the area?

4.1.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

The proposed Project is located at the existing Well 36 site at Summerfaire Park. The Project site is bordered
by public uses, such as parkland and a dual use stormwater basin to the north and west, the Stanislaus
County Fairgrounds to the east, and the Turlock Sports Park to the south. The Project site is located within
the western section of the City, approximately 1.2 miles east of the City Limits. Turlock is located in
Stanislaus County at the intersection of State Routes 99 and 165. The City is surrounded by farmland,
consisting primarily of row crops and orchards.

4.1.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) Have substantial adverse effect on  a scenic vista?

No Impact. The proposed Project is not located within a scenic vista or public viewshed of any sensitive
aesthetic resources. Scenic features seen from the City include the vast expanse of agricultural land and
the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the east, which are generally regarded as aesthetic resources in the San
Joaquin Valley. The Project site is not within the viewshed of any scenic vistas, nor would the views ofthe
Sierra Nevada Mountains be obstructed by the proposed Project. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

4.1 AESTH ETICS

Table 4-1: Aesthetics lm
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a) Have substantial adverse effect on a El D El ‘2'
scenic vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, bu t  no t  l imi ted to ,  trees, rock E El IXI El

outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

C) In non-urbanized areas, substantially
degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly
accessible vantage point). If the project D D D IX,

is i n  an  urbanized area, wou ld  t he

project conflict with applicable zoning
and other regulations governing scenic
quality?

d) Create a new source of substantial light
or glare which would adversely affect El El [XI El
day or nighttime views in the area?

4.1.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

The proposed Project is located at the existing Well 36 site at Summerfaire Park. The Project site is bordered
by public uses, such as parkland and a dual use stormwater basin to the north and west, the Stanislaus
County Fairgrounds to the east, and the Turlock Sports Park to  the south. The Project site is located within
the western section of the City, approximately 1.2 miles east of the City Limits. Turlock is located in
Stanislaus County at the intersection of State Routes 99 and 165. The City is surrounded by farmland,
consisting primarily of row crops and orchards.

4.1.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) Have substantial adverse effect on  a scenic vista?

No Impact. The proposed Project is not located within a scenic vista or public viewshed of any sensitive
aesthetic resources. Scenic features seen from the City include the vast expanse of agricultural land and
the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the east, which are generally regarded as aesthetic resources in the San
Joaquin Valley. The Project site is not within the viewshed of any scenic vistas, nor would the views of the
Sierra Nevada Mountains be obstructed by the proposed Project. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

Less than Significant Impact.  There are not any designated State Scenic Highways near the Project site. 
The nearest designated State Scenic Highway is Interstate 5, located approximately 16 miles to the west 
of the site.3 While the proposed Project would remove approximately 15 trees, the Project would not 
impact any aesthetic or historic resources within the vicinity of a designated State Scenic Highway. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of 
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible 
vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning 
and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

No Impact.  The Project is located at an existing well site in an urbanized area. The site borders public 
uses, such as parkland and a dual-use stormwater basin to the north and west, the Stanislaus County 
Fairgrounds to the east, and the Turlock Sports Park to the south. The proposed Project would be 
constructed on a site that features an existing well and there would be no conflict with zoning or other 
regulations regarding scenic quality. The proposed Project would meet the applicable City development 
standards governing aesthetics. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views 
in the area? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed Project would result in new fencing, landscaping, and the 
construction of two commercial drive approaches, six 12-foot diameter GAC Treatment Vessels, and 
Ductile iron process piping (12-inch and 16-inch). For the future arsenic treatment on site, the major 
components include three 12-foot diameter filter vessels, a 20-foot diameter wash water equalization 
basin, a 35-foot by 60-foot chemical storage enclosure, and ductile iron and HDPE. None of the materials 
utilized as a part of the proposed Project are expected to cause substantial light or glare. Components 
added to the site would be similar to those currently existing at the well site. Additionally, landscaping is 
proposed on each side of the site which would shield public views into the site. Therefore, impacts would 
be less than significant.   

4.1.3 FEDERAL CROSS-CUTTING TOPIC 

4.1.3.1 WILD, SCENIC, AND RECREATIONAL RIVERS ACT 
The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act was established in 1968 to maintain the natural beauty, biology, 
and wildness of federally designated "wild," "scenic," or "recreational" rivers that may be threatened by 
construction of dams, diversions, and canals. The act seeks to preserve these designated rivers in their free-
flowing condition and to protect their immediate environments for the benefit and enjoyment of present 
and future generations. There are no designated "wild" or "scenic" rivers located within or in proximity to 
the proposed Project site. 
  

 
3 (California Department of Transportation, 2018) 
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b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, bu t  no t  l imited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings wi th in a state scenic highway?

Less than Significant Impact. There are not  any designated State Scenic Highways near the Project site.
The nearest designated State Scenic Highway is Interstate 5, located approximately 16 miles to  the  west
of the site.3 While the  proposed Project would remove approximately 15 trees, the Project would not
impact any aesthetic or  historic resources within the vicinity of  a designated State Scenic Highway.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the  existing visual character o r  quality of  public views of
the  site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that  are experienced f rom publicly accessible
vantage point). I f  t he  project is in  an urbanized area, would t he  project conflict w i th  applicable zoning
and other regulations governing scenic quality?

No  Impact. The Project is located at an existing well site in an urbanized area. The site borders public
uses, such as parkland and a dual—use stormwater basin to  the north and west, the Stanislaus County
Fairgrounds to  the  east, and the  Turlock Sports Park to  the  south. The proposed Project would be
constructed on a site that  features an existing well and there would be no  conflict w i th  zoning or  other
regulations regarding scenic quality. The proposed Project would meet the applicable City development
standards governing aesthetics. Therefore, there would be no impact.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would result in new fencing, landscaping, and the
construction of  two commercial drive approaches, six 12-foot diameter GAC Treatment Vessels, and
Ductile iron process piping (12—inch and 16—inch). For the future arsenic treatment on  site, the major
components include three 12—foot diameter fi l ter vessels, a 20-foot diameter wash water equalization
basin, a 35-foot by 60—foot chemical storage enclosure, and ductile iron and HDPE. None of  the materials
utilized as a part of the proposed Project are expected to  cause substantial light or  glare. Components
added to  the  site would be similar to  those currently existing at  the  well site. Additionally, landscaping is
proposed on each side o f t he  site which would shield public views into  the  site. Therefore, impacts would
be less than significant.

4.1.3 FEDERAL CROSS-CUTTING TOPIC

4.1.3.1 WILD, SCENIC, AND RECREATIONAL RIVERS ACT
The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act was established in 1968 to  maintain the natural beauty, biology,
and wildness of federally designated "wild," "scenic," or  ”recreational" rivers that  may be threatened by
construction of  dams, diversions, and canals. The act seeks to  preserve these designated rivers in their  free—
flowing condition and to  protect their immediate environments for  the benefit and enjoyment of present
and future generations. There are no designated "wild" o r  "scenic" rivers located within or  in proximity to
the proposed Project site.

3 (California Department of Transportation, 2018)
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b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

Less than Significant Impact. There are not  any designated State Scenic Highways near the Project site.
The nearest designated State Scenic Highway is Interstate 5, located approximately 16 miles to the west
of the site.3 While the proposed Project would remove approximately 15 trees, the Project would not
impact any aesthetic or historic resources within the vicinity of a designated State Scenic Highway.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible
vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning
and other regulations governing scenic quality?

No Impact. The Project is located at an existing well site in an urbanized area. The site borders public
uses, such as parkland and a dual-use stormwater basin to the north and west, the Stanislaus County
Fairgrounds to the east, and the Turlock Sports Park to the south. The proposed Project would be
constructed on a site that features an existing well and there would be no conflict with zoning or other
regulations regarding scenic quality. The proposed Project would meet the applicable City development
standards governing aesthetics. Therefore, there would be no impact.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would result in new fencing, landscaping, and the
construction of two commercial drive approaches, six 12-foot diameter GAC Treatment Vessels, and
Ductile iron process piping (12—inch and 16—inch). For the future arsenic treatment on site, the major
components include three 12—foot diameter filter vessels, a 20-foot diameter wash water equalization
basin, a 35-foot by 60—foot chemical storage enclosure, and ductile iron and HDPE. None ofthe materials
utilized as a part of the proposed Project are expected to cause substantial light or glare. Components
added to the site would be similar to those currently existing at the well site. Additionally, landscaping is
proposed on each side ofthe site which would shield public views into the site. Therefore, impacts would
be less than significant.

4.1.3 FEDERAL CROSS-CUTTING TOPIC

4.1.3.1 WILD, SCENIC, AND RECREATIONAL RIVERS ACT
The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act was established in 1968 to maintain the natural beauty, biology,
and wildness of federally designated "wild,” "scenic,” or "recreational" rivers that may be threatened by
construction of dams, diversions, and canals. The act seeks to preserve these designated rivers in their free-
flowing condition and to protect their immediate environments for the benefit and enjoyment of present
and future generations. There are no designated "wild" or ”scenic” rivers located within or in proximity to
the proposed Project site.

3 (California Department of Transportation, 2018)
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also consider location, growing season, and moisture available to sustain high-yield crops. Together, 
Important Farmland and Grazing Land are defined by the DOC as "Agricultural Land." 

The proposed Project would be on land that is classified as "Urban and Built-Up Land," which consists of 
land occupied by structures with a building density of at least 1 unit to 1.5 acres, or approximately 6 
structures to a 10-acre parcel. This land is used for residential, industrial, commercial, construction, 
institutional, public administration, railroad and other transportation yards, cemeteries, airports, golf 
courses, sanitary landfills, sewage treatment, water control structures, and other developed purposes.8 
Therefore, no farmland would be converted as a result of the Project, and the Project would not conflict 
with the Farmland Protection and Policy Act or adversely affect prime or unique farmland. 

  

 
88 (California Department of Conservation, 2025) 
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Figure 4-1: Farmland Designation Map  
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-9: Biological Resources Impacts 

Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact  

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less than 
Significant 

Impact  
No Impact  

a) 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 the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 
or other means? 

    

d) 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? 

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance? 

    

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

    

4.4.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The area of potential effect (APE) or Project site is located in the San Joaquin Valley, within the northwest 
section of the City of Turlock in the southeastern edge of Stanislaus County, California. The Project site is 
located at Summerfaire Park and includes an active well that produces approximately 2,000 gpm, 
Chlorination facilities, a pump discharge header equipped with two blind flanged tees separated by an 
isolation gate valve, and paved walkways. Surrounding lands are residential neighborhoods with paved 
roads to the west, recreational fields for sports to the south, and businesses to the north and east. The 
topography of the site has an incline from the west to east with elevations ranging from approximately 93 
to 106 feet above mean sea level. 
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

C)

e )

4.4.1

Table 4-9: Biol cal Resources Im

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 the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, bu t  no t  l imi ted to ,  marsh,
vernal pool,  coastal, etc.) th rough direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?
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
shes?
Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

BASELINE CONDITIONS

CtS

May  2026

The area of potential effect (APE) or Project site is located in the San Joaquin Valley, within the northwest
section of  the City of  Turlock in the  southeastern edge of  Stanislaus County, California. The Project site is
located at Summerfaire Park and includes an active well that  produces approximately 2,000 gpm,
Chlorination facilities, a pump discharge header equipped wi th two blind flanged tees separated by an
isolation gate valve, and paved walkways. Surrounding lands are residential neighborhoods wi th paved
roads to  the west, recreational fields for  sports to  the  south, and businesses to  the north and east. The
topography of  the  site has an incline f rom the  west to  east wi th elevations ranging f rom approximately 93
to  106 feet above mean sea level.
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and Wildlife or US. Fish and Wildlife
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Have a substantial adverse effect on any
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife
or US. Fish and Wildlife Service?
Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, bu t  no t  l imi ted to ,  marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?
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?
Conflict with any local policies or
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resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

BASELINE CONDITIONS
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The area of potential effect (APE) or Project site is located in the San Joaquin Valley, within the northwest
section of the City of Turlock in the southeastern edge of Stanislaus County, California. The Project site is
located at Summerfaire Park and includes an active well that produces approximately 2,000 gpm,
Chlorination facilities, a pump discharge header equipped with two blind flanged tees separated by an
isolation gate valve, and paved walkways. Surrounding lands are residential neighborhoods with paved
roads to  the west, recreational fields for  sports to the south, and businesses to  the north and east. The
topography of the site has an incline from the west to east with elevations ranging from approximately 93
to 106 feet above mean sea level.
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Table 4-9:  Biol ical Resources Im

a) 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, El l D D
or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations, or by the D D D IXI
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

C) Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, bu t  no t  l imi ted to ,  marsh, D [I El IXI

vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement
of any native resident or migratory fish or
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sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or
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section of the City of Turlock in the southeastern edge of Stanislaus County, California. The Project site is
located at Summerfaire Park and includes an active well that produces approximately 2,000 gpm,
Chlorination facilities, a pump discharge header equipped with two blind flanged tees separated by an
isolation gate valve, and paved walkways. Surrounding lands are residential neighborhoods with paved
roads to the west, recreational fields for  sports to  the south, and businesses to  the north and east. The
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to 106 feet above mean sea level.
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Like most of California, the site experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm, dry summers are followed by 
cool, moist winters. In the summer, average high temperatures range between 80- and 95-degrees 
Fahrenheit (°F), but do not often exceed 100 °F, and the humidity is generally low. Winter temperatures 
are often below 65 °F during the day and rarely exceed 70 °F. On average, the City of Turlock receives 
approximately 12 inches of precipitation in the form of rain yearly, most of which occurs between 
November and April12 and the APE would be expected to receive similar amounts of precipitation. 
 
4.4.1.1 HYDROLOGY 
The nearest surface water to the Project is the freshwater pond at Donnely Park located 0.4 miles northeast 
from the APE. While not mapped on NWI or National Hydrography Dataset, ponded areas occur at 
Summerfaire Park during the late winter/early spring during higher precipitation years. 
 
4.4.1.2 SOILS 
One soil mapping unit representing a soil type was identified within the APE and is listed in Table 4-10 (see 
Appendix D of Appendix B for the Web Soil Survey Report). The soil is displayed with its core properties in 
the table below, according to the Major Land Resource Area of California. This soil is primarily used for 
pastureland and to grow a variety of crops. 
 

Table 4-10: List of Soils Located Onsite and Their Basic Properties 

Soil Soil Map 
Unit 

Percent of 
Site 

Hydric Soil 
Category  Drainage  Permeability  Runoff 

Hilmar 

Loamy sand, 
0 to 1 
percent 
slopes 

100% Nonhydric 
Somewhat 
excessively 
drained 

Moderately low 
to moderately 
high 

Medium 

 
Hydric soils are defined as soils that are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing 
season to develop anaerobic conditions such that, under sufficiently wet conditions, hydrophytic 
vegetation can be supported. Hydric soil ratings are derived from specific soil properties as well as climate, 
parent material, vegetation, landform type, and biological activity of a certain location. The soil mapping 
unit located on the APE is not identified as hydric.  
 
A biological survey for the 1.0-acre site was performed in August of 2025, and a Biological Evaluation was 
prepared in October of 2025.  
 
4.4.1.3 BIOTIC HABITATS 
Ruderal was the one biotic habitat that was observed within the proposed Project site. This habitat and its 
constituent plant and animal species are described in more detail in the following sections. 
 
4.4.1.3.1 RUDERAL 
The site is located on the southeast corner of Summerfaire Park. Paved walkways lined the southern and 
eastern boundaries of the APE. A paved well site with fencing was present at the southeastern corner. The 
vegetation community was dominated by a frequently mowed lawn of Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), 
hairy crabgrass (Digitaria sanguinalis), and white clover (Trifolium repens). Other herbaceous vegetation 
included burr clover (Medicago polymorpha), California poppy (Eschscholzia californica), common 
dandelion (Taraxacum officinale), common groundsel (Senecio vulgaris), and lawn daisy (Bellis perennis). 
Various ornamental trees were present including redwoods (Sequoioideae) along the southern boundary 
of the APE and both Callery pear trees (Pyrus calleryana) and western sycamores (Platanus racemosa) 
within the central/eastern section in rows.   

 
12 (The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2025) 
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Like most of  California, the  site experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm, dry summers are followed by
cool, moist winters. In the summer, average high temperatures range between 80— and 95—degrees
Fahrenheit (°F), but  do  not  often exceed 100 °F, and the humidity is generally low. Winter temperatures
are often below 65 °F during the  day and rarely exceed 70 °F. On average, the City of  Turlock receives
approximately 12 inches of  precipitation in the form of  rain yearly, most of  which occurs between
November and April12 and the  APE would be expected to receive similar amounts of  precipitation.
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The nearest surface water  to  the Project is the  freshwater pond at  Donnely Park located 0.4 miles northeast
f rom the APE. While not  mapped on NWI or  National Hydrography Dataset, ponded areas occur at
Summerfaire Park during the late winter/early spring during higher precipitation years.

4.4.1.2 SOILS
One soil mapping unit representing a soil type was identified within the APE and is listed in Table 4-10 (see
Appendix D of  Appendix B for  the Web Soil Survey Report). The soil is displayed wi th its core properties in
the table below, according to  the  Major Land Resource Area of California. This soil is primarily used for
pastureland and to  grow a variety of  crops.

Table 4-10: List of Soils Located Onsite and Their Basic Pro rties
O - - . .
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' o - ' - - . . . .

‘ ‘ o

Loamy sand,
0 to 1 Somewhat Moderately low

Hi/mar 100% Nonhydric excessively to moderately Medium
percent . .

drained h|gh
dopes

Hydric soils are defined as soils that  are saturated, flooded, or  ponded long enough during the growing
season to  develop anaerobic conditions such that,  under sufficiently wet  conditions, hydrophytic
vegetation can be supported. Hydric soil ratings are derived f rom specific soil properties as well as climate,
parent material, vegetation, landform type, and biological activity of  a certain location. The soil mapping
unit located on the  APE is not  identified as hydric.

A biological survey for  the 1.0—acre site was performed in August of  2025, and a Biological Evaluation was
prepared in October of  2025.

4.4.1.3 BIOTIC HABITATS
Ruderal was the one biotic habitat that  was observed within the proposed Project site. This habitat and its
constituent plant and animal species are described in more detail in the  following sections.

4 .4 . ]  .3.1 RUDERAL
The site is located on the  southeast corner of  Summerfaire Park. Paved walkways lined the southern and
eastern boundaries of  the  APE. A paved well site wi th fencing was present at  the  southeastern corner. The
vegetation community was dominated by a frequently mowed lawn of  Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon),
hairy crabgrass (Digitaria sanguinalis), and white clover (Trifolium repens). Other herbaceous vegetation
included burr clover (Medicago polymorpha), California poppy (Eschscholzia californica), common
dandelion (Taraxacum officinale), common groundsel (Senecio vulgaris), and lawn daisy (Bellis perennis).
Various ornamental trees were present including redwoods (Sequoioideae) along the southern boundary
of the APE and both Callery pear trees (Pyrus calleryana) and western sycamores (Platanus racemosa)
within the central/eastern section in rows.

12 (The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2025)
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Like most of California, the site experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm, dry summers are followed by
cool, moist winters. In the summer, average high temperatures range between 80— and 95-degrees
Fahrenheit (°F), but do not often exceed 100 °F, and the humidity is generally low. Winter temperatures
are often below 65 °F during the day and rarely exceed 70 °F. On average, the City of Turlock receives
approximately 12 inches of precipitation in the form of rain yearly, most of which occurs between
November and April12 and the APE would be expected to receive similar amounts of precipitation.

4.4.1.1 HYDROLOGY
The nearest surface water to the Project is the freshwater pond at Donnely Park located 0.4 miles northeast
from the APE. While not mapped on NWI or National Hydrography Dataset, ponded areas occur at
Summerfaire Park during the late winter/early spring during higher precipitation years.

4.4.1.2 SOILS
One soil mapping unit representing a soil type was identified within the APE and is listed in Table 4-10 (see
Appendix D of Appendix B for the Web Soil Survey Report). The soil is displayed with its core properties in
the table below, according to the Major Land Resource Area of California. This soil is primarily used for
pastureland and to grow a variety of crops.

Table 4-10: List of Soils Located Onsite and Their Basic Pro rties
o - - . .

. ' O ‘ " ‘ ' .

‘ o - o

Loamysand,
O to 1 Somewhat Moderately low

Hi/mar 100% Nonhvdric excessively to moderately Medium
percent . .

drained h|gh
slopes

Hydric soils are defined as soils that are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing
season to develop anaerobic conditions such that, under sufficiently wet conditions, hydrophytic
vegetation can be supported. Hydric soil ratings are derived from specific soil properties as well as climate,
parent material, vegetation, landform type, and biological activity of a certain location. The soil mapping
unit located on the APE is not identified as hydric.

A biological survey for the 1.0-acre site was performed in August of 2025, and a Biological Evaluation was
prepared in October of 2025.

4.4.1.3 BIOTIC HABITATS
Ruderal was the one biotic habitat that was observed within the proposed Project site. This habitat and its
constituent plant and animal species are described in more detail in the following sections.

4.4.1 .3.1 RUDERAL
The site is located on the southeast corner of Summerfaire Park. Paved walkways lined the southern and
eastern boundaries of the APE. A paved well site with fencing was present at the southeastern corner. The
vegetation community was dominated by a frequently mowed lawn of Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon),
hairy crabgrass (Digitaria sanguinalis), and white clover (Trifolium repens). Other herbaceous vegetation
included burr clover (Medicago polymorpha), California poppy (Eschscholzia californica), common
dandelion (Taraxacum officinale), common groundsel (Senecio vulgaris), and lawn daisy (Bellis perennis).
Various ornamental trees were present including redwoods (Sequoioideae) along the southern boundary
of the APE and both Callery pear trees (Pyrus calleryana) and western sycamores (Platanus racemosa)
within the central/eastern section in rows.

12 (The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2025)
vwvw.provosiondpritchardcom 4—13

City of Turlock May 2026
Well 36 Treatment Project
Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis

Like most of California, the site experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm, dry summers are followed by
cool, moist winters. In the summer, average high temperatures range between 80- and 95-degrees
Fahrenheit (°F), but do not often exceed 100 °F, and the humidity is generally low. Winter temperatures
are often below 65 °F during the day and rarely exceed 70 °F. On average, the City of Turlock receives
approximately 12 inches of precipitation in the form of rain yearly, most of which occurs between
November and April12 and the APE would be expected to receive similar amounts of precipitation.

4.4.1.1 HYDROLOGY
The nearest surface water to the Project is the freshwater pond at Donnely Park located 0.4 miles northeast
from the APE. While not mapped on NWI or National Hydrography Dataset, ponded areas occur at
Summerfaire Park during the late winter/early spring during higher precipitation years.

4.4.1.2 SOILS
One soil mapping unit representing a soil type was identified within the APE and is listed in Table 4-10 (see
Appendix D of Appendix B for the Web Soil Survey Report). The soil is displayed with its core properties in
the table below, according to the Major Land Resource Area of California. This soil is primarily used for
pastureland and to grow a variety of crops.

Table 4-10: List of Soils Located Onsite and Their Basic Pro rties

. C C ‘ ‘ . . .

. . O ‘ . ‘ ‘ ' .

‘ o - o o

Loamy sand,
0 to 1 Somewhat Moderately low

Hi/mar 100% Nonhydric excessively to moderately Medium
percent ' -

drained h|gh
slopes

Hydric soils are defined as soils that are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing
season to develop anaerobic conditions such that, under sufficiently wet conditions, hydrophytic
vegetation can be supported. Hydric soil ratings are derived from specific soil properties as well as climate,
parent material, vegetation, landform type, and biological activity of a certain location. The soil mapping
unit located on the APE is not identified as hydric.

A biological survey for the 1.0—acre site was performed in August of 2025, and a Biological Evaluation was
prepared in October of 2025.

4.4.1.3 BIOTIC HABITATS
Ruderal was the one biotic habitat that was observed within the proposed Project site. This habitat and its
constituent plant and animal species are described in more detail in the following sections.

4.4.1.3.1 RUDERAL

The site is located on the southeast corner of Summerfaire Park. Paved walkways lined the southern and
eastern boundaries of the APE. A paved well site with fencing was present at the southeastern corner. The
vegetation community was dominated by a frequently mowed lawn of Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon),
hairy crabgrass (Digitaria sanguinalis), and white clover (Trifolium repens). Other herbaceous vegetation
included burr clover (Medicago polymorpha), California poppy (Eschscholzia californica), common
dandelion (Taraxacum officinale), common groundsel (Senecio vulgaris), and lawn daisy (Bellis perennis).
Various ornamental trees were present including redwoods (Sequoioideae) along the southern boundary
of the APE and both Callery pear trees (Pyrus calleryana) and western sycamores (Platanus racemosa)
within the central/eastern section in rows.

12 (The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2025)
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Figure 4-3: Conditions Outside the Well Site 
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Figure 4-4: Park Outside the Well Site 

 

 
Figure 4-5: Road Alongside the Well Site  
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Species  Status* Habitat  Occurrence within the Site  
Counties. Adults are active from 
March to June. 

Vernal pool fairy 
shrimp 
(Branchinecta lynchi) 

FT 

Occupies vernal and seasonal pools, 
with clear to tea-colored water, in 
grass or mud-bottomed swales, and 
basalt depression pools. 

Absent. The APE does not provide 
suitable vernal pool habitat to support 
this species. 

Vernal pool tadpole 
shrimp 
(Lepidurus packardi) 

FE 

Occurs in vernal pools, clear to tea-
colored water, in grass or mud-
bottomed swales, and basalt 
depression pools.  

Absent. The APE does not provide 
suitable vernal pool habitat to support 
this species. 

Western spadefoot 
(Spea hammondii) FPT, CSSC 

The majority of the time this species 
is terrestrial and occurs in small 
mammal burrows and soil cracks, 
sometimes in the bottom of dried 
pools. Prefers open areas with sandy 
or gravelly soils, in a variety of 
habitats including mixed woodlands, 
grasslands, coastal sage scrub, 
chaparral, sandy washes, lowlands, 
river floodplains, alluvial fans, 
playas, alkali flats, foothills, and 
mountains. Vernal or seasonal pools, 
that hold water for a minimum of 
three weeks, are necessary for 
breeding. 

Absent. The APE does not provide 
suitable upland or aquatic habitat to 
support this species. Small mammal 
burrows for this species to use as refuge 
were absent from the APE. The 
consistent lawn maintenance and 
landscaping as well as the adjacent 
traffic and development would inhibit 
this species from establishing within the 
APE. 

 
*EXPLANATION OF OCCURRENCE DESIGNATIONS AND STATUS CODES 
Present:  Species observed on the Site at time of field surveys or during recent past. 
Likely:   Species not observed on the Site, but it may reasonably be expected to occur there on a regular basis. 
Possible:   Species not observed on the Site, but it could occur there from time to time. 
Unlikely:  Species not observed on the Site, and would not be expected to occur there except, perhaps, as a transient. 
Absent:  Species not observed on the Site and precluded from occurring there due to absence of suitable habitat. 
 
STATUS CODES 
FE Federally Endangered   CE California Endangered 
FT Federally Threatened   CCE California Endangered (Candidate) 
FPT Federally Threatened (Proposed)  CT California Threatened 
FPT Federally Threatened (Proposed)  CSSC California Species of Special Concern 
 
CNPS LISTING 
1A Plants presumed extinct in California.   
1B Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in   
 California and elsewhere. 

4.4.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

a) 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 the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.  Of the 12 regionally occurring special status 
plant species, all are considered absent from or unlikely to occur within the APE due to past or ongoing 
disturbance and/or the absence of suitable habitat. Since it is unlikely that these species would occur 
onsite, implementation of the Project should have no impact on these 12 special status species through 
construction mortality, disturbance, or loss of habitat. Mitigation measures are not warranted. 
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Species

Vernal pool fairy
shrimp FT
(Branchinecta lynchi)

Vernal pool tadpole
shrimp FE
(Lepidurus packardi)

Western spadefoot
FPT CSSC

(Spea hammondii) ’

Habitat
Counties. Adults are active from
March to  June.
Occupies vernal and seasonal pools,
wi th  clear to  tea—colored water ,  in
grass or mud—bottomed swales, and
basalt depression pools.
Occurs in vernal pools, clear to  tea—
colored water, in grass or mud—
bo t tomed  swales, and basalt
depression pools.
The majority of the time this species
is terrestrial and occurs in small
mammal  bur rows and soil cracks,
sometimes in the bottom of dried
pools. Prefers open areas with sandy
or gravelly soils, in a variety of
habitats including mixed woodlands,
grasslands, coastal sage scrub,
Chaparral, sandy washes, lowlands,
r iver f loodplains, alluvial fans,

Occurrence within t he  Site

Absent. The APE does not provide
suitable vernal pool habitat to  support
this species.

Absent. The APE does not provide
suitable vernal pool habitat to  support
this species.

Absent. The APE does not provide
suitable upland or aquatic habitat to
support this species. Small mammal
burrows for this species to use as refuge
were absent from the APE. The
consistent lawn maintenance and
landscaping as well as the adjacent
traffic and development would inhibit
this species from establishing within the
APE.

playas, alkali flats, foothills, and
mountains. Vernal or seasonal pools,
that hold water for a minimum of
three weeks, are necessary for
breeding.

*EXPLANATION OF OCCURRENCE DESIGNATIONS AND STATUS CODES
Present: Species observed on the Site at time of field surveys or during recent past.
Likely: Species not observed on the Site, but i t  may reasonably be expected to occur there on a regular basis.
Possible: Species not observed on the Site, but i t  could occur there from time to  time.
Unlikely: Species not observed on the Site, and would not be expected to occur there except, perhaps, as a transient.
Absent: Species not observed on the Site and precluded from occurring there due to  absence of  suitable habitat.

STATUS CODES
FE Federally Endangered CE California Endangered
FT Federally Threatened CCE California Endangered (Candidate)
FPT Federally Threatened (Proposed) CT California Threatened
FPT Federally Threatened (Proposed) CSSC California Species of Special Concern

CNPS LISTING
1A Plants presumed extinct in California.
18 Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in

California and elsewhere.

4.4.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) Would the  project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly o r  through habitat modifications,
on  any species identif ied as a candidate, sensitive, o r  special status species in  local o r  regional plans,
policies, o r  regulations, o r  by the  California Department of Fish and Wildlife o r  U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Of the 12 regionally occurring special status
plant species, all are considered absent f rom or  unlikely to  occur within the  APE due to  past o r  ongoing
disturbance and/or the absence of  suitable habitat. Since i t  is unlikely that  these species would occur
onsite, implementation of  the Project should have no impact on these 12 special status species through
construction mortality, disturbance, or  loss of habitat. Mitigation measures are not  warranted.
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Species

Vernal pool fairy
shrimp FT
(Branchinecta lynchi)

Vernal pool tadpole
shrimp FE
(Lepidurus packardi)

Western spadefoot
FPT CSSC

(Spea hammondii) ’

Habitat
Counties. Adults are active from
March to  June.
Occupies vernal and seasonal pools,
wi th  clear t o  tea-colored water ,  in
grass or mud-bottomed swales, and
basalt depression pools.
Occurs in vernal pools, clear to  tea-
colored water, in grass or mud-
bo t tomed  swales, and basalt
depression pools.
The majority of the time this species
is terrestrial and occurs in small
mamma l  bur rows and soil cracks,
sometimes in the bottom of dried
pools. Prefers open areas with sandy
or gravelly soils, in a variety of
habitats including mixed woodlands,
grasslands, coastal sage scrub,
Chaparral, sandy washes, lowlands,
river floodplains, alluvial fans,

Occurrence within t he  Site

Absent. The APE does not provide
suitable vernal pool habitat to  support
this species.

Absent. The APE does not provide
suitable vernal pool habitat to  support
this species.

Absent. The APE does not provide
suitable upland or aquatic habitat to
support this species. Small mammal
burrows for this species to use as refuge
were absent from the APE. The
consistent lawn maintenance and
landscaping as well as the adjacent
traffic and development would inhibit
this species from establishing within the
APE.

playas, alkali flats, foothills, and
mountains. Vernal or seasonal pools,
that hold water for a minimum of
three weeks, are necessary for
breeding.

*EXPLANATION OF OCCURRENCE DESIGNATIONS AND STATUS CODES
Present: Species observed on the Site at time of field surveys or during recent past.
Likely: Species not observed on the Site, but i t  may reasonably be expected to  occur there on a regular basis.
Possible: Species not observed on the Site, but i t  could occur there from time to  time.
Unlikely: Species not observed on the Site, and would not be expected to  occur there except, perhaps, as a transient.
Absent: Species not observed on the Site and precluded from occurring there clue to  absence of suitable habitat.

STATUS CODES
FE Federally Endangered CE California Endangered
FT Federally Threatened CCE California Endangered (Candidate)
FPT Federally Threatened (Proposed) CT California Threatened
FPT Federally Threatened (Proposed) CSSC California Species of Special Concern

CNPS LISTING
1A Plants presumed extinct in California.
18 Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in

California and elsewhere.

4.4.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) 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 the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Of the 12 regionally occurring special status
plant species, all are considered absent from or unlikely to occur within the APE due to past or ongoing
disturbance and/or the absence of suitable habitat. Since it is unlikely that these species would occur
onsite, implementation of the Project should have no impact on these 12 special status species through
construction mortality, disturbance, or loss of habitat. Mitigation measures are not warranted.
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Species

Vernal pool fairy
shrimp FT
(Branchinecta Iynchi)

Vernal pool tadpole
shrimp FE
(Lepidurus packardi)

Western spadefoot
FPT CSSC

(Spea hammondii) ’

Habitat
Counties. Adults are active from
March to  June.

Occupies vernal and seasonal pools,
wi th  clear to  tea-colored water ,  i n

grass or mud-bottomed swales, and
basalt depression pools.
Occurs in vernal pools, clear to  tea-
colored water, in grass or mud-
bo t tomed  swales, and basalt

depression pools.
The majority of the time this species
is terrestrial and occurs in small
mammal  burrows and soil cracks,

sometimes in the bottom of dried
pools. Prefers open areas with sandy
or gravelly soils, in a variety of
habitats including mixed woodlands,
grasslands, coastal sage scrub,
Chaparral, sandy washes, lowlands,
river floodplains, alluvial fans,
playas, alkali flats, foothills, and
mountains. Vernal or seasonal pools,
that hold water for a minimum of
three weeks, are necessary for
breeding.

*EXPLANATION OF OCCURRENCE DESIGNATIONS AND STATUS CODES
Present:

Likely:
Possible:
Unlikely:
Absent:

STATUS CODES
FE Federally Endangered
FT Federally Threatened
FPT Federally Threatened (Proposed)
FPT Federally Threatened (Proposed)

CNPS LISTING
1A Plants presumed extinct in California.
18 Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in

California and elsewhere.

4.4.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

Species observed on the Site at time of field surveys or during recent past.
Species not observed on the Site, but i t  may reasonably be expected to  occur there on a regular basis.
Species not observed on the Site, but i t  could occur there from time to  time.
Species not observed on the Site, and would not be expected to  occur there except, perhaps, as a transient.
Species not observed on the Site and precluded from occurring there due to  absence of suitable habitat.

May 2026

Occurrence within the  Site

Absent. The APE does not provide
suitable vernal pool habitat to  support
this species.

Absent. The APE does not provide
suitable vernal pool habitat to  support
this species.

Absent. The APE does not provide
suitable upland or aquatic habitat to
support this species. Small mammal
burrows for this species to use as refuge
were absent from the APE. The
consistent lawn maintenance and
landscaping as well as the adjacent
traffic and development would inhibit
this species from establishing within the
APE.

CE California Endangered
CCE California Endangered (Candidate)
CT California Threatened
CSSC California Species of Special Concern

a) 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 the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or US. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Of the 12 regionally occurring special status
plant species, all are considered absent from or unlikely to occur within the APE due to past or ongoing
disturbance and/or the absence of suitable habitat. Since i t  is unlikely that  these species would occur

onsite, implementation of the Project should have no impact on these 12 special status species through
construction mortality, disturbance, or loss of habitat. Mitigation measures are not warranted.

wwprovostondpritchard.com 4—22





City of Turlock May 2026 
Well 36 Treatment Project 
Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis 

www. provost and pritchard .com     4-24  

d) 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? 

No Impact.  Wildlife movement corridors are routes that animals regularly and predictably follow during 
seasonal migration, dispersal from native ranges, daily travel within home ranges, and inter-population 
movements. Movement corridors in California are typically associated with valleys, ridgelines, and rivers 
and creeks supporting riparian vegetation. While the ruderal habitat of the APE consists of an open area 
which species could move through, it does not contain the typical features of a wildlife movement 
corridor. 

Native wildlife nursery sites are areas where a species or group of similar species raise their young in a 
concentrated place, such as maternity bat roosts. The numerous trees within the APE could serve as 
nesting sites for migratory birds. However, groups of nests were absent from the trees during the survey 
and nesting activity was not observed. Therefore, there would be no impact.  

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance? 

No Impact.  The Project appears to be consistent with the goals and policies of the Stanislaus County 
General Plan. There are no known Habit Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans in 
the Project vicinity. Mitigation measures are not warranted. Therefore, there would be no impact.  

f) 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.  The Project is not located within the boundaries of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan; 
Natural Communities Conservation Plan; or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan. There would be no impact and mitigation measures are not warranted. Therefore, there would be 
no impact.  

4.4.3 FEDERAL CROSS-CUTTING TOPIC 

4.4.3.1 FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT  
Regulations in the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 and subsequent amendments govern the 
conservation of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems on which they depend. USFWS 
and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) oversee the act. USFWS has jurisdiction over plants, 
wildlife, and resident fish, and NMFS has jurisdiction over anadromous fish, marine fish, and marine 
mammals. Section 7 requires federal agencies to consult with USFWS and NMFS if they determine that a 
proposed project may affect a listed species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. 
Under Section 7, the federal lead agency must obtain incidental take authorization or a letter of 
concurrence, stating that the project is not likely to adversely affect federally listed species. Section 7 
requirements do not apply to nonfederal actions. Because the USEPA is the source of State Revolving Fund 
monies that may be distributed to Stanislaus County, its distribution is a federal action covered by Section 
7. Appendix B presents a Biological Evaluation intended to provide the basis for compliance with Section 7 
of the ESA.  
 
Section 9 prohibits take of any fish or wildlife species listed as endangered, including the destruction of 
habitat that prevents the species' recovery. "Take" is defined as any action or attempt to hunt, harm, 
harass, pursue, shoot, wound, capture, kill, trap, or collect a species. Section 9 prohibitions also apply to 
threatened species unless a special rule governing take was defined at the time the species became listed.  
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d) Interfere substantially w i th  the  movement of any native resident o r  migratory fish o r  wildl ife species
o r  w i th  established native resident o r  migratory wildl ife corridors, o r  impede the  use of  native wildlife
nursery sites?

No Impact. Wildlife movement corridors are routes that  animals regularly and predictably fol low during
seasonal migration, dispersal f rom native ranges, daily travel within home ranges, and inter-population
movements. Movement corridors in California are typically associated wi th valleys, ridgelines, and rivers
and creeks supporting riparian vegetation. While the ruderal habitat of  the  APE consists of an open area
which species could move through, i t  does not  contain the  typical features of  a wildlife movement
corridor.

Native wildlife nursery sites are areas where a species or  group of  similar species raise their young in a
concentrated place, such as maternity bat roosts. The numerous trees within the APE could serve as
nesting sites for  migratory birds. However, groups of  nests were absent f rom the  trees during the  survey
and nesting activity was not  observed. Therefore, there would be no impact.

e) Conflict w i th  any local policies o r  ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a t ree preservation
policy o r  ordinance?

No Impact. The Project appears to  be consistent wi th  the goals and policies of the Stanislaus County
General Plan. There are no known Habit Conservation Plans or  Natural Community Conservation Plans in
the Project vicinity. Mitigation measures are not  warranted. Therefore, there would be no impact.

f) Conflict w i th  the  provisions of  an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, o r  other  approved local, regional, o r  state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. The Project is not  located within the boundaries of  an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan;
Natural Communities Conservation Plan; o r  other approved local, regional, or  state habitat conservation
plan. There would be no impact and mitigation measures are not  warranted. Therefore, there would be
no impact.

4.4.3 FEDERAL CROSS-CUTTING TOPIC

4.4.3.1 FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT
Regulations in the  federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 and subsequent amendments govern the
conservation of  endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems on which they depend. USFWS
and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) oversee the act. USFWS has jurisdiction over plants,
wildlife, and resident fish, and NMFS has jurisdiction over anadromous fish, marine fish, and marine
mammals. Section 7 requires federal agencies to  consult wi th USFWS and NMFS i f  they determine that  a
proposed project may affect a listed species or  destroy or  adversely modify designated critical habitat.
Under Section 7, the federal lead agency must obtain incidental take authorization or  a letter of
concurrence, stating that  the project is not  likely to  adversely affect federally listed species. Section 7
requirements do  not  apply to  nonfederal actions. Because the USEPA is the  source of  State Revolving Fund
monies that  may be distributed to  Stanislaus County, its distribution is a federal action covered by Section
7. Appendix B presents a Biological Evaluation intended to  provide the  basis for  compliance wi th  Section 7
of the ESA.

Section 9 prohibits take of  any fish or  wildlife species listed as endangered, including the destruction of
habitat that  prevents the species' recovery. "Take" is defined as any action or  at tempt to  hunt, harm,
harass, pursue, shoot, wound, capture, kill, trap, o r  collect a species. Section 9 prohibitions also apply to
threatened species unless a special rule governing take was defined at the  t ime the  species became listed.
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d) 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?

No Impact. Wildlife movement corridors are routes that animals regularly and predictably follow during
seasonal migration, dispersal from native ranges, daily travel within home ranges, and inter—population
movements. Movement corridors in California are typically associated with valleys, ridgelines, and rivers
and creeks supporting riparian vegetation. While the ruderal habitat of the APE consists of an open area
which species could move through, it does not contain the typical features of a wildlife movement
corridor.

Native wildlife nursery sites are areas where a species or group of similar species raise their young in a
concentrated place, such as maternity bat roosts. The numerous trees within the APE could serve as
nesting sites for migratory birds. However, groups of nests were absent from the trees during the survey
and nesting activity was not observed. Therefore, there would be no impact.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

No Impact. The Project appears to be consistent with the goals and policies of the Stanislaus County
General Plan. There are no known Habit Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans in
the Project vicinity. Mitigation measures are not warranted. Therefore, there would be no impact.

f) 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. The Project is not located within the boundaries of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan;
Natural Communities Conservation Plan; or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan. There would be no impact and mitigation measures are not warranted. Therefore, there would be
no impact.

4.4.3 FEDERAL CROSS-CUTTING TOPIC

4.4.3.1 FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT
Regulations in the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 and subsequent amendments govern the
conservation of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems on which they depend. USFWS
and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) oversee the act. USFWS has jurisdiction over plants,
wildlife, and resident fish, and NMFS has jurisdiction over anadromous fish, marine fish, and marine
mammals. Section 7 requires federal agencies to consult with USFWS and NMFS if they determine that a
proposed project may affect a listed species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat.
Under Section 7, the federal lead agency must obtain incidental take authorization or a letter of
concurrence, stating that the project is not likely to adversely affect federally listed species. Section 7
requirements do not apply to nonfederal actions. Because the USEPA is the source of State Revolving Fund
monies that may be distributed to Stanislaus County, its distribution is a federal action covered by Section
7. Appendix B presents a Biological Evaluation intended to provide the basis for compliance with Section 7
of the ESA.

Section 9 prohibits take of any fish or wildlife species listed as endangered, including the destruction of
habitat that prevents the species' recovery. ”Take" is defined as any action or attempt to hunt, harm,
harass, pursue, shoot, wound, capture, kill, trap, or collect a species. Section 9 prohibitions also apply to
threatened species unless a special rule governing take was defined at the time the species became listed.
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d) 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?

No Impact. Wildlife movement corridors are routes that animals regularly and predictably follow during
seasonal migration, dispersal from native ranges, daily travel within home ranges, and inter-population
movements. Movement corridors in California are typically associated with valleys, ridgelines, and rivers
and creeks supporting riparian vegetation. While the ruderal habitat of the APE consists of an open area
which species could move through, it does not contain the typical features of a wildlife movement
corridor.

Native wildlife nursery sites are areas where a species or group of similar species raise their young in a
concentrated place, such as maternity bat roosts. The numerous trees within the APE could serve as
nesting sites for migratory birds. However, groups of nests were absent from the trees during the survey
and nesting activity was not observed. Therefore, there would be no impact.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

No Impact. The Project appears to be consistent with the goals and policies of the Stanislaus County
General Plan. There are no known Habit Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans in
the Project vicinity. Mitigation measures are not warranted. Therefore, there would be no impact.

f) 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. The Project is not located within the boundaries of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan;
Natural Communities Conservation Plan; o r  other approved local, regional, o r  state habitat conservation

plan. There would be no impact and mitigation measures are not warranted. Therefore, there would be
no impact.

4.4.3 FEDERAL CROSS-CUTTING TOPIC

4.4.3.1 FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT
Regulations in the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 and subsequent amendments govern the
conservation of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems on which they depend. USFWS
and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) oversee the act. USFWS has jurisdiction over plants,
wildlife, and resident fish, and NMFS has jurisdiction over anadromous fish, marine fish, and marine

mammals. Section 7 requires federal agencies to consult with USFWS and NMFS if they determine that a
proposed project may affect a listed species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat.
Under Section 7, the federal lead agency must obtain incidental take authorization or a letter of
concurrence, stating that the project is not likely to adversely affect federally listed species. Section 7
requirements do not apply to nonfederal actions. Because the USEPA is the source of State Revolving Fund
monies that may be distributed to Stanislaus County, its distribution is a federal action covered by Section
7. Appendix B presents a Biological Evaluation intended to provide the basis for compliance with Section 7
of the ESA.

Section 9 prohibits take of any fish or wildlife species listed as endangered, including the destruction of
habitat that prevents the species' recovery. "Take" is defined as any action or attempt to hunt, harm,
harass, pursue, shoot, wound, capture, kill, trap, or  collect a species. Section 9 prohibitions also apply to

threatened species unless a special rule governing take was defined at the time the species became listed.
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BIO-2c (Avoidance Buffers): On discovery of any active nests or breeding colonies near work areas, 
a qualified biologist will determine appropriate avoidance buffer distances based on 
applicable CDFW and/or USFWS guidelines, the biology of the species, conditions of the 
nest(s), and the level of Project disturbance. 
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BIO-2c (Avoidance Buffers): On discovery of  any active nests or  breeding colonies near work areas,
a qualified biologist will determine appropriate avoidance buffer distances based on
applicable CDFW and/or USFWS guidelines, the biology of the  species, conditions of  the
nest(s), and the level of Project disturbance.
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nest(s), and the level of Project disturbance.
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BIO-2c (Avoidance Buffers): On discovery of any active nests or breeding colonies near work areas,
a qualified biologist will determine appropriate avoidance buffer distances based on

applicable CDFW and/or USFWS guidelines, the biology of the species, conditions of the
nest(s), and the level of Project disturbance.
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No historic properties have been identified within the area of potential effects. Therefore, the proposed 
Project would not have an adverse effect on historic properties. 

4.5.4 MITIGATION 

CUL-1 (Archaeological Remains) Should archeological remains or artifacts be unearthed during 
any stage of project activities, work in the area of the discovery shall cease until the area 
is evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If mitigation is warranted, the project 
proponent shall abide by recommendations of the archaeologist.  

CUL-2 (Human Remains) Pursuant to California Health and Safety Code §7050.5, if known or 
suspected Native American or other human remains are encountered, all ground-
disturbing work must cease in the vicinity of the discovery, and the County Coroner 
contacted. The respectful treatment and disposition of remains and associated grave 
offerings shall be in accordance with PRC §5097.98. The applicant and successors 
interest are ultimately responsible for ensuring compliance with this condition. 
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No historic properties have been identified within the area of potential effects. Therefore, the  proposed
Project would not  have an adverse effect on historic properties.

4.5.4 MITIGATION

CUL-1 (Archaeological Remains) Should archeological remains or  artifacts be unearthed during
any stage of  project activities, work in the  area of  the  discovery shall cease unti l  the  area
is evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If mitigation is warranted, the  project
proponent shall abide by recommendations of  the  archaeologist.

CUL-2 (Human Remains) Pursuant t o  California Health and Safety Code §7050.5, i f  known or
suspected Native American or  other human remains are encountered, all ground—
disturbing work must cease in the vicinity of  the discovery, and the County Coroner
contacted. The respectful t reatment and disposition of  remains and associated grave
offerings shall be in accordance wi th PRC §5097.98. The applicant and successors
interest are ultimately responsible for  ensuring compliance wi th this condition.
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No historic properties have been identified within the area of potential effects. Therefore, the proposed
Project would not have an adverse effect on historic properties.

4.5.4 MITIGATION

CUL-1 (Archaeological Remains) Should archeological remains or artifacts be unearthed during
any stage of project activities, work in the area ofthe discovery shall cease until the area
is evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If mitigation is warranted, the project
proponent shall abide by recommendations of the archaeologist.

CUL-2 (Human Remains) Pursuant to California Health and Safety Code §7050.5, if known or
suspected Native American or other human remains are encountered, all ground—
disturbing work must cease in the vicinity of the discovery, and the County Coroner
contacted. The respectful treatment and disposition of remains and associated grave
offerings shall be in accordance with PRC §5097.98. The applicant and successors
interest are ultimately responsible for ensuring compliance with this condition.
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No historic properties have been identified within the area of potential effects. Therefore, the proposed
Project would not have an adverse effect on historic properties.

4.5.4 MITIGATION

CUL-1 (Archaeological Remains) Should archeological remains or artifacts be unearthed during
any stage of project activities, work in the area of the discovery shall cease until the area
is evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If mitigation is warranted, the project
proponent shall abide by recommendations of the archaeologist.

CUL-2 (Human Remains) Pursuant to  California Health and Safety Code §7OSO.5, i f  known or

suspected Native American or other human remains are encountered, all ground-
disturbing work must cease in the vicinity of the discovery, and the County Coroner
contacted. The respectful treatment and disposition of remains and associated grave

offerings shall be in accordance with PRC §5097.98. The applicant and successors
interest are ultimately responsible for ensuring compliance with this condition.
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4.6 ENERGY 
Table 4-14: Energy Impacts 

Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact  

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less than 
Significant 

Impact  
No Impact  

a) Result in potentially significant 
environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption 
of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

    

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local 
plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? 

    

4.6.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The Project site is located in the City of Turlock. The Project site is served by Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (PG&E) for its natural gas needs and is serviced by Turlock Irrigation District or its electricity 
needs.  

4.6.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

a) Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

Less than Significant Impact. Fuel consumed by construction equipment would be the primary energy 
resource expended over the course of Project construction. For heavy-duty construction equipment, 
horsepower and load factors were assumed using default data from the CalEEMod model. Fuel use 
associated with construction vehicle trips generated by the Project was also estimated; trips include 
construction worker trips, haul trucks trips for material transport, and vendor trips for construction 
material deliveries. Fuel use from these vehicles traveling to the Project was based on (1) the projected 
number of trips the Project would generate (CalEEMod default values), (2) default average trip distance 
by land use in CalEEMod, and (3) fuel efficiencies estimated in the ARB 2017 Emissions Factors model 
(EMFAC2017) mobile source emission model. 

Construction is estimated to consume a total of 73,113.89 gallons of diesel fuel and 7,037.07 gallons of 
gasoline fuel (see Appendix A). California Code of Regulations Title 13, Motor Vehicles, Section 
2449(d)(2), Idling, limits idling times of construction vehicles to no more than 5 minutes, thereby 
precluding unnecessary and wasteful consumption of fuel because of unproductive idling of construction 
equipment. All equipment will meet current energy-efficiency requirements. In addition, the energy 
consumption for construction activities would not be ongoing as they would be limited to the duration 
of Project construction. 

Long-term operational emissions associated with the Project would include the use of the GAC treatment 
and future arsenic treatment systems. Operation of the proposed well treatment facilities would require 
some energy to be expended, likely in the form of electricity. However, the amount of energy required 
to power the facility is expected to be negligible. Maintenance would continue to be provided on an as-
needed basis by existing City staff and would not result in an increase in vehicle trips or vehicle miles 
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4.6 ENERGY

Table4—14:Ene lm  cts

a) Result in potentially significant
environmental impact due to  wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption El El IXI CI
of energy resources, dur ing project
construction or operation?

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy El El El l
efficiency?

4.6.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

The Project site is located in the City of Turlock. The Project site is served by Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E) for  its natural gas needs and is serviced by Turlock Irrigation District o r  its electricity
needg

4.6.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) Would the  project result in  potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, o r
unnecessary consumption of  energy resources, during project construction o r  operation?

Less than Significant Impact. Fuel consumed by construction equipment would be the primary energy
resource expended over the  course of  Project construction. For heavy-duty construction equipment,
horsepower and load factors were assumed using default data f rom the  CalEEMod model. Fuel use
associated wi th  construction vehicle trips generated by the Project was also estimated; trips include
construction worker trips, haul trucks trips for  material transport, and vendor trips fo r  construction
material deliveries. Fuel use f rom these vehicles traveling to  the Project was based on (1) the projected
number of  trips the Project would generate (CalEEMod default values), (2) default average t r ip  distance
by land use in CalEEIVIod, and (3) fuel efficiencies estimated in the  ARB 2017 Emissions Factors model
(EMFAC2017) mobile source emission model.

Construction is estimated to  consume a total o f  73,113.89 gallons of diesel fuel and 7,037.07 gallons of
gasoline fuel (see Appendix A). California Code of Regulations Title 13, Motor Vehicles, Section
2449(d)(2), Idling, limits idling times of  construction vehicles to  no more than 5 minutes, thereby
precluding unnecessary and wasteful consumption of  fuel because of unproductive idling o f  construction
equipment. All equipment will meet current energy-efficiency requirements. In addition, the energy
consumption for  construction activities would not  be ongoing as they would be limited to  the duration
of Project construction.

Long—term operational emissions associated wi th  the Project would include the use o f t he  GAC treatment
and future arsenic treatment systems. Operation o f t he  proposed well t reatment facilities would require
some energy to  be expended, likely in the fo rm of  electricity. However, the amount of  energy required
to  power the facility is expected to  be negligible. Maintenance would continue to  be provided on an as—
needed basis by existing City staff and would not  result in an increase in vehicle trips o r  vehicle miles
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4.6  ENERGY

Table4—14:Ene Im  cts

a) Result in potentially significant
environmental impact due to  wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption CI El IXI CI
of  energy resources, dur ing project
construct ion o r  operat ion?

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy El El El IXI
efficiency?

4.6.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

The Project site is located in the City of Turlock. The Project site is served by Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E) for its natural gas needs and is serviced by Turlock Irrigation District or its electricity
needa

4.6.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of  energy resources, during project construction o r  operation?

Less than Significant Impact. Fuel consumed by construction equipment would be the primary energy
resource expended over the course of Project construction. For heavy-duty construction equipment,
horsepower and load factors were assumed using default data from the CalEEIVIod model. Fuel use
associated with construction vehicle trips generated by the Project was also estimated; trips include
construction worker trips, haul trucks trips for material transport, and vendor trips for construction
material deliveries. Fuel use from these vehicles traveling to the Project was based on (1) the projected
number of trips the Project would generate (CalEEIVIod default values), (2) default average trip distance
by land use in CalEEMod, and (3) fuel efficiencies estimated in the ARB 2017 Emissions Factors model
(EMFAC2017) mobile source emission model.

Construction is estimated to consume a total of 73,113.89 gallons of diesel fuel and 7,037.07 gallons of
gasoline fuel (see Appendix A). California Code of Regulations Title 13, Motor Vehicles, Section
2449(d)(2), Idling, limits idling times of construction vehicles to no more than 5 minutes, thereby
precluding unnecessary and wasteful consumption of fuel because of unproductive idling of construction
equipment. All equipment will meet current energy—efficiency requirements. In addition, the energy
consumption for construction activities would not be ongoing as they would be limited to the duration
of  Project construction.

Long-term operational emissions associated with the Project would include the use ofthe GAC treatment
and future arsenic treatment systems. Operation ofthe proposed well treatment facilities would require
some energy to be expended, likely in the form of electricity. However, the amount of energy required
to  power the  facility is expected to  be negligible. Maintenance would continue to  be provided on an as—
needed basis by existing City staff and would not  result in an increase in vehicle trips or  vehicle miles
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4.6.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

The Project site is located in the City of Turlock. The Project site is served by Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E) for its natural gas needs and is serviced by Turlock Irrigation District or its electricity
need3

4.6.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?

Less than Significant Impact. Fuel consumed by construction equipment would be the primary energy
resource expended over the course of Project construction. For heavy-duty construction equipment,
horsepower and load factors were assumed using default data from the CaIEEMod model. Fuel use
associated with construction vehicle trips generated by the Project was also estimated; trips include
construction worker trips, haul trucks trips for material transport, and vendor trips for construction
material deliveries. Fuel use from these vehicles traveling to the Project was based on (1) the projected
number of trips the Project would generate (CalEElVIod default values), (2) default average trip distance
by land use in CalEElVIod, and (3) fuel efficiencies estimated in the ARB 2017 Emissions Factors model

(EMFAC2017) mobile source emission model.

Construction is estimated to consume a total of 73,113.89 gallons of diesel fuel and 7,037.07 gallons of
gasoline fuel (see Appendix A). California Code of Regulations Title 13, Motor Vehicles, Section
2449(d)(2), Idling, limits idling times of construction vehicles to no more than 5 minutes, thereby
precluding unnecessary and wasteful consumption of fuel because of unproductive idling of construction
equipment. All equipment will meet current energy-efficiency requirements. In addition, the energy
consumption for construction activities would not be ongoing as they would be limited to the duration
of Project construction.

Long—term operational emissions associated with the Project would include the use ofthe GAC treatment
and future arsenic treatment systems. Operation of the proposed well treatment facilities would require
some energy to be expended, likely in the form of electricity. However, the amount of energy required
to power the facility is expected to be negligible. Maintenance would continue to be provided on an as-
needed basis by existing City staff and would not result in an increase in vehicle trips or vehicle miles
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4.7.1.1 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Most of the surface of the Great Valley Geomorphic Province is covered by Quaternary (present day to 1.6 
million years ago) alluvium.14 From the time the Great Valley Geomorphic Province first began to form, 
sediments derived from erosion of igneous and metamorphic rocks and consolidated marine sediments in 
the surrounding mountains were transported into the area by streams. According to the Soil Survey 
Geographic Database, the soil at the Project site consists of Hilmar loamy sand, 0 to 1 percent slope.15 
 
4.7.1.2 FAULTS AND SEISMICITY 
The Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and no known faults cut 
through the local soil at the site. The San Joaquin Fault is the closest fault, approximately 17 miles west of 
the Project site.16 The nearest major fault is the Calaveras fault zone, located approximately 50 miles west 
of the Project site.17 
 
4.7.1.3 LIQUEFACTION 
The potential for liquefaction, which is the loss of soil strength due to seismic forces, is dependent on soil 
types and density, depth to groundwater, and the duration and intensity of ground shaking. Although no 
specific liquefaction hazard areas have been identified in the City,18 this potential is recognized throughout 
the San Joaquin Valley, where unconsolidated sediments and a high-water table coincide.19  
 
4.7.1.4 SOIL SUBSIDENCE 
Subsidence occurs when a large land area settles due to over-saturation or extensive withdrawal of 
groundwater, oil, or natural gas. These areas are typically composed of open-textured soils that become 
saturated. The soil located at the Project site is moderately well-drained with a low to moderate risk of 
subsidence.20 
 
4.7.1.5 DAM AND LEVEE FAILURE 
According to the California Department of Water Resources Dam Breach Inundation Map, the Project is not 
in an area that would be susceptible to flooding as a result of dam or levee failure.21 

4.7.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

a) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

 
14 (City of Turlock, 2012) 
15 (Esri, 2024) 
16 (California Department of Conservation, 2015) 
17 (California Department of Conservation, 2015) 
18 (City of Turlock, 2012) 
19 (California Department of Conservation, 2024) 
20 (United States Department of Agriculture, 2019) 
21 (Department of Water Resources Division of Safety of Dams, 2015) 

City of Turlock May 2026
Well 36 Treatment Project
Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis

4.7.1.1 GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Most of the surface of the Great Valley Geomorphic Province is covered by Quaternary (present day to 1.6
million years ago) alluvium.14 From the time the Great Valley Geomorphic Province first began to form,
sediments derived f rom erosion of  igneous and metamorphic rocks and consolidated marine sediments in
the surrounding mountains were transported into the area by streams. According to  the Soil Survey
Geographic Database, the soil at  the Project site consists of Hilmar loamy sand, 0 to  1 percent slope.15

4.7.1.2 FAULTS AND SEISMICITY
The Project site is not  located within an Alquist—Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and no known faults cut
through the local soil at the  site. The San Joaquin Fault is the closest fault, approximately 17 miles west of
the Project site.16 The nearest major fault is the Calaveras fault zone, located approximately 50 miles west
of the Project site.17

4.7.1.3 LIQUEFACTION
The potential for  liquefaction, which is the loss of  soil strength due to  seismic forces, is dependent on soil
types and density, depth to  groundwater, and the duration and intensity of  ground shaking. Although no
specific liquefaction hazard areas have been identified in the  City,18 this potential is recognized throughout
the San Joaquin Valley, where unconsolidated sediments and a high—water table coincide.19

4.7.1.4 SOIL SUBSIDENCE
Subsidence occurs when a large land area settles due to  over—saturation or  extensive withdrawal of
groundwater, oil, o r  natural gas. These areas are typically composed of open-textured soils that  become
saturated. The soil located at the Project site is moderately well—drained wi th  a low to  moderate risk of
subsidence.20

4.7.1.5 DAM AND LEVEE FAILURE
According to  the  California Department of  Water Resources Dam Breach Inundation Map, the Project is not
in an area that  would be susceptible to  flooding as a result o f  dam or  levee failure.21

4.7.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) Would the  project directly o r  indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the  risk of
loss, injury, o r  death involving:

i. Rupture of  a known earthquake fault, as delineated on  the  most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map  issued by the  State Geologist for  t he  area o r  based on  other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

14 (City of Turlock, 2012)
15 (Esri, 2024)
16 (California Department of Conservation, 2015)
17 (California Department of Conservation, 2015)
18 (City of Turlock, 2012)
19 (California Department of Conservation, 2024)
20 (United States Department of Agriculture, 2019)
21 (Department of Water Resources Division of Safety of Dams, 2015)
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4.7.1.1 GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Most of the surface of the Great Valley Geomorphic Province is covered by Quaternary (present day to 1.6
million years ago) alluvium.14 From the t ime the Great Valley Geomorphic Province first began to  form,
sediments derived from erosion of igneous and metamorphic rocks and consolidated marine sediments in
the surrounding mountains were transported into the area by streams. According to the Soil Survey
Geographic Database, the soil at the Project site consists of Hilmar loamy sand, 0 to 1 percent slope.15

4.7.1.2 FAULTS AND SEISMICITY
The Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and no known faults cut
through the local soil at the site. The San Joaquin Fault is the closest fault, approximately 17 miles west of
the Project site.16 The nearest major fault is the Calaveras fault zone, located approximately 50 miles west
of the Project site.l7

4.7.1.3 LIQUEFACTION
The potential for liquefaction, which is the loss of soil strength due to seismic forces, is dependent on soil
types and density, depth to groundwater, and the duration and intensity of ground shaking. Although no
specific liquefaction hazard areas have been identified in the City,18 this potential is recognized throughout
the San Joaquin Valley, where unconsolidated sediments and a high—water table coincide.19

4.7.1.4 SOIL SUBSIDENCE
Subsidence occurs when a large land area settles due to over—saturation or extensive withdrawal of
groundwater, oil, or natural gas. These areas are typically composed of open-textured soils that become
saturated. The soil located at the Project site is moderately well—drained with a low to moderate risk of
subsidence.20

4.7.1.5 DAM AND LEVEE FAILURE
According to the California Department of Water Resources Dam Breach Inundation Map, the Project is not
in an area that would be susceptible to flooding as a result of dam or levee failure.21

4.7.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

14 City of Turlock, 2012)
Esri, 2024)
California Department of Conservation, 2015)
California Department of Conservation, 2015)
City of Turlock, 2012)
California Department of Conservation, 2024)
United States Department of Agriculture, 2019)
Department of Water Resources Division of Safety of Dams, 2015)
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4.7.1.1 GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Most of the surface of the Great Valley Geomorphic Province is covered by Quaternary (present day to 1.6
million years ago) alluvium.l4 From the time the Great Valley Geomorphic Province first began to form,
sediments derived from erosion of igneous and metamorphic rocks and consolidated marine sediments in
the surrounding mountains were transported into the area by streams. According to the Soil Survey
Geographic Database, the soil at the Project site consists of Hilmar loamy sand, 0 to 1 percent slope.15

4.7.1.2 FAULTS AND SEISMICITY
The Project site is not located within an Alquist—Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and no known faults cut
through the local soil at the site. The San Joaquin Fault is the closest fault, approximately 17 miles west of
the Project site.16 The nearest major fault is the Calaveras fault zone, located approximately 50 miles west
of the Project site.17

4.7.1.3 LIQUEFACTION
The potential for liquefaction, which is the loss of soil strength due to seismic forces, is dependent on soil
types and density, depth to groundwater, and the duration and intensity of ground shaking. Although no
specific liquefaction hazard areas have been identified in the City,18 this potential is recognized throughout
the San Joaquin Valley, where unconsolidated sediments and a high-water table coincide.19

4.7.1.4 SOIL SUBSIDENCE
Subsidence occurs when a large land area settles due to over—saturation or extensive withdrawal of
groundwater, oil, or natural gas. These areas are typically composed of open-textured soils that become
saturated. The soil located at the Project site is moderately well—drained with a low to moderate risk of
subsidence.20

4.7.1.5 DAM AND LEVEE FAILURE
According to  the California Department of Water Resources Dam Breach Inundation Map, the Project is not
in an area that would be susceptible to flooding as a result of dam or levee failure.21

4.7.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to  Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

14 (City of Turlock, 2012)
15 (Esri, 2024)
16 (California Department of Conservation, 2015)
17 (California Department of Conservation, 2015)
18 (City of Turlock, 2012)
19 (California Department of Conservation, 2024)
20 (United States Department of Agriculture, 2019)
21 (Department of Water Resources Division of Safety of Dams, 2015)
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a-i and a-ii) Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site and its surroundings are located in an area 
traditionally characterized by relatively low seismic activity. As discussed above, the site is not located in 
an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, as established by the Alquist-Priolo Fault Zoning Act (Section 
2622 of Chapter 7.5, Division 2 of the California Public Resources Code). The San Joaquin Fault is the 
closest fault, approximately 17 miles southwest of the Project site. The nearest major fault is the 
Calaveras fault zone, approximately 50 miles west of the Project site. Neither fault is anticipated to cause 
damage to the proposed well infrastructure if there were a fault occurrence.  

The proposed Project involves the construction of a water treatment system and does not include the 
development of habitable structures. The operation of the Project would not require permanent staff on-
site or an increase in the number of employees required for routine maintenance. Instead, routine 
maintenance and repairs would be performed infrequently, on an as-needed basis, by current City 
employees.  

Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would not cause potential substantial direct or 
indirect effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving a rupture of a known earthquake fault 
or involving strong seismic ground shaking. Any impact would be less than significant.  

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

a-iii) No Impact. Liquefaction is a process that involves the temporary transformation of soil from a solid 
state to a fluid form during intense and prolonged ground shaking. Water saturated areas with shallow 
depth to groundwater and uniform sands, loose-to-medium in density, are prone to liquefaction. The 
land in the area has not been classified as susceptible to liquefaction.22 Implementation of the proposed 
Project would not cause potential substantial direct or indirect effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 
or death due to liquefaction. Therefore, there would be no impact.  

iv. Landslides? 

a-iv) No Impact. As the proposed Project is located on the San Joaquin Valley floor, no major geologic 
landforms exist on or near the site that could result in a landslide event. Implementation of the proposed 
Project would not cause potential substantial direct or indirect effects from landslides, including the risk 
of loss, injury, or death. Therefore, there would be no impact.  

b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Earthmoving activities associated with the proposed Project would include 
excavation, trenching, grading, and infrastructure construction that would disturb approximately 1 acre 
of soil. These activities have the potential to expose soils to erosion processes. The extent of the erosion 
depends on the steepness of the slope, vegetation/groundcover, soil compactness, runoff concentration, 
and weather. The proposed Project would be located within a dual use basin and would require 6,000 
cubic yards of fill to level off the Project site. Construction of the Project is anticipated to be completed 
within two years, which includes 12 months for the grading and construction of the water treatment 
system and 12 months for the future arsenic treatment. Construction would utilize BMPs detailed in the 
California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction Activity.23  While the 
Project would require fill to be imported, there would be a low potential for soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is needed for projects that disturb one acre or 
more. The proposed Project is under one acre, so no SWPPP would be required. If an acre or more of 

 
22 (California Department of Conservation, 2024) 
23 (California Stormwater Quality Association, 2002) 
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a-i and a-ii) Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site and its surroundings are located in an area
traditionally characterized by relatively low seismic activity. As discussed above, the  site is not  located in
an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, as established by the Alquist—Priolo Fault Zoning Act (Section
2622 of  Chapter 7.5, Division 2 of  the California Public Resources Code). The San Joaquin Fault is the
closest fault, approximately 17 miles southwest of  the Project site. The nearest major fault is the
Calaveras fault zone, approximately 50 miles west o f t he  Project site. Neither fault is anticipated to  cause
damage to  the proposed well infrastructure i f  there were a fault occurrence.

The proposed Project involves the construction of  a water treatment system and does not  include the
development of  habitable structures. The operation o f t he  Project would not  require permanent staf fon-
site or  an increase in the  number of  employees required for  routine maintenance. Instead, routine
maintenance and repairs would be performed infrequently, on an as-needed basis, by current City
employees.

Therefore, implementation of the  proposed Project would not  cause potential substantial direct o r
indirect effects, including the risk of  loss, injury, o r  death involving a rupture of  a known earthquake fault
o r  involving strong seismic ground shaking. Any impact would be less than significant.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

a-iii) No Impact. Liquefaction is a process that  involves the  temporary transformation of  soil f rom a solid
state to  a fluid form during intense and prolonged ground shaking. Water saturated areas wi th  shallow
depth to  groundwater and uniform sands, loose-to-medium in density, are prone to  liquefaction. The
land in the area has not  been classified as susceptible to  liquefaction.22 Implementation of  the proposed
Project would not  cause potential substantial direct o r  indirect effects, including the risk of  loss, injury,
or  death due to  liquefaction. Therefore, there would be no impact.

iv. Landses?

a-iv) No  Impact. As the proposed Project is located on the  San Joaquin Valley floor, no major geologic
landforms exist on or  near the  site that  could result in a landslide event. Implementation o f t he  proposed
Project would not  cause potential substantial direct o r  indirect effects f rom landslides, including the risk
of loss, injury, or  death. Therefore, there would be no impact.

b) Would the  project result in  substantial soil erosion o r  t he  loss of  topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact. Earthmoving activities associated wi th  the proposed Project would include
excavation, trenching, grading, and infrastructure construction that  would disturb approximately 1 acre
of soil. These activities have the potential to  expose soils to  erosion processes. The extent of  the  erosion
depends on the  steepness o f t he  slope, vegetation/groundcover, soil compactness, runoff  concentration,
and weather. The proposed Project would be located within a dual use basin and would require 6,000
cubic yards of  fill to  level off the Project site. Construction of  the Project is anticipated to  be completed
within two years, which includes 12 months for  the grading and construction of the water treatment
system and 12 months for  the  future arsenic treatment. Construction would utilize BM  Ps detailed in the
California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbook for  Construction Activity.23 While the
Project would require fill to  be imported, there would be a low potential for  soil erosion or  the loss of
topsoil. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is needed for projects that disturb one acre or
more. The proposed Project is under one acre, so no  SWPPP would be required. If an acre or  more of

22 (California Department of  Conservation, 2024)
23 (California Stormwater Quality Association, 2002)
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a-i and a-ii) Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site and its surroundings are located in an area
traditionally characterized by relatively low seismic activity. As discussed above, the site is not located in
an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, as established by the Alquist-Priolo Fault Zoning Act (Section
2622 of Chapter 7.5, Division 2 of the California Public Resources Code). The San Joaquin Fault is the
closest fault, approximately 17 miles southwest of the Project site. The nearest major fault is the
Calaveras fault zone, approximately 50  miles west o f t he  Project site. Neither fault is anticipated to cause
damage to the proposed well infrastructure if there were a fault occurrence.

The proposed Project involves the construction of a water treatment system and does not include the
development of habitable structures. The operation ofthe Project would not require permanent staff on—
site or an increase in the number of employees required for routine maintenance. Instead, routine
maintenance and repairs would be performed infrequently, on an as—needed basis, by current City
employees.

Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would not cause potential substantial direct or
indirect effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving a rupture of a known earthquake fault
or involving strong seismic ground shaking. Any impact would be less than significant.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

a-iii) No Impact. Liquefaction is a process that involves the temporary transformation of soil from a solid
state to a fluid form during intense and prolonged ground shaking. Water saturated areas with shallow
depth to groundwater and uniform sands, loose-to-medium in density, are prone to liquefaction. The
land in the area has not been classified as susceptible to liquefaction.22 Implementation of the proposed
Project would not cause potential substantial direct or indirect effects, including the risk of loss, injury,
or death due to liquefaction. Therefore, there would be no impact.

iv. Landshdes?

a-iv) No Impact. As the proposed Project is located on the San Joaquin Valley floor, no major geologic
landforms exist on or near the site that could result in a landslide event. Implementation ofthe proposed
Project would not cause potential substantial direct or indirect effects from landslides, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death. Therefore, there would be no impact.

b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact. Earthmoving activities associated with the proposed Project would include
excavation, trenching, grading, and infrastructure construction that would disturb approximately 1 acre
of soil. These activities have the potential to expose soils to erosion processes. The extent of the erosion
depends on the steepness ofthe slope, vegetation/groundcover, soil compactness, runoff concentration,
and weather. The proposed Project would be located within a dual use basin and would require 6,000
cubic yards of fill to level off the Project site. Construction of the Project is anticipated to be completed
within two years, which includes 12 months for the grading and construction of the water treatment
system and 12 months for the future arsenic treatment. Construction would utilize BMPs detailed in the
California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction Activity.23 While the
Project would require fill to be imported, there would be a low potential for soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is needed for projects that disturb one acre or
more. The proposed Project is under one acre, so no  SWPPP would be required. If an acre or  more of

22 (California Department of Conservation, 2024)
23 (California Stormwater Quality Association, 2002)
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a-i and a-ii) Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site and its surroundings are located in an area
traditionally characterized by relatively low seismic activity. As discussed above, the site is not located in
an Alquist—Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, as established by the Alquist-Priolo Fault Zoning Act (Section
2622 of Chapter 7.5, Division 2 of the California Public Resources Code). The San Joaquin Fault is the
closest fault, approximately 17 miles southwest of the Project site. The nearest major fault is the
Calaveras fault zone, approximately 50 miles west of the Project site. Neither fault is anticipated to cause
damage to the proposed well infrastructure if there were a fault occurrence.

The proposed Project involves the construction of a water treatment system and does not include the
development of habitable structures. The operation of the Project would not require permanent staff on—
site or  an increase in the  number of employees required for  routine maintenance. Instead, routine

maintenance and repairs would be performed infrequently, on an as-needed basis, by current City
employees.

Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would not cause potential substantial direct or
indirect effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving a rupture of a known earthquake fault
or involving strong seismic ground shaking. Any impact would be less than significant.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

a-iii) No Impact. Liquefaction is a process that involves the temporary transformation of soil from a solid
state to a fluid form during intense and prolonged ground shaking. Water saturated areas with shallow
depth to groundwater and uniform sands, loose—to—medium in density, are prone to liquefaction. The
land in the area has not been classified as susceptible to liquefaction.22 Implementation of the proposed
Project would not cause potential substantial direct or indirect effects, including the risk of loss, injury,
or death due to liquefaction. Therefore, there would be no impact.

iv. Landshdes?

a-iv) No Impact. As the proposed Project is located on the San Joaquin Valley floor, no major geologic
landforms exist on or near the site that could result in a landslide event. Implementation ofthe proposed
Project would not cause potential substantial direct or indirect effects from landslides, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death. Therefore, there would be no impact.

b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact. Earthmoving activities associated with the proposed Project would include
excavation, trenching, grading, and infrastructure construction that would disturb approximately 1 acre
of soil. These activities have the potential to expose soils to erosion processes. The extent of the erosion
depends on the steepness ofthe slope, vegetation/groundcover, soil compactness, runoff concentration,
and weather. The proposed Project would be located within a dual use basin and would require 6,000
cubic yards of fill to level off the Project site. Construction of the Project is anticipated to be completed
within two years, which includes 12 months for the grading and construction of the water treatment
system and 12 months for the future arsenic treatment. Construction would utilize BMPs detailed in the
California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction Activity.23 While the
Project would require fill to be imported, there would be a low potential for soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is needed for projects that disturb one acre or
more. The proposed Project is under one acre, so no SWPPP would be required. If an acre or more of

22 (California Department of Conservation, 2024)
23 (California Stormwater Quality Association, 2002)
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ground disturbance is needed, then a SWPPP would be obtained. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant.  

c) Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable 
as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

No Impact. As mentioned above, the Project site and its vicinity are located in an area traditionally 
characterized by relatively low seismic activity. The site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zone. As a result, lateral spreading, liquefaction, subsidence, and collapse are also not likely to 
occur. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the Turlock General Plan, Hilmar sandy loam, the soil present 
at the Project site, has high sand content, low clay content, and low to moderate silt content.24 This soil 
type has low shrink-swell potential and a low plasticity index. These soil types are not classified as 
expansive in Chapter 18 of the California Building Code, the most recently adopted building code that 
replaced the Uniform Building Code in California.25 Any impacts would be less than significant. 

e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?   

No Impact. The proposed Project does not include the construction or use of septic systems or any other 
alternative wastewater systems. Therefore, there would be no impact.  

f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geological feature? 

No Impact. No known paleontological resources have been identified at the Project site, which currently 
serves as an existing well site in an urban area with extensive ground disturbance. No unique geologic 
features have been identified at or within the vicinity of the Project site. The proposed Project would 
have no impact to unique paleontological resources or unique geologic features. 

  

 
24 (City of Turlock, 2012) 
25 (Building Standards Commission , 2024) 
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at the  Project site, has high sand content, low clay content, and low to  moderate silt content.24 This soil
type has low shrink-swell potential and a low plasticity index. These soil types are not  classified as
expansive in Chapter 18 of  the California Building Code, the most recently adopted building code that
replaced the Uniform Building Code in California.25 Any impacts would be less than significant.
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No  Impact. The proposed Project does not  include the  construction or  use of  septic systems or  any other
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f) Would the  project directly o r  indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource o r  site o r  unique
geological feature?

No Impact. No known paleontological resources have been identified at the Project site, which currently
serves as an existing well site in an urban area wi th extensive ground disturbance. No unique geologic
features have been identified at o r  within the vicinity of the  Project site. The proposed Project would
have no impact to  unique paleontological resources or  unique geologic features.
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Table 4-17: Short Term Construction Related GHG Emissions 
 Emissions (MT CO2e) in Tons 

per Year  
Maximum Annual Construction CO2e Emissions  155 
AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Land-Use Development Projects*  1,100 
AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Stationary Source Projects*  10,000 
Threshold Exceeded? No 

  
Construction related generation of GHGs would be a maximum of 155 Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide 
Equivalent (MT CO2e) per year. While there are some operational emissions associated with the Project 
these are expected to be negligible due to the nature of the Project. The Project would not exceed the AB 
32 consistency threshold for land use projects for both short term construction emissions and long-term 
operational emissions as a result.  
 

a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment?  

Less than Significant Impact.  The Project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, 
that would have a significant impact on the environment. As shown in Table 4-17 , the proposed Project 
is not expected to result in the generation of GHG emissions that would exceed the AB 32 consistency 
threshold of 1,100 MT CO2e annually during construction. Operational activities would be negligible. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

No Impact. The Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. The Project would be in compliance with all SJVAPCD policies 
and regulations and would not exceed an applicable threshold for GHG emissions. Therefore, there would 
be no impact. 
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Maximum Annual Construction COZe Emissions 155
AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Land—Use Development Projects* 1,100

AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Stationary Source Projects* 10,000

Threshold Exceeded? No

Construction related generation of  GHGs would be a maximum of  155 Metr ic Tons of  Carbon Dioxide
Equivalent (MT COZe) per year. While there are some operational emissions associated wi th  the Project
these are expected to  be negligible due to  the nature of  the Project. The Project would not  exceed the  AB
32 consistency threshold for  land use projects for  both short te rm construction emissions and long—term
operational emissions as a result.

a) Would the  project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly o r  indirectly, tha t  may have a
significant impact on  the  environment?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would not  generate GHG emissions, either directly o r  indirectly,
that  would have a significant impact on the environment. As shown in Table 4-17 , the proposed Project
is not  expected to  result in the generation of GHG emissions that  would exceed the AB 32 consistency
threshold of  1,100 MT C028 annually during construction. Operational activities would be negligible.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

b) Would the  project conflict w i th  an applicable plan, policy o r  regulation adopted for  the  purpose of
reducing the  emissions of  greenhouse gases?

No Impact. The Project would not  conflict w i th  an applicable plan, policy, o r  regulation adopted for  the
purpose of  reducing the  emissions of  GHGs. The Project would be in compliance wi th all SJVAPCD policies
and regulations and would not  exceed an applicable threshold for  GHG emissions. Therefore, there would
be no  impact.
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AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Land-Use Development Projects* 1,100

AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Stationary Source Projects* 10,000

Threshold Exceeded? No

Construction related generation of GHGs would be a maximum of 155 Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide
Equivalent (MT C02e) per year. While there are some operational emissions associated with the Project
these are expected to be negligible due to the nature of the Project. The Project would not exceed the AB
32 consistency threshold for land use projects for both short term construction emissions and long-term
operational emissions as a result.

a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly,
that would have a significant impact on the environment. As shown in Table 4-17 , the proposed Project
is not expected to result in the generation of GHG emissions that would exceed the AB 32 consistency
threshold of 1,100 MT C02e annually during construction. Operational activities would be negligible.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

b) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the  emissions of  greenhouse gases?

No Impact. The Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. The Project would be in compliance with all SJVAPCD policies
and regulations and would not exceed an applicable threshold for GHG emissions. Therefore, there would
be no impact.

vwvw.provosiondpritchard.com 4—40

City of Turlock May 2026
Well 36 Treatment Project
Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis

Table 4-17: Short Term Construction Related GHG Emissions
o C - o

\ Maximum Annual Construction C02e Emissions 155

AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Land-Use Development Projects* 1,100

AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Stationary Source Projects* 10,000

Threshold Exceeded? No

Construction related generation of GHGs would be a maximum of 155 Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide
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is not expected to result in the generation of GHG emissions that would exceed the AB 32 consistency
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or 
excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact. The proposed Project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of an 
airport. Modesto City-County Airport is located approximately 11.4 miles northwest of the Project site 
and Turlock Municipal Airport is approximately 10 miles east-southeast of the site. Operation at the 
Project site would not generate excessive noise and any construction noise would be temporary. There 
would be no impact. 

f) Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project involves constructing and operating a water treatment 
system on an approximately 1-acre site, currently developed as a detention basin and the existing Well 
36 site. Construction traffic associated with the Project would be minimal and temporary, lasting 
approximately 12 months for the GAC treatment and another 12 months for the future arsenic treatment. 
Operational traffic would consist of as-needed maintenance trips and would have no effect on roadways 
or emergency access. Partial road closures and detours are not anticipated during construction, but, if 
necessary, would be temporary and minimal in nature, as alternate routes would be made available. The 
community streets adjacent to the Project are not part of any emergency response plan or evacuation 
plan for the area. Therefore, Project-related impacts to emergency evacuation routes or emergency 
response routes on local roadways would be considered less than significant. 

g) Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires? 

No Impact. The proposed Project is located in the City of Turlock, substantially surrounded by urban uses. 
The nearest State Responsibility Area is located approximately 16 miles west of the Project site. The 
nearest fire hazard severity zone is located approximately 10 miles south of the site (see Section 4.20). 
The proposed Project does not include any residential components, nor would it require any employees 
to be stationed permanently at the site on a daily basis. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
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4.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
Table 4-19: Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts 

Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact  

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less than 
Significant 

Impact  
No Impact  

a) Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or ground water quality?   

    

b) Substantially decrease groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin?    

    

c) 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 off-site; 

    

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; or 

    

iv. impede or redirect flood flows?     
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, 

risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? 

    

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management 
plan? 

    

4.10.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The proposed Project would be located within the San Joaquin Valley of California. The San Joaquin Valley 
is bordered by the Sierra Nevada Mountain Ranges to the east, the Coast Ranges to the west, the Klamath 
Mountains and Cascade Range to the north, and the Transverse Ranges and Mojave Desert to the south. 
Like most of California, the San Joaquin Valley experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm, dry summers 
are followed by cool, moist winters. Summer temperatures often reach above 90 degrees Fahrenheit, and 
the humidity is generally low. Winter temperatures are often below 60 degrees Fahrenheit during the day 
and rarely exceed 70 degrees. On average, the San Joaquin Valley receives an average of 12 inches of 
precipitation in the form of rainfall yearly, most of which occurs between October and March. Turlock Sub-
basin groundwater is the primary source of drinking water for the City. The Turlock Sub-basin, a subunit of 
the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin, is not considered critically over drafted. Recently, as a member 
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groundwater  recharge such t ha t  t he  D D IXI I:|
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groundwater management of the basin?

C) 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; D D IXI El

ii. substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in D D IE El
flooding on— or off—site;

iii. create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide D D IXI El
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d )  In f lood hazard, tsunami,  o r  seiche zones,
risk release of pollutants due to project El El El IXI
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of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management D D D IXI
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4.10.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

The proposed Project would be located within the San Joaquin Valley of  California. The San Joaquin Valley
is bordered by the  Sierra Nevada Mountain Ranges to  the east, the Coast Ranges to  the  west, the Klamath
Mountains and Cascade Range to  the north, and the Transverse Ranges and Mojave Desert to  the south.
Like most of California, the San Joaquin Valley experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm, dry summers
are followed by cool, moist winters. Summer temperatures often reach above 90  degrees Fahrenheit, and
the humidity is generally low. Winter temperatures are often below 60 degrees Fahrenheit during the  day
and rarely exceed 70 degrees. On average, the San Joaquin Valley receives an average of  12 inches of
precipitation in the  fo rm of  rainfall yearly, most of  which occurs between October and March. Turlock Sub—
basin groundwater is the primary source of drinking water for  the  City. The Turlock Sub—basin, a subunit o f
the  San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin, is not  considered critically over drafted. Recently, as a member
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d) Would the project in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundations? 

No Impact. The Project site is not located in a 100-year flood zone, an area subject to inundation dues to 
tsunamis, a seiche zone, or in an area at risk of inundation (see Figure 4-6). Therefore, there would be no 
impact.  

e) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan? 

No Impact.  The proposed Project is intended to provide clean drinking water to the residents of Turlock. 
The proposed water treatment Project would not affect any watershed within the Turlock Sub-basin. The 
proposed Project would also not cause any increase in overall water production for the City. The 
proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of any water quality control plan 
or sustainable groundwater management plan. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

4.10.3 FEDERAL CROSS-CUTTING TOPIC 

4.10.3.1 FLOOD PLAIN MANAGEMENT- EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBERS 11988, 12148, AND 13690 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designates flood hazard and frequency for cities and 
counties on its Flood Insurance Rate Maps. The proposed Project site is not within a designated 100-year 
floodplain, on a floodplain map, or otherwise designated by FEMA.  

4.10.3.2 RIVERS AND HARBORS ACT 

The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 prohibits construction of any bridge, dam, dike, or causeway over or in 
navigable waterways of the United States without Congressional approval. Under Section 10 of the Act, the 
building of any wharfs, piers, jetties, and other structures is prohibited without Congressional approval, and 
excavation or fill within navigable waters requires the approval of the Chief of Engineers. The United States 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is authorized to issue permits for the discharge of refuse matter into or 
affecting navigable waters under Section 13 of the act.  

The proposed Project would not be constructed in a location that would affect a navigable waterway, 
requiring permit or approval by USACE. 

4.10.3.3 SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT, SOLE SOURCE AQUIFER PROTECTION 

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) required USEPA to establish criteria through which an aquifer may be 
declared a critical aquifer protection area. Since 1977, it has been used by communities to help prevent 
contamination of groundwater from federally funded projects. These aquifers are defined as "sole source 
aquifers." USEPA's Sole Source Aquifer (SSA) Program was established under Section 1424(e) of the SDWA. 
These are, essentially, aquifers that are the only drinking water supply for the population of a region. 

The SSA designation protects an area's groundwater resources by requiring USEPA to review all proposed 
projects within the designated area that will receive federal financial assistance. The SSA Program states 
that if USEPA determines an area to have an aquifer which is the sole or principal drinking water source for 
the area, that if contaminated would create a significant hazard to public health, a notice of that 
determination needs to be published in the Federal Register. After publication of any such notice, no 
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The Rivers and Harbors Act of  1899 prohibits construction of  any bridge, dam, dike, o r  causeway over or  in
navigable waterways of  the United States wi thout  Congressional approval. Under Section 10 of  the  Act, the
building of  any wharfs, piers, jetties, and other  structures is prohibited wi thout  Congressional approval, and
excavation or  fill within navigable waters requires the  approval o f t he  Chief o f  Engineers. The United States
Army Corps of  Engineers (USACE) is authorized to issue permits for  the discharge of refuse matter into or
affecting navigable waters under Section 13 of  the  act.

The proposed Project would not  be constructed in a location that  would affect a navigable waterway,
requiring permit  o r  approval by USACE.

4.10.3.3 SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT, SOLE SOURCE AQUIFER PROTECTION

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) required USEPA to  establish criteria through which an aquifer may be
declared a critical aquifer protection area. Since 1977, i t  has been used by communities to  help prevent
contamination of  groundwater f rom federally funded projects. These aquifers are defined as "sole source
aquifers.” USEPA's Sole Source Aquifer (SSA) Program was established under Section 1424(e) of  the  SDWA.
These are, essentially, aquifers that  are the  only drinking water supply for  the  population of  a region.

The SSA designation protects an area's groundwater resources by requiring USEPA to  review all proposed
projects within the designated area that  will receive federal financial assistance. The SSA Program states
that  i f  USEPA determines an area to  have an aquifer which is the  sole or  principal drinking water source for
the area, that  i f  contaminated would create a significant hazard to  public health, a notice of that
determination needs to  be published in the Federal Register. After publication of any such notice, no
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No Impact. The Project site is not located in a 100-year flood zone, an area subject to inundation dues to
tsunamis, a seiche zone, or  in an area at  risk of  inundation (see Figure 4-6).  Therefore, there would be no
impact.

e) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

No Impact. The proposed Project is intended to provide clean drinking water to the residents of Turlock.
The proposed water treatment Project would not affect any watershed within the Turlock Sub—basin. The
proposed Project would also not cause any increase in overall water production for the City. The
proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of any water quality control plan
or sustainable groundwater management plan. Therefore, there would be no impact.

4.10.3 FEDERAL CROSS-CUTTING TOPIC

4.10.3.1 FLOOD PLAIN MANAGEMENT- EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBERS 11988, 12148, AND 13690

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEIVIA) designates flood hazard and frequency for cities and
counties on  its Flood Insurance Rate Maps. The proposed Project site is not  within a designated loo—year
floodplain, on a floodplain map, or otherwise designated by FEMA.

4.10.3.2 RIVERS AND HARBORS ACT

The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 prohibits construction of any bridge, dam, dike, or causeway over or in
navigable waterways of the United States without Congressional approval. Under Section 10 of the Act, the
building of any wharfs, piers, jetties, and other structures is prohibited without Congressional approval, and
excavation or fill within navigable waters requires the approval ofthe Chief of Engineers. The United States
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is authorized to issue permits for the discharge of refuse matter into or
affecting navigable waters under Section 13 of the act.

The proposed Project would not be constructed in a location that would affect a navigable waterway,
requiring permit or approval by USACE.

4.10.3.3 SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT, SOLE SOURCE AQUIFER PROTECTION

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) required USEPA to establish criteria through which an aquifer may be
declared a critical aquifer protection area. Since 1977, it has been used by communities to help prevent
contamination of groundwater from federally funded projects. These aquifers are defined as ”sole source
aquifers." USEPA's Sole Source Aquifer (SSA) Program was established under Section 1424(e) of the SDWA.
These are, essentially, aquifers that are the only drinking water supply for the population of a region.

The SSA designation protects an area's groundwater resources by requiring USEPA to review all proposed
projects within the designated area that will receive federal financial assistance. The SSA Program states
that if USEPA determines an area to have an aquifer which is the sole or principal drinking water source for
the area, that if contaminated would create a significant hazard to public health, a notice of that
determination needs to be published in the Federal Register. After publication of any such notice, no
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navigable waterways of the United States without Congressional approval. Under Section 10 of the Act, the
building of any wharfs, piers, jetties, and other structures is prohibited without Congressional approval, and
excavation or fill within navigable waters requires the approval ofthe Chief of Engineers. The United States
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is authorized to issue permits for the discharge of refuse matter into or
affecting navigable waters under Section 13 of the act.

The proposed Project would not be constructed in a location that would affect a navigable waterway,
requiring permit or approval by USACE.

4.10.3.3 SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT, SOLE SOURCE AQUIFER PROTECTION

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) required USEPA to establish criteria through which an aquifer may be
declared a critical aquifer protection area. Since 1977, it has been used by communities to help prevent
contamination of groundwater from federally funded projects. These aquifers are defined as "sole source
aquifers.” USEPA's Sole Source Aquifer (SSA) Program was established under Section 1424(e) of the SDWA.
These are, essentially, aquifers that are the only drinking water supply for the population of a region.

The SSA designation protects an area's groundwater resources by requiring USEPA to review all proposed
projects within the designated area that will receive federal financial assistance. The SSA Program states
that if USEPA determines an area to have an aquifer which is the sole or principal drinking water source for
the area, that if contaminated would create a significant hazard to public health, a notice of that
determination needs to be published in the Federal Register. After publication of any such notice, no
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commitment for federal financial aid may be applied for any project that the Administrator determines may 
contaminate the aquifer through a recharge zone, so as to create a significant hazard to public health.33 

The Project is not located in a Sole Source Aquifer. 

  

 
33 (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2025) 
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Figure 4-6: FEMA Flood Map 
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Project would not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating environmental effects. There would be no impact.  

4.11.3 FEDERAL CROSS-CUTTING TOPIC 

4.11.3.1 COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT  

The Coastal Zone Management Act was enacted in 1972. This act, administered by the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, provides management of the nation' s coastal resources. The California 
coastal zone generally extends 1,000 yards inland from the mean high tide line. The Project site is more 
than 100 miles from the coastline. Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with the Coastal 
Zone Management Act. 
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Project would not  conflict w i th  any land use plan, policy, o r  regulation adopted for  the purpose of
avoiding or  mitigating environmental effects. There would be no impact.

4.11.3 FEDERAL CROSS-CUTTING TOPIC

4.11.3.1 COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT

The Coastal Zone Management Act was enacted in 1972. This act, administered by the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, provides management of  the nation' 5 coastal resources. The California
coastal zone generally extends 1,000 yards inland f rom the mean high t ide line. The Project site is more
than 100 miles f rom the  coastline. Therefore, the proposed Project would not  conflict w i th  the Coastal
Zone Management Act.
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4.12 MINERAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-21: Mineral Resources Impacts 

Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact  

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less than 
Significant 

Impact  
No Impact  

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

    

b) 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? 

    

4.12.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

According to the Turlock General Plan, the City overlays two geologic units: the Modesto Formation and 
the Riverbank Formation.37 The formations are made of alluvial fan deposits: sand, gravel, silt, and clay. 
Turlock does not include any known historic or current mining operations aside from minor excavations for 
fill material. This is not considered a significant resource. While the Modesto and Riverbank Formations 
may be able to supply sand and gravel for construction purposes, most sand and gravel used for this 
purpose in Turlock are sourced from operations along the Merced and Tuolumne Rivers.38  
 
The California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) maintains a database of oil wells. According 
to the CalGEM Well Finder, there is a plugged well approximately 0.8 miles northeast of the Project site.39 
The Project site is not delineated on a local land use plan as a locally important mineral resources recovery 
site.  

4.12.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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

b) Would the project 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? 

a) and b) No Impact. The Turlock General Plan indicates that the City does not have any historic mining 
operations with the exception of minor excavations.40 In addition, CalGEM has no record of active or 
inactive oil or gas wells or petroleum resources on the Project site or in the immediate vicinity. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource since no known mineral resources that would be of value to the region and residents of the 
State have been identified in this area. Furthermore, the Project site has not been designated as a locally 
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Table 4-21: Mineral Resources Im  cts

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

b) Result in the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local I:| El El IXI
general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

4.12.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

According to the Turlock General Plan, the  City overlays two geologic units: the  Modesto Formation and
the Riverbank Formation.37 The formations are made of  alluvial fan deposits: sand, gravel, silt, and clay.
Turlock does not  include any known historic or  current mining operations aside f rom minor excavations for
fill material. This is not  considered a significant resource. While the Modesto and Riverbank Formations
may be able to supply sand and gravel for  construction purposes, most sand and gravel used for  this
purpose in Turlock are sourced f rom operations along the Merced and Tuolumne Rivers.38

The California Geologic Energy Management Division (CaIGEIVI) maintains a database of  oil wells. According
to  the CaIGEIVI Well Finder, there is a plugged well approximately 0.8 miles northeast of  the  Project site.39
The Project site is not  delineated on a local land use plan as a locally important mineral resources recovery
site.

4.12.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) Would the  project result in  the  loss of  availability of a known mineral resource that  would be of value
to  the  region and the  residents of  t he  state?

b) Would t he  project result in  the  loss of availability of  a locally important  mineral resource recovery site
delineated on  a local general plan, specific plan o r  other land use plan?

a) and b) No Impact. The Turlock General Plan indicates that the City does not have any historic mining
operations wi th  the exception of  minor excavations.40 In addition, CaIGEIVI has no record of  active or
inactive oil o r  gas wells o r  petroleum resources on  the Project site or  in the immediate vicinity. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed Project would not  result in the  loss of availability of  a known mineral
resource since no known mineral resources that  would be of  value to  the  region and residents of  the
State have been identified in this area. Furthermore, the Project site has not  been designated as a locally

37 (City of Turlock, 2012)
38 (City of Turlock, 2012)
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40 (City of Turlock, 2012)
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According to the Turlock General Plan, the City overlays two geologic units: the Modesto Formation and
the Riverbank Formation.37 The formations are made of alluvial fan deposits: sand, gravel, silt, and clay.
Turlock does not include any known historic or current mining operations aside from minor excavations for
fill material. This is not considered a significant resource. While the Modesto and Riverbank Formations
may be able to supply sand and gravel for construction purposes, most sand and gravel used for this
purpose in Turlock are sourced from operations along the Merced and Tuolumne Rivers.38

The California Geologic Energy Management Division (CaIGEIVI) maintains a database of oil wells. According
to the CaIGEM Well Finder, there is a plugged well approximately 0.8 miles northeast of the Project site.39
The Project site is not delineated on a local land use plan as a locally important mineral resources recovery
site.

4.12.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

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

b) Would the project 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?

a) and b) No Impact. The Turlock General Plan indicates that the City does not have any historic mining
operations with the exception of minor excavations.40 In addition, CaIGEM has no record of active or
inactive oil or gas wells or petroleum resources on the Project site or in the immediate vicinity. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource since no known mineral resources that would be of value to the region and residents of the
State have been identified in this area. Furthermore, the Project site has not been designated as a locally
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4.12.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

According to the Turlock General Plan, the City overlays two geologic units: the Modesto Formation and
the Riverbank Formation.37 The formations are made of alluvial fan deposits: sand, gravel, silt, and clay.
Turlock does not include any known historic or current mining operations aside from minor excavations for
fill material. This is not considered a significant resource. While the Modesto and Riverbank Formations
may be able to supply sand and gravel for construction purposes, most sand and gravel used for this
purpose in Turlock are sourced from operations along the Merced and Tuolumne Rivers.38

The California Geologic Energy Management Division (CaIGEIVI) maintains a database of oil wells. According
to the CaIGEM Well Finder, there is a plugged well approximately 0.8 miles northeast of the Project site?"9
The Project site is not delineated on a local land use plan as a locally important mineral resources recovery
site.

4.12.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

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

b) Would the project 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?

a) and b) No Impact. The Turlock General Plan indicates that the City does not have any historic mining
operations with the exception of minor excavations.40 In addition, CaIGEM has no record of active or
inactive oil or gas wells or petroleum resources on the Project site or in the immediate vicinity. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource since no known mineral resources that would be of value to the region and residents of the
State have been identified in this area. Furthermore, the Project site has not been designated as a locally
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and low-income populations, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law. On January 21, 2025, 
EO 14173 was issued and rescinded EO 12898.47  

  

 
47 (The White House, 2025) 
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4.15 PUBLIC SERVICES 
Table 4-24: Public Services 

Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact  

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less than 
Significant 

Impact  
No Impact  

a) Result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, 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 times or other 
performance objectives for any of the 
public services: 

    

i. Fire protection?     
ii. Police protection?     
iii. Schools?     
iv. Parks?     
v. Other public facilities?     

4.15.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

4.15.1.1 Fire Protection:   
The nearest existing Fire Department is Station No. 34, generally located 0.8 miles north of the Project site. 
Other fire stations within Turlock City limits include Station No. 31, 32, and 33. 
 
4.15.1.2 Police Protection:   
Turlock Police Department is the law enforcement service provider for the Project site and operates from 
the Public Safety Facility at 244 N. Broadway Avenue, approximately 0.8 southeast of the Project site. 
 
4.15.1.3 Schools:   
The nearest school is Roselawn High School, about 0.6 miles to the east of the Project site. There are a total 
of eight elementary schools, two middle junior high schools, and four high schools within the Turlock 
Unified School District.48 
 
4.15.1.4 Parks:  
The Project site is located within Summerfaire Park. It is bordered to the south by Turlock Sports Park, while 
the Stanislaus County Fairgrounds lie directly to the east, across the eastern portion of N. Soderquist Road. 
Additionally, the Turlock Regional Sports Complex is situated approximately two miles north of the Project 
site. 
 
4.15.1.5 Landfills:   
Fink Road Sanitary Landfill, located in Crows Landing approximately 16.5 miles to the southwest of the 
Project site, serves the City of Turlock. There are additional waste stations, such as the Bertolotti transfer 
station and the Stanislaus County household hazardous waste collection facility, within the greater 
Modesto metropolitan area.  

 
48 (Turlock Unified School District, n.d.) 
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Table 4-24:  Public Services

a) Result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental  impacts, i n
order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response t imes o r  o ther
performance objectives for any of the
public services:

i. Fire protection? : : : X
ii. Police protection? : : : X
iii. Schools? : : : X
iv. Parks? : : : X
v. Other public facilities? : : : X

4.15.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

4.15.1.1 Fire Protection:
The nearest existing Fire Department is Station No. 34, generally located 0.8 miles north of  the Project site.
Other fire stations within Turlock City limits include Station No.31,  32, and 33.

4.15.1.2 Pol ice Protection:
Turlock Police Department is the  law enforcement service provider for  the Project site and operates f rom
the Public Safety Facility at 244 N. Broadway Avenue, approximately 0.8 southeast of  the Project site.

4.15.1.3 Schools:
The nearest school is Roselawn High School, about 0.6 miles to  the  east of  the  Project site. There are a total
of eight elementary schools, two middle junior high schools, and four high schools within the Turlock
Unified School District.48

4.15.1.4 Parks:
The Project site is located within Summerfaire Park. I t  is bordered to  the  south by Turlock Sports Park, while
the  Stanislaus County Fairgrounds lie directly to  the  east, across the  eastern port ion of  N. Soderquist Road.
Additionally, the  Turlock Regional Sports Complex is situated approximately two miles north of  the Project
site.

4.15.1.5 Landfills:
Fink Road Sanitary Landfill, located in Crows Landing approximately 16.5 miles to  the southwest of  the
Project site, serves the City of  Turlock. There are additional waste stations, such as the Bertolotti transfer
station and the Stanislaus County household hazardous waste collection facility, within the greater
Modesto metropolitan area.
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4.15.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

4.15.1.1 Fire Protection:
The nearest existing Fire Department is Station No. 34, generally located 0.8 miles north ofthe Project site.
Other fire stations within Turlock City limits include Station No. 31, 32, and 33.

4.15.1.2 Police Protection:
Turlock Police Department is the law enforcement service provider for the Project site and operates from
the Public Safety Facility at 244 N. Broadway Avenue, approximately 0.8 southeast of the Project site.

4.15.1.3 Schools:
The nearest school is Roselawn High School, about 0.6 miles to  the east ofthe Project site. There are a total
of eight elementary schools, two middle junior high schools, and four high schools within the Turlock
Unified School District.48

4.15.1.4 Parks:
The Project site is located within Summerfaire Park. It is bordered to the south by Turlock Sports Park, while
the Stanislaus County Fairgrounds lie directly to  the east, across the eastern portion of N. Soderquist Road.
Additionally, the Turlock Regional Sports Complex is situated approximately two miles north of the Project
site.

4.15.1.5 Landfills:
Fink Road Sanitary Landfill, located in Crows Landing approximately 16.5 miles to the southwest of the
Project site, serves the City of Turlock. There are additional waste stations, such as the Bertolotti transfer
station and the Stanislaus County household hazardous waste collection facility, within the greater
Modesto metropolitan area.
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4.15.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

4.15.1.1 Fire Protection:
The nearest existing Fire Department is Station No.34, generally located 0.8 miles north ofthe Project site.
Other fire stations within Turlock City limits include Station No. 31, 32, and 33.

4.15.1.2 Police Protection:
Turlock Police Department is the law enforcement service provider for the Project site and operates from
the Public Safety Facility at 244 N. Broadway Avenue, approximately 0.8 southeast of the Project site.

4.15.1.3 Schools:
The nearest school is Roselawn High School, about 0.6 miles to  the east ofthe Project site. There are a total
of eight elementary schools, two middle junior high schools, and four high schools within the Turlock
Unified School District.48

4.15.1.4 Parks:
The Project site is located within Summerfaire Park. It is bordered to the south by Turlock Sports Park, while
the Stanislaus County Fairgrounds lie directly to the east, across the eastern portion of N. Soderquist Road.
Additionally, the Turlock Regional Sports Complex is situated approximately two miles north of the Project
site.

4.15.1.5 Landfills:
Fink Road Sanitary Landfill, located in Crows Landing approximately 16.5 miles to the southwest of the
Project site, serves the City of Turlock. There are additional waste stations, such as the Bertolotti transfer
station and the Stanislaus County household hazardous waste collection facility, within the greater
Modesto metropolitan area.
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4.15.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, 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 times or other performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

i. Fire Protection:  

ii. Police Protection:  

iii. Schools:  

iv. Parks:  

v. Other public facilities:  

i-v) No Impact.  The Project would not result in physical changes that would require new or physically 
altered governmental facilities or create a need for new or physically altered governmental facilities. The 
Project would have no impact on service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for the 
public services identified. Therefore, there would be no impact.  
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a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, 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 times or other performance objectives for any of the public
services:

i. Fire Protection:

ii. Police Protection:

iii. Schools:

iv. Parks:

v. Other public facilities:

i-v) No Impact. The Project would not result in physical changes that would require new or physically
altered governmental facilities or create a need for new or physically altered governmental facilities. The
Project would have no impact on service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for the
public services identified. Therefore, there would be no impact.

wwprovosiondpr i tchard.com 4—60



City of Turlock May 2026 
Well 36 Treatment Project 
Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis 

www. provost and pritchard .com     4-61  

4.16 RECREATION 
Table 4-25: Recreation Impacts 

Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact  

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less than 
Significant 

Impact  
No Impact  

a) 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? 

    

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? 

    

4.16.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The City of Turlock has a total of 249 acres of built parks.49 The Project site is slightly less than one acre and 
is located on approximately 16.8 acres of park, which includes a play structure, basketball court, water 
basin, well, and water inlet. The Turlock Sports Park abuts the south end of the Project site and the 
Stanislaus County Fairgrounds is located east the site, immediately across N. Soderquist Road. The Pedretti 
Park sports complex is also located approximately 1.2 miles northwest of the site.  

4.16.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

a) Would the project 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? 

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? 

A and b) Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed Project includes the construction and operation of 
a new water treatment system at an existing well site. Although the Project would convert a small portion 
of existing Summerfaire Park facilities into water treatment systems, this would likely not result in an 
increase in the usage of other parks in the area. The proposed Project would not increase the demand 
for recreational facilities or put a strain on the existing recreational facilities. Existing employees will 
operate and maintain the system. Project implementation would not result in population growth. 
Therefore, there would be a less than significant impact.  

  

 
49 (City of Turlock, 2012) 
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4.16 RECREATION
Table 4-25: Recreation Im  cts

a) Increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or
o ther  recreational facilities such t ha t  D D IXI I:I
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of  recreational facilities which D D IXI I:I
might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

4.16.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

The City of  Turlock has a total o f  249 acres of  built parks.49 The Project site is slightly less than one acre and
is located on approximately 16.8 acres of  park, which includes a play structure, basketball court, water
basin, well, and water inlet. The Turlock Sports Park abuts the  south end of the Project site and the
Stanislaus County Fairgrounds is located east the  site, immediately across N. Soderquist Road. The Pedretti
Park sports complex is also located approximately 1.2 miles northwest of  the  site.

4.16.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) Would the  project increase the  use of  existing neighborhood and regional parks o r  other recreational
facilities such that  substantial physical deterioration of  the  facility would occur o r  be accelerated?

b) Does the  project include recreational facilities o r  require the  construction o r  expansion of  recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on  the  environment?

A and b) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project includes the construction and operation of
a new water  t reatment system at an existing well site. Although the Project would convert a small port ion
of existing Summerfaire Park facilities into water treatment systems, this would likely not  result in an
increase in the usage of  other parks in the area. The proposed Project would not  increase the demand
for recreational facilities or  put  a strain on the existing recreational facilities. Existing employees will
operate and maintain the system. Project implementation would not  result in population growth.
Therefore, there would be a less than significant impact.

49 (City of Turlock, 2012)
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The City of Turlock has a total of 249 acres of built parks.49 The Project site is slightly less than one acre and
is located on approximately 16.8 acres of park, which includes a play structure, basketball court, water
basin, well, and water inlet. The Turlock Sports Park abuts the south end of the Project site and the
Stanislaus County Fairgrounds is located east the site, immediately across N. Soderquist Road. The Pedretti
Park sports complex is also located approximately 1.2 miles northwest of the site.

4.16.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) Would the project 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?

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?

A and b) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project includes the construction and operation of
a new water treatment system at an existing well site. Although the Project would convert a small portion
of existing Summerfaire Park facilities into water treatment systems, this would likely not result in an
increase in the usage of other parks in the area. The proposed Project would not increase the demand
for recreational facilities or put a strain on the existing recreational facilities. Existing employees will
operate and maintain the system. Project implementation would not result in population growth.
Therefore, there would be a less than significant impact.
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4.16 RECREATION

Table 4-25: Recreation Im  cts
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substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which [I El [XI El
might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

4.16.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

The City of Turlock has a total of 249 acres of built parks.49 The Project site is slightly less than one acre and
is located on approximately 16.8 acres of park, which includes a play structure, basketball court, water
basin, well, and water inlet. The Turlock Sports Park abuts the south end of the Project site and the
Stanislaus County Fairgrounds is located east the site, immediately across N. Soderquist Road. The Pedretti
Park sports complex is also located approximately 1.2 miles northwest of the site.

4.16.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) Would the project 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?

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?

A and b) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project includes the construction and operation of
a new water treatment system at an existing well site. Although the Project would convert a small portion
of existing Summerfaire Park facilities into water treatment systems, this would likely not result in an
increase in the usage of other parks in the area. The proposed Project would not increase the demand
for recreational facilities or put a strain on the existing recreational facilities. Existing employees will
operate and maintain the system. Project implementation would not result in population growth.
Therefore, there would be a less than significant impact.

49 (City of Turlock, 2012)
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4.18  TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-27: Tribal Cultural Resources Impacts 

Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact  

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less than 
Significant 

Impact  
No Impact  

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, 
defined in Public Resources Code section 
21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically 
defined in terms of the size and scope of 
the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is: 

    

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical 
Resources, or in the local register of 
historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k), or 

    

ii. 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 I of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In 
applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision I of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1, the lead 
agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe. 

    

4.18.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The Project site or APE falls within a territory ethnographically attributed to the Northern Valley Yokuts, 
who comprised approximately 60 tribelets, each with a few hundred to several thousand members, living 
throughout the San Joaquin Valley. The Northern Valley Yokuts occupied an area straddling the San Joaquin 
River, south of the Mokelumne River, east of the Diablo Range, and north of the sharp bend that the San 
Joaquin River takes to the northeast. 

4.18.1.1 PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION 21080.3.1 ET SEQ. (CODIFICATION OF AB 52, 2013-14) 
Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, et seq. (codification of AB 52, 2013-14) requires that a lead 
agency, within 14 days of determining that it would undertake a project, must notify in writing any 
California Native American Tribe traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the 
project if that Tribe has previously requested notification about projects in that geographic area. The notice 
must briefly describe the project and inquire whether the Tribe wishes to initiate request formal 
consultation. Tribes have 30 days from receipt of notification to request formal consultation. The lead 
agency then has 30 days to initiate the consultation, which then continues until the parties come to an 
agreement regarding necessary mitigation or agree that no mitigation is needed, or one or both parties 
determine that negotiation occurred in good faith, but no agreement would be made. The City of Turlock 
has not received any AB 52 letters from any tribe requesting notification. 
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4.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Table 4-27: Tribal Cultural Resources lm  cts
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a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code section
21074 as e i ther  a site, feature,  place,
cultural landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of
the landscape, sacred place, or object
with cultural value to  a California Native
American t r ibe,  and t ha t  is:

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in the local register of
historical resources as defined in El IE D D
Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or

ii. A resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence,
t o  be  significant pursuant  to  criteria
set forth in subdivision | of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In El IXI El El
applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision | of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1, t he  lead
agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

4.18.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

The Project site or  APE falls within a terr i tory ethnographically attr ibuted to  the Northern Valley Yokuts,
who comprised approximately 60 tribelets, each wi th a few hundred to  several thousand members, living
throughout the  San Joaquin Valley. The Northern Valley Yokuts occupied an area straddling the  San Joaquin
River, south of  the  Mokelumne River, east of  the Diablo Range, and north of  the sharp bend that  the  San
Joaquin River takes to  the northeast.

4.18.1.1 PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION 21080.3.1 ET SEQ. (CODIFICATION OF AB 52, 2013-14)
Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, et  seq. (codification of  AB 52, 2013—14) requires that  a lead
agency, within 14 days of  determining that  i t  would undertake a project, must notify in writ ing any
California Native American Tribe traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
project i f t ha t  Tribe has previously requested notification about projects in that  geographic area. The notice
must briefly describe the project and inquire whether the Tribe wishes to  initiate request formal
consultation. Tribes have 30 days f rom receipt of  notification to  request formal consultation. The lead
agency then has 30 days to  initiate the consultation, which then continues unti l  the parties come to  an
agreement regarding necessary mitigation or  agree that  no mitigation is needed, or  one or  both parties
determine that  negotiation occurred in good faith, but  no agreement would be made. The City of  Turlock
has not  received any AB 52 letters f rom any tr ibe requesting notification.
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4.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Table 4-27: Tribal Cultural Resources Im  cts

a) Cause a substantial adverse Change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code section
21074 as e i ther  a site, feature,  place,
cultural landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of
the landscape, sacred place, or object
with cultural value to a California Native
American t r ibe,  and t ha t  is:

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in the local register of
historical resources as defined in El IXI D B
Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or

ii. A resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence,
t o  be  significant pursuant  to  criteria
set forth in subdivision | of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In
applying the criteria set forth in El ‘Xl D D
subdivision | of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1, t he  lead
agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

4.18.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

The Project site or APE falls within a territory ethnographically attributed to the Northern Valley Yokuts,
who comprised approximately 60 tribelets, each with a few hundred to several thousand members, living
throughout the San Joaquin Valley. The Northern Valley Yokuts occupied an area straddling the San Joaquin
River, south of the Mokelumne River, east of  the Diablo Range, and north of  the sharp bend that  the San
Joaquin River takes to the northeast.

4.18.1.1 PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION 21080.3.1 ET SEQ. (CODIFICATION OF AB 52, 2013-14)
Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, et seq. (codification of AB 52, 2013-14) requires that a lead
agency, within 14 days of determining that it would undertake a project, must notify in writing any
California Native American Tribe traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
project ifthat Tribe has previously requested notification about projects in that geographic area. The notice
must briefly describe the project and inquire whether the Tribe wishes to initiate request formal
consultation. Tribes have 30 days from receipt of notification to request formal consultation. The lead
agency then has 30 days to initiate the consultation, which then continues until the parties come to an
agreement regarding necessary mitigation or  agree that  no mitigation is needed, or  one or  both parties
determine that negotiation occurred in good faith, but no agreement would be made. The City of Turlock
has not received any AB 52 letters from any tribe requesting notification.

vwvw.provosiondpritchardcom 4—64

City of Turlock May 2026
Well 36 Treatment Project
Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis

4.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Table 4-27: Tribal Cultural Resources lm  cts

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code section
21074 as e i ther  a site, feature,  place,

cultural landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of
the landscape, sacred place, or object
with cultural value to  a California Native
American t r ibe,  and t ha t  is:

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in the local register of
historical resources as defined in El IXI D D
Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or

ii. A resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence,
t o  be  significant pursuant  t o  criteria

set forth in subdivision | of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In

applying the criteria set forth in El '2' D D
subdivision | of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1, t he  lead

agency shall consider the
significance of  t he  resource to  a

California Native American tribe.

4.18.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

The Project site or APE falls within a territory ethnographically attributed to the Northern Valley Yokuts,
who comprised approximately 60 tribelets, each with a few hundred to several thousand members, living
throughout the San Joaquin Valley. The Northern Valley Yokuts occupied an area straddling the San Joaquin
River, south of  the Mokelumne River, east of  the Diablo Range, and north of  the sharp bend that  the San

Joaquin River takes to the northeast.

4.18.1.1 PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION 21080.3.1 ET SEQ. (CODIFICATION OF AB 52, 2013-14)
Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, et seq. (codification of AB 52, 2013—14) requires that a lead
agency, within 14 days of determining that it would undertake a project, must notify in writing any
California Native American Tribe traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
project ifthat Tribe has previously requested notification about projects in that geographic area. The notice
must briefly describe the project and inquire whether the Tribe wishes to initiate request formal
consultation. Tribes have 30 days from receipt of notification to request formal consultation. The lead
agency then has 30 days to initiate the consultation, which then continues until the parties come to an
agreement regarding necessary mitigation or  agree that  no  mitigation is needed, or  one or  both parties

determine that negotiation occurred in good faith, but no agreement would be made. The City of Turlock
has not received any AB 52 letters from any tribe requesting notification.
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e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

No Impact. The proposed Project would involve the construction of a new water treatment system. The 
operation of the proposed Project would produce little solid waste. As discussed above, any waste 
generated during the construction of the proposed improvements would be the responsibility of the 
contractor to dispose of. The proposed Project would comply with federal, State, and local regulations 
regarding solid waste. There would be no impact. 
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e) Would the  project comply w i th  federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to  solid waste?

No Impact. The proposed Project would involve the  construction of  a new water treatment system. The
operation of  the proposed Project would produce litt le solid waste. As discussed above, any waste
generated during the construction of  the proposed improvements would be the  responsibility of  the
contractor to  dispose of. The proposed Project would comply wi th  federal, State, and local regulations
regarding solid waste. There would be no impact.
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operation of the proposed Project would produce litt le solid waste. As discussed above, any waste
generated during the construction of the proposed improvements would be the responsibility of the
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e) Would the  project comply w i th  federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and

regulations related to solid waste?

No Impact. The proposed Project would involve the construction of a new water treatment system. The
operation of the proposed Project would produce little solid waste. As discussed above, any waste
generated during the construction of the proposed improvements would be the responsibility of the
contractor to dispose of. The proposed Project would comply with federal, State, and local regulations
regarding solid waste. There would be no impact.
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4.20 WILDFIRE 
Table 4-29: Wildfire Impacts 

If located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands 
classified as very high fire 

hazard severity zones, would 
the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact  

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less than 
Significant 

Impact  
No Impact  

a) Substantially impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

    

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 
thereby expose project occupants to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire 
or the uncontrollable spread of wildfire? 

    

c) 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? 

    

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

    

4.20.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The Project site is located in the City of Turlock and is substantially surrounded by urban uses. According to 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, the City of Turlock is designated as a Local 
Responsibility Area and is not within a State Responsibility Area (SRA) or Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone (VHFHSZ). The nearest SRA to the Project is located approximately 16.5 miles to the west, while the 
nearest VHFHSZ is about 18 miles west 51 52 Construction of the proposed Project would take at an existing 
well site that has been previously developed. As a result, the site lacks naturally occurring vegetation. 

4.20.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

a) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 
would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

b) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 
would the project due to slope, prevailing 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? 

c) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 
would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, 

 
51 (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, State Responsability Area (SRA) Viewer, 2025) 
52 (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Fire Hazard Severity Zones, 2025) 
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4.20 WILDFIRE

Table 4—29: Wildfire Im  acts

a) Substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency I:I I:I I:I [XI
evacuation plan?

b) Due to  slope, prevailing winds, and other
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to El I:I |:| IXI
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrollable spread of wildfire?

c) Require the installation or maintenance
of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) I:I I:I I:I [XI
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may
result  in  temporary  o r  ongoing impacts
to  the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to  significant
risks, including downslope or
downst ream f looding o r  landslides, as a El I:I I:I IXI
result of runoff, post—fire slope instability,
or drainage changes?

4.20.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

The Project site is located in the  City of  Turlock and is substantially surrounded by urban uses. According to
the California Department of  Forestry and Fire Protection, the City of Turlock is designated as a Local
Responsibility Area and is not  within a State Responsibility Area (SRA) or  Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone (VHFHSZ). The nearest SRA to  the Project is located approximately 16.5 miles to  the west, while the
nearest VHFHSZ is about 18 miles west 51 52 Construction of the proposed Project would take at an existing
well site that  has been previously developed. As a result, the  site lacks naturally occurring vegetation.

4.20.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) I f  located in  o r  near state responsibility areas o r  lands classified as very high f ire hazard severity zones,
would the  project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan o r  emergency evacuation
plan?

b) I f  located in  o r  near state responsibility areas o r  lands classified as very high f ire hazard severity zones,
would the  project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildf ire risks and
thereby expose project occupants to  pollutant concentrations f rom a wildf ire o r  the  uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire?

c) I f  located in  o r  near state responsibility areas o r  lands classified as very high f ire hazard severity zones,
would the  project require the  installation o r  maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads,

51 (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, State Responsability Area (SRA) Viewer, 2025)
52 (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Fire Hazard Severity Zones, 2025)
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4.20 WILDFIRE

Table 4-29: Wildfire Im  cts

a) Substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency [I E] El [XI
evacuation plan?

b) Due to  slope, prevailing winds, and other
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to CI I:I I:I [XI
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrollable spread of wildfire?

c) Require the installation or maintenance
of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) I:I [I I: IX,
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may
result in  temporary  o r  ongoing impacts
to  the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to  significant
risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a El El I:I [XI
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability,
or drainage changes?

4.20.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

The Project site is located in the City of Turlock and is substantially surrounded by urban uses. According to
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, the City of Turlock is designated as a Local
Responsibility Area and is not within a State Responsibility Area (SRA) or Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone (VHFHSZ). The nearest SRA to the Project is located approximately 16.5 miles to the west, while the
nearest VHFHSZ is about 18 miles west 51 52 Construction of the proposed Project would take at an existing
well site that has been previously developed. As a result, the site lacks naturally occurring vegetation.

4.20.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones,
would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

b) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones,
would the project due to slope, prevailing 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?

c) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones,
would the  project require the  installation o r  maintenance of  associated infrastructure (such as roads,

51 (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, State Responsability Area (SRA) Viewer, 2025)
52 (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Fire Hazard Severity Zones, 2025)
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4.20 WILDFIRE

Table 4-29: Wildfire lm  cts

a) Substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency El [I D IXI
evacuation plan?

b) Due to  slope, prevailing winds, and other
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to El I:I I:I IX]
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrollable spread of wildfire?

c) Require the installation or maintenance
of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) I:I El [I K4
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may
result i n  temporary  o r  ongoing impacts

to  the environment?
d) Expose people or structures to  significant

risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a El D [I IX,
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability,
or drainage changes?

4.20.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS

The Project site is located in the City of Turlock and is substantially surrounded by urban uses. According to
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, the City of Turlock is designated as a Local
Responsibility Area and is not within a State Responsibility Area (SRA) or Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone (VHFHSZ). The nearest SRA to the Project is located approximately 16.5 miles to the west, while the
nearest VHFHSZ is about 18 miles west 51 52 Construction of the proposed Project would take at an existing
well site that has been previously developed. As a result, the site lacks naturally occurring vegetation.

4.20.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

a) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones,
would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

b) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones,
would the project due to slope, prevailing 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?

c) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones,
would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads,

51 (Ca|ifornia Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, State Responsability Area (SRA) Viewer, 2025)
52 (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Fire Hazard Severity Zones, 2025)
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program  

Item Mitigation Measure When Monitoring is 
to Occur 

Frequency of 
Monitoring 

Agency 
Responsible for 

Monitoring 

Method to 
Verify 

Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

encountered, all ground-disturbing work must 
cease in the vicinity of the discovery, and the 
County Coroner contacted. The respectful 
treatment and disposition of remains and 
associated grave offerings shall be in accordance 
with PRC §5097.98. The applicant and successors 
interest are ultimately responsible for ensuring 
compliance with this condition.  

Tribal Cultural Resources 
See CUL-1 and CUL-2. 
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encountered, all ground—disturbing work must
cease in the vicinity of the discovery, and the
County Coroner contacted. The respectful
treatment and disposition of remains and
associated grave offerings shall be in accordance
with PRC §5097.98. The applicant and successors
interest are ultimately responsible for ensuring
compliance with this condition.

gee CUL—l and CUL-2.
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field Value

Project Name City of Turlock Well 36

Construction Start Date 8/1/2026

Operational Year 2029

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 3.10

Precipitation (days) 29.0

Location 37.50248475132405, -120.86271512641824

County Stanislaus

City Turlock

Air District San Joaquin Valley APCD

Air Basin San Joaquin Valley

TAZ 2218

EDFZ 14

Electric Utility Turlock Irrigation District

Gas Utility Pacific Gas & Electric

App Version 2022.1.1.30

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Size Unit Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq
ft)

Special Landscape
Area (sq ft)

Population Description
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—0.000.001.001.001000sqft43.6Other Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Well treatment
system for a City
well.

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Un/Mit. TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.25 1.06 16.2 10.1 0.08 0.42 2.98 3.36 0.39 0.79 1.16 — 11,187 11,187 0.27 1.64 24.3 11,707

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.59 0.49 4.81 6.91 0.01 0.19 < 0.005 0.19 0.17 < 0.005 0.17 — 1,305 1,305 0.05 0.01 < 0.005 1,309

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.40 0.34 3.25 4.93 0.01 0.12 0.08 0.13 0.11 0.03 0.11 — 932 932 0.04 0.03 0.15 935

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.07 0.06 0.59 0.90 < 0.005 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 — 154 154 0.01 < 0.005 0.02 155

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Year TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e
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Other Non-Asphalt 43.6 1000sqft 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 — Well treatment
Surfaces system for a City

well.

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures  selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria PollutantsRC)(Ib/dayoxfor daily, ton/yro2for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —

Summer
(Max)

Unmit. 1.25 1.06 16.2 10.1 0.08 0.42 2.98 3.36 0.39 0.79 1.16 — 11,187 11,187 0.27 1.64 24.3 11,707

. Daily, — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Winter
' (Max)

Unmit. 0.59 0.49 4.81 6.91 0.01 0.19 <0.005 0.19 0.17 <0.005 0.17 — 1,305 1,305 0.05 0.01 <0.005 1,309

Average — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 0.40 0.34 3.25 4.93 0.01 0.12 0.08 0.13 0.11 0.03 0.11 — 932 932 0.04 0.03 0.15 935

Annual — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _

(Max)

IUnmit. 0.07 0.06 0.59 0.90 <0.005 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 — 154 154 0.01 <0.005 0.02 155

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
NBCOZ
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Other Non-Asphalt 43.6 1000sqft 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 — Well treatment
Surfaces system for a City

well.

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual‘ and GHGs Ib/da for dai , MT for annual)I-- I
Daily, — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Summer
(Max)

Unmit. 1.25 1.06 16.2 10.1 0.08 0.42 2.98 3.36 0.39 0.79 1.16 — 11,187 11,187 0.27 1.64 24.3 11,707

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

' (Max)

Unmit. 0.59 0.49 4.81 6.91 0.01 0.19 <0.005 0.19 0.17 <0.005 0.17 — 1,305 1,305 0.05 0.01 <0.005 1,309

Average — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 0.40 0.34 3.25 4.93 0.01 0.12 0.08 0.13 0.11 0.03 0.11 — 932 932 0.04 0.03 0.15 935

Annua l  — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

(Max)

Unmit. 0.07 0.06 0.59 0.90 <0.005 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 — 154 154 0.01 <0.005 0.02 155

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for dail , to for annual and GHGS ’Ib/d for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Other Non-Asphalt 0.00 0.00

Surfaces

43.6 1000Sqft 1.00 1.00

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures  selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants ’Ib/d
Un/Mit.

Daily, — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

for dai , to“ for annual) and GHGs Ib/d for dai , MT/yr for annual)

Unmit. 1.25 1.06 16.2 10.1 0.08 0.42 2.98 3.36 0.39 0.79 11,187

. Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

' (Max)

Unmit. 0.59 0.49 4.81 6.91 0.01 0.19 < 0.005 0.19 0.17 < 0.005 1,305

Average — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Daily
‘ (Max)

Unmit. 0.40 0.34 3.25 4.93 0.01 0.12 0.08 0.13 0.11 0.03 0.11 — 932

Annual — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _

(Max)

Unmit. 0.07 0.06 0.59 0.90 <0.005 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 — 154

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants ’Ib/d for daily, ton/yr for annual and GHGS ’Ib/d for daily, MT/yr for annual
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11,187

1,305

932

154

0.27

0.05

0.04

0.01

1.64

0.01

0.03

< 0.005

24.3

< 0.005

0.15

0.02

Well treatment

system for a City
well.

11,707

1,309

935

155
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——————————————————Daily -
Summer
(Max)

2026 1.25 1.06 16.2 10.1 0.08 0.42 2.98 3.36 0.39 0.79 1.16 — 11,187 11,187 0.27 1.64 24.3 11,707

2027 0.57 0.48 4.56 6.90 0.01 0.17 < 0.005 0.17 0.15 < 0.005 0.15 — 1,304 1,304 0.05 0.01 < 0.005 1,309

2028 0.66 0.63 4.30 6.91 0.01 0.15 0.13 0.29 0.14 0.03 0.17 — 1,305 1,305 0.05 0.01 0.43 1,309

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2026 0.59 0.49 4.81 6.91 0.01 0.19 < 0.005 0.19 0.17 < 0.005 0.17 — 1,304 1,304 0.05 0.01 < 0.005 1,309

2027 0.57 0.48 4.56 6.90 0.01 0.17 < 0.005 0.17 0.15 < 0.005 0.15 — 1,304 1,304 0.05 0.01 < 0.005 1,309

2028 0.55 0.46 4.30 6.91 0.01 0.15 < 0.005 0.15 0.14 < 0.005 0.14 — 1,305 1,305 0.05 0.01 < 0.005 1,309

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2026 0.16 0.14 1.44 1.79 < 0.005 0.05 0.08 0.13 0.05 0.03 0.08 — 465 465 0.02 0.03 0.15 473

2027 0.40 0.34 3.25 4.93 0.01 0.12 < 0.005 0.12 0.11 < 0.005 0.11 — 932 932 0.04 0.01 < 0.005 935

2028 0.26 0.22 1.70 2.67 < 0.005 0.06 0.01 0.07 0.05 < 0.005 0.06 — 489 489 0.02 < 0.005 0.01 491

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2026 0.03 0.03 0.26 0.33 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 — 77.0 77.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 78.3

2027 0.07 0.06 0.59 0.90 < 0.005 0.02 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 0.02 — 154 154 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 155

2028 0.05 0.04 0.31 0.49 < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 — 81.0 81.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 81.3

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Un/Mit. TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

Daily - —
Summer
(Max)

2026 1.25

2027 0.57

,2028 0.66

Daily - —
Winter

' (Max)

‘2026 0.59

2027 0.57

l 2028  0.55

;Av§rage —

Dally I

l 2026  IO .16

2027 0.40

2028 0.26

Annual —

2026 0.03

2027 0.07

2028 0.05

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

1.06

0.48

0.63

0.49

0.48

0.46

0.14

0.34

0.22

0.03

0.06

0.04

16.2

4.56

4.30

4.81

4.56

4.30

1.44

3.25

1.70

0.26

0.59

0.31

10.1

6.90

6.91

6.91

6.90

6.91

1.79

4.93

2.67

0.33

0.90

‘ 0 . 49

0.08

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.01

< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.42

0.17

0.15

0.19

0.17

0.15

0.05

0.12

0.06

0.01

0.02

0.01

2.98

< 0.005

0.13

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.08

< 0.005

0.01

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

3.36

0.17

0.29

0.19

0.17

0.15

0.13

0.12

0.07

0.02

0.02

0.01

0.39

0.15

0.14

0.17

0.15

0.14

0.05

0.11

0.05

0.01

0.02

0.01

0.79

< 0.005

0.03

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.03

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

1.16

0.15

0.17

0.17

0.15

0.14

0.08

0.11

0.06

0.01

0.02

0.01
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11,187

1,304

1,305

1,304

1,304

1,305

465

932

489

77.0

154

81.0

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —

Summer
(Max)

Unmi t .  0 .01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00
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< 0.005 0.00

NBCOZ

11,187 0.27 1.64 24.3 11,707

1,304 0.05 0.01 < 0.005 1,309

1,305 0.05 0.01 0.43 1,309

1,304 0.05 0.01 < 0.005 1,309

1,304 0.05 0.01 < 0.005 1,309

1,305 0.05 0.01 < 0.005 1,309

465 0.02 0.03 0.15 473

932 0.04 0.01 < 0.005 935

489 0.02 < 0.005 0.01 491

77.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 78.3

154 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 155

81.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 81.3

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005< 0.005 < 0.005

Daily - — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

2026 1.25 1.06 16.2 10.1 0.08 0.42 2.98 3.36 0.39 0.79

2027 0.57 0.48 4.56 6.90 0.01 0.17 < 0.005 0.17 0.15 < 0.005

12028  0.66 0.63 4.30 6.91 0.01 0.15 0.13 0.29 0.14 0.03

Daily - — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

'2026 0.59 0.49 4.81 6.91 0.01 0.19 < 0.005 0.19 0.17 < 0.005

2027 0.57 0.48 4.56 6.90 0.01 0.17 < 0.005 0.17 0.15 < 0.005

| 2028  0.55 0.46 4.30 6.91 0.01 0.15 < 0.005 0.15 0.14 < 0.005

iAvgrage — — — — — — — — — —
Dally I

l 2026  l0.16 0.14 1.44 1.79 < 0.005 0.05 0.08 0.13 0.05 0.03

2027 0.40 0.34 3.25 4.93 0.01 0.12 < 0.005 0.12 0.11 < 0.005

2028 0.26 0.22 1.70 2.67 < 0.005 0.06 0.01 0.07 0.05 < 0.005

Annual — — — — — — — — — —

2026 0.03 0.03 0.26 0.33 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01

2027 0.07 0.06 0.59 0.90 < 0.005 0.02 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005

2028 0.05 0.04 < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005| 0 . 31  | 0 .49  0.01
1_— I -—

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants ’Ib/d for dail , to for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for dail , MT

Daily, — — — — — — — — — —

Summer
(Max)

Unmit. 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00
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1.16 —

0.15 —

0.17 —

0.17 —

0.15 —

0.14 —

0.08 —

0.11 —

0.06 —

0.01 —

0.02 —

0.01 —

for annual

< 0.005 0.00

11,187

1,304

1,305

1,304

1,304

1,305

465

932

489

77.0

154

81.0

< 0.005

11,187

1,304

1,305

1,304

1,304

1,305

465

932

489

77.0

154

81.0

< 0.005

0.27

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.02

0.04

0.02

< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

1.64

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.03

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

24.3

< 0.005

0.43

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.15

< 0.005

0.01

0.02

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

11,707

1,309

1,309

1,309

1,309

1,309

473

935

491

78.3

155

81.3

< 0.005

Daily - —

Summer

(Max)

2026 1.25

2027 0.57

12028  0.66

Daily - —
Winter

‘ (Max)

‘2026 0.59

2027 0.57

l 2028  0.55

l Ave rage  —
Daily I

l 2026  l 0 .16

2027 0.40

2028 0.26

Annual —

2026 0.03

2027 0.07

2028 0.05

2.4.  Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, to“

Daily, —
Summer

(Max)

Unmi t .  0 .01

1.06

0.48

0.63

0.49

0.48

0.46

0.14

0.34

0.22

0.03

0.06

0.04
n —

0.01

16.2

4.56

4.30

4.81

4.56

4.30

1.44

3.25

1.70

0.26

0.59

| 0 . 31

< 0.005

10.1

6.90

6.91

6.91

6.90

6.91

1.79

4.93

2.67

0.33

0.90

IO .49

< 0.005

0.08

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.01

< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.42

0.17

0.15

0.19

0.17

0.15

0.05

0.12

0.06

0.01

0.02

0.01

2.98

< 0.005

0.13

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.08

< 0.005

0.01

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

3.36

0.17

0.29

0.19

0.17

0.15

0.13

0.12

0.07

0.02

0.02

0.01

0.39

0.15

0.14

0.17

0.15

0.14

0.05

0.11

0.05

0.01

0.02

0.01

0.79

< 0.005

0.03

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.03

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

1.16

0.15

0.17

0.17

0.15

0.14

0.08

0.11

0.06

0.01

0.02

0.01
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11,187

1,304

1,305

1,304

1,304

1,305

465

932

489

77.0

154

81.0

for annual and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

PM2.5D

< 0.005 0.00
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< 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

11,187

1,304

1,305

1,304

1,304

1,305

465

932

489

77.0

154

81.0

< 0.005

0.27

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.02

0.04

0.02

< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

1.64

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.03

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

24.3

< 0.005

0.43

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.15

< 0.005

0.01

0.02

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

11,707

1,309

1,309

1,309

1,309

1,309

473

935

491

78.3

155

81.3

< 0.005
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——————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Unmit. 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Sector TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Unmit. 0.01

Average —

Daily
(Max)

Unmit.
1

Annual
(Max)

!Unmit. < 0.005 < 0.005

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005
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0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

NBCOZ

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Mobile IO .00

: Area

I Energy

Water

Waste

. Total

, Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Mobile
l A rea

Energy

Water

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Unmit. 0.01

Average —

Daily
(Max)

Unmit.

Annual
(Max)

!Unmit. < 0.005 < 0.005

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for dail , to

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Mobile l 0 . 00

I Area

Energy

Water

Waste

. Total

. Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Mobile
l A rea

Energy

Water

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

for annua l ‘  and  GHGs ’ Ib/d

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

for daily, MT/yr for annual)

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

9/10/2025

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

Daily,

Winter

(Max)

Unmit. 0.01

Average —
Daily
(Max)

Unmit.

Annual

(Max)

!Unmit. < 0.005 < 0.005

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criter ia Pollutants ’ Ib/d

Daily,
Summer

(Max)

0.01

Mobile l 0 . 00

Area

Energy

Water

Waste

. Total

. Daily,

Winter

‘ (Max)

Mobile

l A rea

Energy

Water

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

for daily, ton/yr for annual‘ and GHGS ’Ib/d

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

for daily, MT/yr for annual

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00
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Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Site Preparation (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report, 9/10/2025

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

lMob i l e  l o . 00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

IArea 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

I Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

[A rea  I<  0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005
|Ene rgy  '0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Site Preparation (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants Ib/d for dail , to" for annual and GHGS Ib/d for dai , MT for annual)i
Onsite — — — — — — —

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)
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Waste

Total 0.01

Average —

Daily

I Mobile

I Area

I Energy

Water

Waste

Total

Annual

Mobile

Area

Energy

Water

Waste

Total

l 0 . 00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

| <  0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

3 .  Construct ion Emiss ions Detai ls

3.1. Site Preparation (2026) - Unmitigated

Criter ia Pollutants Ib/d

Onsite

Daily,

for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/d

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

for dail , MT

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

for annual)
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

Summer
(Max)
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Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily .

lMobi le  Io .oo  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

lArea 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

I Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile I0 .00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

IA rea  :< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005
|Energy  '0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Site Preparation (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for dail , to for annual and GHGs (lb/d for dail , MT for annual)

Onsite —

I| mm +
Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer

(Max)
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861—0.010.03858858—0.17—0.170.19—0.190.015.543.740.440.52Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.16 0.16 — 0.02 0.02 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.01 0.01 0.05 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 11.8 11.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 11.8

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 1.95 1.95 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.95

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa 0.52
d
Equipm

.ent

Dust
From
Material
Movemer t

Onsite
t ruck

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

0.00

Average —

Daily
Off-Roa 0.01

I d
lEquipm
.ent

Dust
From
Material
Movemer t

Onsite
t ruck

lAnnuaI

'Oý-Roa < 0.005
Id
IEquipm
.ent

Dust
From
Material

l0.00

Movemer t

Onsite
t ruck

Offsite

0.00

0.44

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

3.74

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

5.54

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.19

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.16

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.19

0.16

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00
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0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00
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858

0.00

0.00

1.95

0.00

858

0.00

0.00

1.95

0.00

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

861

0.00

0.00

1.95

0.00

Off-Roa 0.52
d
Equipm

.ent

Dust —

From
Material
Movemert

Onsite 0.00
t ruck

Daily, —

Winter
(Max)

Average —

Daily

Off-Roa 0.01
Id
lEquipm
‘ent

Dust —

From
Material
Movemert

Onsite 0.00
t ruck

lAnnual —

[Off-Rea < 0.005
|d
lEquipm
‘ent

Dust —

From
Material
Movemert

Onsite 0.00
t ruck

Offsite —

0.44

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

3.74

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

5.54

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.19

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.16

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.19

0.16

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00
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0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report, 9/10/2025

858

0.00

0.00

1.95

0.00

858

0.00

0.00

1.95

0.00

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

861

0.00

0.00

1.95

0.00

Off-Roe 0.52

d

Equipm
‘en t

Dust —
From

Material

Movemert

Onsite 0.00

t ruck

Daily, —
Winter

(Max)

Average —
Daily

Off-Roe 0.01

Id
lEquipm

‘ent

Dust —
From

Material

Movemert

Onsite 0.00

t ruck

lAnnual —

[Off-Rea < 0.005
Id
lEquipm

.ent

Dust —
From

Material

Movemert

Onsite 0.00

t ruck

Offsite —

0.44

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

3.74

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

5.54

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.19

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.16

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.19

0.16

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00
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0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00
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858

0.00

0.00

1.95

0.00

858

0.00

0.00

1.95

0.00

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

861

0.00

11.8

0.00

1.95

0.00
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 40.1 40.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.15 40.7

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.43 0.25 12.5 3.04 0.07 0.20 2.78 2.98 0.20 0.76 0.96 — 10,289 10,289 0.23 1.63 24.1 10,805

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.51 0.51 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.51

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.01 < 0.005 0.18 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 141 141 < 0.005 0.02 0.14 148

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.08 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.08

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 23.3 23.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 24.5

3.3. Grading (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

1.22 1.02 9.19 9.69 0.02 0.42 — 0.42 0.39 — 0.39 — 1,714 1,714 0.07 0.01 — 1,720

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker

:Vendor

0.02
[0.00

Hauling 0.43

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average —

Daily

IWorke r

Vendor

Hauling

Annua l

|
l .

l
l .

l

:.

I Worker

lVendor
| .
IHau I I ng

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005

IO'OO

< 0.005

0.02

0.00

0.25

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

12.5

< 0.005

0.00

0.18

< 0.005

0.00

0.03

0.25

0.00

3.04

< 0.005

0.00

0.04

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
m-

0.00

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

3.3. Grading (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

-------------ROG NOX CO 802

0.00

0.00

0.20

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.04

0.00

2.78

< 0.005

0.00

0.04

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.04

0.00

2.98

< 0.005

0.00

0.04

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.20

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.76

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.96

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

40.1

0.00

10,289

0.51

0.00

141

0.08

0.00

23.3

40.1

0.00

10,289

0.51

0.00

141

0.08

0.00

23.3

< 0.005

0.00

0.23

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

1.63

< 0.005

0.00

0.02

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.15

0.00

24.1

< 0.005

0.00

0.14

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
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40.7

0.00

10,805

0.51

0.00

148

0.08

0.00

24.5

Onsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 1 .22
d
Equipm
ent

1.02 9.19 9.69 0.02 0.42 0.42 0.39
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1,714 1,714 0.07 0.01 1,720

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker

:Vendor

0.02

I000

Hauling 0.43

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average —

Daily

|Worke r

Vendor

Hauling

Annua l

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

'0.00
< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005

IO .OO

< 0.005

0.02

0.00

0.25

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

12.5

< 0.005

0.00

0.18

< 0.005

0.00

0.03

0.25

0.00

3.04

< 0.005

0.00

0.04

< 0.005

0.00

| 0 . 01

0.00

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

3.3. Grading (2026) - Unmitigated

0.00

0.00

0.20

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.04

0.00

2.78

< 0.005

0.00

0.04

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.04

0.00

2.98

< 0.005

0.00

0.04

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.20

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.76

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.96

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

40.1

0.00

10,289

0.51

0.00

141

0.08

0.00

23.3

40.1

0.00

10,289

0.51

0.00

141

0.08

0.00

23.3

< 0.005

0.00

0.23

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

1.63

< 0.005

0.00

0.02

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.15

0.00

24.1

< 0.005

0.00

0.14

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
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40.7

0.00

10,805

0.51

0.00

148

0.08

0.00

24.5

Criteria Pollutants Ib/d
TOG

for dail , to for annual and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yrfor annual

Daily, — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Summer
(Max)

Locaýon

Onsite — — — — — — —

Off-Roa 1.22
d
Equipm
ent

1.02 9.19 9.69 0.02 0.42 — 0.42 0.39 — 1,714 1,714 0.07 0.01 — 1,720
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Daily,
Summer

(Max)

Worker 0.02

:Vendor [0.00
Hauling 0.43

Daily,

Winter

(Max)

Average —
Daily

|Worke r

Vendor

Hauling

Annua l

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.02

0.00

0.25

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

12.5

< 0.005

0.00

0.18

< 0.005

0.00

0.03

0.25

0.00

3.04

< 0.005

0.00

0.04

< 0.005

0.00

| 0 . 01

0.00

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

3.3. Grading (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/ for annual

Onsite

Daily,
Summer

(Max)

Off-Roa 1 .22

d

Equipm

ent

1.02

0.00

0.00

0.20

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

I"

9.19 9.69 0.02 0.42

0.04

0.00

2.78

< 0.005

0.00

0.04

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.04

0.00

2.98

< 0.005

0.00

0.04

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.42

0.00

0.00

0.20

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.39
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0.01

0.00

0.76

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

I PM1 OT PM2.5E

0.01

0.00

0.96

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

40.1

0.00

10,289

0.51

0.00

141

0.08

0.00

23.3

1,714

40.1

0.00

10,289

0.51

0.00

141

0.08

0.00

23.3

1,714

< 0.005

0.00

0.23

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.07

< 0.005

0.00

1.63

< 0.005

0.00

0.02

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.15

0.00

24.1

< 0.005

0.00

0.14

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
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40.7

0.00

10,805

0.51

0.00

148

0.08

0.00

24.5

ICOZT m-

1,720
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———————0.670.67—1.381.38——————Dust
From
Material
Movement

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.03 0.03 0.23 0.24 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 42.3 42.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 42.4

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.03 0.03 — 0.02 0.02 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.01 < 0.005 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 7.00 7.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 7.02

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.01 0.01 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 60.1 60.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.22 61.1

Dust —

From
Material
Movemert

Onsite 0.00
t ruck

Daily, —

Winter
(Max)

Average —

Daily

Off-Roa 0.03
Id
| Equipm
.ent

Dust —

From
Material
Movemert

Onsite I 0.00
t ruck

lAnnuaI —

IOff—Roa 0.01
Id
IEquipm
.ent

Dust —

From
Material
Movemert

Onsite 0.00
t ruck

Offsite —

Daily, —

Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.23

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.24

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.37

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

1.38

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.06

1.38

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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0.67

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.67

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
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0.00

42.3

0.00

7.00

0.00

60.1

0.00

42.3

0.00

7.00

0.00

60.1

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.22

9/10/2025

0.00

42.4

0.00

7.02

0.00

61.1

Dust —
From
Material
Movemert

Onsite 0.00
t ruck

Daily, —

Winter
(Max)

Average —

Daily

Off-Roa 0.03
Id
lEquipm
.ent

Dust —

From
Material
Movemert

Onsite 0.00
t ruck

lAnnuaI —

[Off-Rea 0.01
Id
lEquipm
‘ent

Dust —

From
Material
Movemert

Onsite 0.00
t ruck

Offsite —

Daily, —

Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.23

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.24

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.37

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

1.38

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.06

1.38

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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0.67

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.67

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
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0.00

42.3

0.00

7.00

0.00

60.1

0.00

42.3

0.00

7.00

0.00

60.1

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.22

9/10/2025

0.00

42.4

0.00

7.02

0.00

61.1

Dust —

From

Material

Movemert

Onsite 0.00

t ruck

Daily, —
Winter

(Max)

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.03

Id
lEquipm
.ent

Dust —
From

Material
Movemert

Onsite 0.00

t ruck

lAnnual —

IOff—Roa 0.01
Id
lEquipm

.ent

Dust —
From

Material

Movemert

Onsite 0.00

t ruck

Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.23

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.24

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.37

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

1.38

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.06

1.38

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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0.67

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.67

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report,

0.00

42.3

0.00

7.00

0.00

60.1

0.00

42.3

0.00

7.00

0.00

60.1

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.22

9/10/2025

0.00

42.4

0.00

7.02

0.00

61.1
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.36 1.36 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.38

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.23 0.23 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.23

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.5. Building Construction (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.59 0.49 4.81 6.91 0.01 0.19 — 0.19 0.17 — 0.17 — 1,304 1,304 0.05 0.01 — 1,309

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Vendor

Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

0.00

0.00

Average —

Daily
IWorke r

::—Hauling

:IA_n—nua|

:lW_o—rker

Vendor

|Hau l i ng

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

IO'OO
I 0 . 00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
1—1

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

3.5. Building Construction (2026) - Unmitigated

Criter ia Pollutants ’ Ib/d

Onsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.59
Id
IEquipm
I en t
l

Onsite
. t ruck

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

0.00

0.49

0.00

for dai l  , to-r1

4.81 6.91

0.00 0.00

for annual \  and  GHGS Ib/d

0.01

0.00

0.19

0.00 0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.19

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

for da i

0.17

0.00
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0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

,MT

0.00

0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

< 0.005 1.36

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

< 0.005 0.23

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

for annual)

0.17 1,304

0.00 0.00

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report, 9/10/2025

0.00

0.00

1.36

0.00

0.00

0.23

0.00

0.00

1,304

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.38

0.00

0.00

0.23

0.00

0.00

1,309

0.00

Vendor

Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

0.00

0.00

Average —

Daily

|Worke r

Vendor

Hauling

Annua l

Worker

Vendor

IHau I I ng

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

<0.005

IO'OO
I 0 . 00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
l—

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.01 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

< 0.005 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00
_—l_ ,

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
- L  4 - -

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

3.5. Building Construction (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants ’ Ib/d

Onsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.59
Id
IEquipm
I en t
I

'Onsite
I t r uck

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

0.00

0.49

0.00

for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/d

4.81

0.00

6.91

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.19

0.00 0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.19

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

for da i

0.17

0.00
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0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

,MT

0.00

0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

< 0.005 1.36
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

< 0.005 0.23
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

for annual)

0.17 1,304

0.00 0.00
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0.00

0.00

1.36

0.00

0.00

0.23

0.00

0.00

1,304

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.38

0.00

0.00

0.23

0.00

0.00

1,309

0.00

Vendor

Hauling

Daily,

Winter

(Max)

0.00

0.00

Average —
Daily

lWo rke r

Vendor

Hauling

_
H

_
 

_
I—

 
_

Annua l

Worker

Vendor

IHau I I ng

|<  0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

IO .OO

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
g

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.01 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

< 0.005 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

3.5. Building Construction (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for dail , to"

Onsite

Daily,
Summer

(Max)

Off-Roa 0.59
Id

IEquipm

| en t

I

'Onsite

I t ruck

Daily,

Winter

(Max)

0.00

0.49

0.00

4.81

0.00

6.91

0.00

for annual and GHGs (lb/day for dai , MT

I PM1OT E

0.01

0.00

0.19

0.00 0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.19

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.17

0.00

15 /46

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00 — 0.00

0.00 — 0.00

< 0.005 — 1.36

0.00 — 0.00

0.00 — 0.00

< 0.005 — 0.23

0.00 — 0.00

0.00 — 0.00

for annual)

0.17 — 1,304

0.00 — 0.00

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report, 9/10/2025

0.00

0.00

1.36

0.00

0.00

0.23

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.38

0.00

0.00

0.23

0.00

0.00

1,304

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00 0.00

1,309

0.00
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1,309—0.010.051,3041,304—0.17—0.170.19—0.190.016.914.810.490.59Off-Roa
d

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.12 0.10 0.99 1.42 < 0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.04 — 0.04 — 268 268 0.01 < 0.005 — 269

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.02 0.02 0.18 0.26 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 44.4 44.4 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 44.5

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d

'Onsite
I t r uck

Average
. Daily

Off-Roa
Id
I Equipm
I ent

Onsite
| t r uck

lAnnuaI

IO f f -Rea

Id
I Equipm
I en t

Onsite
l t r uck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker

l Vendo r

l—

Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker

l Vendo r

Hauling

Average
Daily

0.59

0.00

0.12

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

I0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

4.81

0.00

0.99

0.00

0.18

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

6.91

0.00

1 .42

0.00

0.26

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.19

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.19

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

1,304

0.00

268

0.00

44.4

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

1,304

0.00

268

0.00

44.4

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report,

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

9/10/2025

1,309

0.00

269

0.00

44.5

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

Off-Roa
d

‘Onsite
l t r uck

Average
I Daily

Off-Roa
Id
I Equipm
| en t

Onsite
I truck

lAnnual

lO f f -Rea

Id
I Equipm
| en t

Onsite
l t r uck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker

IVendo r

;

Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker

l Vendo r

Hauling

Average
Daily

0.59

0.00

0.12

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

4.81

0.00

0.99

0.00

0.18

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

6.91

0.00

1.42

0.00

0.26

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.19

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.19

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

1,304

0.00

268

0.00

44.4

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

1,304

0.00

268

0.00

44.4

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00
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0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

9/10/2025

1,309

0.00

269

0.00

44.5

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

Off-Roe

d

'Onsite

I t ruck

Average

! Daily

Off-Roa

Id

I Equipm

I ent

Onsite

I truck

lAnnuaI

lO f f -Roa

Id
I Equipm

| en t

Onsite

l truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer

(Max)

Worker

l Vendo r

l—

Hauling

Daily,

Winter

(Max)

Worker

l Vendo r

Hauling

Average

Daily

0.59

0.00

0.12

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

4.81

0.00

0.99

0.00

0.18

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

6.91

0.00

1 .42

0.00

0.26

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.19

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.19

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

1,304

0.00

268

0.00

44.4

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

1,304

0.00

268

0.00

44.4

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report,

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

9/10/2025

1,309

0.00

269

0.00

44.5

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00
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Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.7. Building Construction (2027) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.57 0.48 4.56 6.90 0.01 0.17 — 0.17 0.15 — 0.15 — 1,304 1,304 0.05 0.01 — 1,309

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.57 0.48 4.56 6.90 0.01 0.17 — 0.17 0.15 — 0.15 — 1,304 1,304 0.05 0.01 — 1,309

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Annua l

Worker

lVendor

l .
IHau I I ng

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.66

< 6.005

< 6.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

| 0 . 00

3.7. Building Construction (2027) - Unmitigated

Criteria PollutantsRC)(Ib/dayoxfor daily, ton/yr2for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

- 4 “

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00
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< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

Onsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa
Id
IEquipm
| en t
I

Onsite
. t ruck

Daily,
Winter

. (Max)

Off-Roa
Id
IEquipm
I en t

Onsite
t ruck

0.57

0.00

0.57

0.00

Average —

Daily

0.48

0.00

0.48

0.00

4.56

0.00

4.56

0.00

6.90

0.00

6.90

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.15

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.15

0.00

1,304

0.00

1,304

0.00

1,304

0.00

1,304

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

1,309

0.00

1,309

0.00

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Annua l

_
I_

_

Worker

Vendor

IHau I I ng

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005
|

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00
l

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

IO .OO

3.7. Building Construction (2027) - Unmitigated

Criter ia Pollutants Ib/d

Onsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa
Id
IEquipm
| en t
l

‘Onsite
I t ruck

Daily,
Winter

- (Max)

Off-Roa
I d
IEquipm
I en t

Onsite
t ruck

0.57

0.00

0.57

0.00

Average —

Daily

0.48

0.00

0.48

0.00

for dai l  , to

4.56 6.90

0.00 0.00

4.56 6.90

0.00 0.00

for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual
DPM1OT PM2.5E m

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.15

0.00
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< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.15

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

1,304

0.00

1,304

0.00

AA. . . -

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

1,304

0.00

1,304

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.05

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00
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< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

1,309

0.00

1,309

0.00

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Annua l

-

I ;

l ;

Worker

Vendor

lHau I I ng

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005
|

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

I 0 . 00

3.7. Building Construction (2027) - Unmitigated

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

Criteria Pollutants Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual‘ and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT

Onsite

Daily,
Summer

(Max)

Off-Roa
Id

I Equipm

I ent
I

'Onsite
I t r uck

Daily,

Winter

- (Max)

Off-Rea
I d
IEquipm

| en t

Onsite

t ruck

0.57

0.00

0.57

0.00

Average —

Daily

0.48

0.00

0.48

0.00

4.56

0.00

4.56

0.00

6.90

0.00

6.90

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.15

0.00
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0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

for annual

0.15

0.00

0.15

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

1,304

0.00

1,304

0.00

- 4  M

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

1,304

0.00

1,304

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.05

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00
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< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

1,309

0.00

1,309

0.00
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935—0.010.04932932—0.11—0.110.12—0.120.014.933.250.340.40Off-Roa
d

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.07 0.06 0.59 0.90 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 154 154 0.01 < 0.005 — 155

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005
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Off-Roa 0.40 0.34 3.25 4.93 0.01 0.12 — 0.12 0.11 — 0.11 — 932 932 0.04 0.01 — 935
d

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

iOff-Roa 0.07 0.06 0.59 0.90 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 154 154 0.01 < 0.005 — 155
d

lEqmpn]
| en t

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
l t r uck

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sumner
(Max)

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

l Vendo r  < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Hauling I 0 . 00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, | _  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)  |

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

l Vendo r  < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

|Hau l i ng  | 0 .00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

l ‘Wo rke r  I <  0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

:Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005
I' ,
I Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

:Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005
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Off-Roa
d

Onsite
t ruck

Annua l

I Off-Roa
d

IEquipm
| en t

Onsite
l truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker

l Vendo r

I—
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker

'Vendor

|Hau l i ng

0.40

0.00

0.07

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

| 0 . 00

'—

|

< 0.005

< 0.005

l 0 . 00

Average —

Daily
I Worker

|Vendo r

I—
|

Hauling

Annua l

Worker

Vendor

I <  0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.34

0.00

0.06

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

3.25

0.00

0.59

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

4.93

0.00

0.90

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.12

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.12

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.11

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005
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0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.11

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

932

0.00

154

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

932

0.00

154

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report,

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

9/10/2025

935

0.00

155

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

Off-Roe 0.40

d

Onsite

t ruck

Annua l

0.00

[Off-Rea 0.07
d

IEquipm

I en t

Onsite

l truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer

(Max)

Worker

l Vendo r

L—

Hauling

Daily,

Winter

(Max)

Worker

l Vendo r

lHau l i ng

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

| 0 . 00

|_

|

< 0.005

< 0.005

IO .OO

Average —
Daily

I Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Annua l

Worker

Vendor

| <  0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.34

0.00

0.06

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

3.25

0.00

0.59

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

4.93

0.00

0.90

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.12

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.12

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.11

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005
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0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.11

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

932

0.00

154

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

932

0.00

154

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005
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0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

9/10/2025

935

0.00

155

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005
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Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.9. Building Construction (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.55 0.46 4.30 6.91 0.01 0.15 — 0.15 0.14 — 0.14 — 1,305 1,305 0.05 0.01 — 1,309

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.55 0.46 4.30 6.91 0.01 0.15 — 0.15 0.14 — 0.14 — 1,305 1,305 0.05 0.01 — 1,309

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.18 0.15 1.39 2.23 < 0.005 0.05 — 0.05 0.04 — 0.04 — 421 421 0.02 < 0.005 — 423

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report, 9/10/2025

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.9. Building Construction (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.55 0.46 4.30 6.91 0.01 0.15 — 0.15 0.14 — 0.14 — 1,305 1,305 0.05 0.01 — 1,309
Id
IEquipm
| en t
l

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
' t ruck

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

. (Max)

Off-Roa 0.55 0.46 4.30 6.91 0.01 0.15 — 0.15 0.14 — 0.14 — 1,305 1,305 0.05 0.01 — 1,309
Id
IEquipm
I en t

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
t ruck

Average — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

. Daily

Off-Roa 0.18 0.15 1.39 2.23 <0 .005  0.05 — 0.05 0.04 — 0.04 — 421 421 0.02 <0 .005  — 423
Id
IEquipm
| en t

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
t ruck

Annua l  — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.9. Building Construction (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/d

Onsite —

Daily, —

Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.55
Id
I Equipm
| en t
I

Onsite 0.00
I t r uck

Daily, —

Winter
. (Max)

Off-Roa 0.55
Id
I Equipm
I ent

Onsite 0.00
t ruck

Average —

I Daily

Off-Roa 0.18
I d
IEquipm
I en t

Onsite 0.00
t ruck

Annua l  —

0.46

0.00

0.46

0.00

0.15

0.00

for da i  , ton

4.30 6.91

0.00 0.00

4.30 6.91

0.00 0.00

1.39 2.23

0.00 0.00

for annua l ‘  and  GHGS Ib/d

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

for daily, MT/yr for annual)

0.14

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.04

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

1,305

0.00

1,305

0.00

421

0.00

0.00

1,305

0.00

1,305

0.00

421

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report,

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

9/10/2025

0.00

1,309

0.00

1,309

0.00

423

0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.9. Building Construction (2028) - Unmitigated

Criter ia Pollutants ’ Ib/d

Onsite

Daily,

Summer

(Max)

Off-Roa
Id

I Equipm

| en t

I

Onsite

I t ruck

Daily,

Winter

. (Max)

Off-Roa
Id

I Equipm

I en t

Onsite

t ruck

Average

I Daily

Off-Roa

Id

I Equipm

ent
I

Onsite

t ruck

Annua l

0.55

0.00

0.55

0.00

0.18

0.00

0.46

0.00

0.46

0.00

0.15

0.00

for daily, ton/yr for annual‘ and GHGs Ib/da for daily, MT/yr for annual

4.30

0.00

4.30

0.00

1.39

0.00

6.91

0.00

6.91

0.00

2.23

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.05

0.00

PM1OD

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.04

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

1,305

0.00

1,305

0.00

421

0.00

0.00

1,305

0.00

1,305

0.00

421

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report,

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

9/10/2025

0.00

1,309

0.00

1,309

0.00

423

0.00
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70.0—< 0.005< 0.00569.769.7—0.01—0.010.01—0.01< 0.0050.410.250.030.03Off-Roa
d
Equipm

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.11. Paving (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report, 9/10/2025

Off-Roa 0.03 0.03 0.25 0.41 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 69.7 69.7 <0.005 <0.005 — 70.0

:qmpHI

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

‘Cýkþe  —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— ——

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Sumner
(Max)

WoTker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

@r < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Hauling I 0 . 00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, I— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)  |

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

'Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

II-aing l obo  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average l—  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

IWorker  I <  0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

ham < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

[Hauling 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

[Annual —I  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

{Worker < (3.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005
lVendor 

| <  0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Hauling ' 0 . 00  0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0 . 00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.11. Paving (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants ’Ib/d for dail , to for annual and GHGs ’Ib/d for dai , MT for annual
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Off-Roa 0.03 0.03 0.25 0.41 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 69.7 69.7 <0.005 <0.005 — 70.0
d
Eqmpn1

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

‘Of fs i te — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Swnmer
(Max)

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005
[Vendo r  <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

Hauling | 0 . 00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, |— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)  |

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005
[Vendo r  <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

[Hau l i ng  l 0 .00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

[Worker  | <0 .005  <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

'Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005
IL_—_Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
l Annua l  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

I;Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

Vendor | <0 .005  <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0 . 00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.11. Paving (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants ’Ib/d for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS ’Ib/d for dail , MT for annual
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Off-Roe 0.03 0.03 0.25 0.41 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 69.7 69.7 <0.005 <0.005 — 70.0
d
Eqmpn1

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

.Of fs i te — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Swnmer
(Max)

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005
[Vendor  <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

Hauling | 0 . 00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, |— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)  |

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005
[Vendo r  <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

[Hau l i ng  l 0 .00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

[Worke r  '<0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

'Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005
|Hau l i ng  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

l Annua I  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

ll—Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

Vendor | <  0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0 . 00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.11. Paving (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for dai , to for annual and GHGs (lb/d for dail , MT for annual)
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Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.56 0.47 4.05 5.31 0.01 0.15 — 0.15 0.14 — 0.14 — 823 823 0.03 0.01 — 826

Paving 0.00 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.04 0.03 0.26 0.33 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 51.9 51.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 52.0

Paving 0.00 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.01 0.01 0.05 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 8.59 8.59 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 8.62

Paving 0.00 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite —

Daily, —

Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.56
Id
l Equ ipm

l en t

Paving 0.00
l
[Ons i t e  0.00
truck

Daily, —

Winter
(Max)

Average —

Daily

Off-Roa 0.04
Id
l Equ ipm

l en t

Paving 0.00
I
IOns i t e  0 .00
t ruck

lAnnuaI —

IOff—Roa 0.01
Id
l Equ ipm

l en t

Paving 0.00

lOnsite 0.00
t ruck

Offsite —

Daily, —

Summer
(Max)

0.47

0.00

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

4.05

0.26

0.00

0.05

0.00

5.31

0.00

0.33

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00
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0.14

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report,

823

0.00

51.9

0.00

8.59

0.00

823

0.00

51.9

0.00

8.59

0.00

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

9/10/2025

826

0.00

52.0

0.00

8.62

0.00

Onsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Paving

Onsite
t ruck

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

Off-Roa
d

l Equ ipm

ent

Paving

Onsite
t ruck

Annua l

Off-Roa
d

lEquipm
ent

Paving

Onsite
t ruck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

0.56

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.47

0.00

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

4.05

0.26

0.00

0.05

0.00

5.31

0.00

0.33

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00
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0.14

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report,

823

0.00

51.9

0.00

8.59

0.00

823

0.00

51.9

0.00

8.59

0.00

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

9/10/2025

826

0.00

52.0

0.00

8.62

0.00

Onsite —

Daily, —

Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.56
Id

l Equ ipm

l en t

Paving 0.00
l
[Onsite 0.00

truck

Daily, —
Winter

(Max)

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.04

Id

l Equ ipm

l en t

Paving 0.00
l

IOns i t e  0 .00

truck

lAnnual —

lOff-Roa 0.01
Id
l Equ ipm

I en t

Paving 0.00
l

Onsite 0.00

t ruck

Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer

(Max)

0.47

0.00

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

4.05

0.26

0.00

0.05

0.00

5.31

0.00

0.33

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00
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0.14

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report,

823

0.00

51.9

0.00

8.59

0.00

823

0.00

51.9

0.00

8.59

0.00

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

9/10/2025

826

0.00

52.0

0.00

8.62

0.00
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Worker 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.74 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 135 135 < 0.005 0.01 0.43 137

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 7.81 7.81 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 7.92

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.29 1.29 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.31

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.13. Architectural Coating (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.13 0.11 0.81 1.12 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.01 — 0.01 — 134 134 0.01 < 0.005 — 134

Architect
ural
Coating
s

0.53 0.53 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

0.07

0.00

0.00

Average —

Daily
IWorke r

::—Hauling

:IA_n—nua|

:lW_o—rker

Vendor

Hauling

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

IO'OO
I 0 . 00

0.07

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.74

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
_ - . . J_

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
J—

0.13

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

3.13. Architectural Coating (2028) - Unmitigated

Criter ia Pollutants Ib/d

Onsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.13
Id
‘Equipm
ent

Architect 0.53
ura l
Coating
S

0.11

0.53

for dai l  ,

0.81 1.12

for annual)  and  GHGS ’ Ib/d|_

< 0.005 0.02

0.13

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

for da i

0.01
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0.03

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

,MT
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0.03 135
0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

< 0.005 7.81

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

< 0.005 1.29

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

for annual)

0.01 134

135

0.00

0.00

7.81

0.00

0.00

1.29

0.00

0.00

134

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.43

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

137

0.00

0.00

7.92

0.00

0.00

1.31

0.00

0.00

134

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

0.07

0.00

0.00

Average —

Daily

|Worke r

:Vendor
1

l
IHau l i ng

l
l Annua l
J

lWo rke r

Vendor

Hauling

| <  0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

IO'OO

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.74

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
__-_|_-

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
, - J_ .

0.13

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

3.13. Architectural Coating (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants Ib/d

Onsite — — —

Daily, — — — — — — —

Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.13 1.12 <0 .005  0.02 —
I d
[Equipm
en t

0.11 0.81

Architect 0.53
ural
Coating
s

0.53 —

0.13

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/d

0.02
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0.00 0.03

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 < 0.005
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

0.00 < 0.005
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

for dai , MT

0.01 —

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report, 9/10/2025

0.03 135 135 < 0.005 0.01 0.43 137
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

< 0.005 7.81 7.81 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 7.92
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

< 0.005 1.29 1.29 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.31
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

for annual)

0.01 — 134 134 0.01 < 0.005 — 134

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.74 0.00 0.00 0.13

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Average — — — — — — —
Daily

lWo rke r  | <  0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01

LVendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00l 7

LHau l i ng  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

l Annua l  — — — — — — —
:.

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005

Vendor IO'OO 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 (E) 0.02__ 0.00 _ J2.00 0.00

3.13. Architectural Coating (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for dail , to

Onsite — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — —

Summer

(Max)

Off-Roa 0.13 1.12 <0 .005  0.02 —

I d
[Equipm

en t

0.11 0.81

Architect 0.53

ural

Coating
s

0.53 — — — — —

0.13

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

for annual) and GHGS (lb/d

M1OE PM1OD |

0.02

0.00 0.03

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 < 0.005

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 < 0.005

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

for dail , MT

0.01 —
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0.03 135

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

< 0.005 7.81

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

< 0.005 1.29

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

for annual)

0.01 134

135

0.00

0.00

7.81

0.00

0.00

1.29

0.00

0.00

134

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.43

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

137

0.00

0.00

7.92

0.00

0.00

1.31

0.00

0.00

134



City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report, 9/10/2025

23 / 46

0.000.000.000.000.000.00—0.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.00Onsite
truck

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.01 0.01 0.05 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 8.41 8.41 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 8.44

Architect
ural
Coating
s

0.03 0.03 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 1.39 1.39 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.40

Architect
ural
Coating
s

0.01 0.01 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Onsite
t ruck

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

0.00

Average —

Daily
Off-Roa

Id
{Equ ipm

ent

Architect
| ural
l Coating
S

l

Onsite
t ruck

IAnnuaI

I Off-Roa
Id
IEqu ipm

ent

Architect
| ural
l Coating
s

!
Onsite
t ruck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

0.01

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

'<  0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

8.41

0.00

1.39

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

8.41

0.00

1.39

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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0.00

8.44

0.00

1 .40

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

Onsite
t ruck

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

0.00

Average —

Daily
Off-Roa 0.01

Id
[Equipm
ent

Architect 0.03
| ural
l Coating
l s

Onsite
truck

lAnnuaI

0.00

'Oý-Roa < 0.005
Id
IEquipm
ent

Architect 0.01
| ural
| Coating

S
|

Onsite
t ruck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

0.00

I <  0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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0.00
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< 0.005
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< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

8.41

0.00

1.39

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

8.41
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1.39
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< 0.005
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0.00
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0.00

0.00
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0.00

8.44

0.00

1 .40

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

Onsite

t ruck

Daily,

Winter

(Max)

0.00

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa
Id
[Equipm

ent

Architect

| ural
l Coating
S

|
l

Onsite

t ruck

lAnnuaI

I Off-Roa
Id
IEquipm

ent

Architect

|ura|
| Coating

S
|

Onsite

t ruck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer

(Max)

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

0.01

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

i <  0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

8.41

0.00

1.39

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

8.41

0.00

1.39

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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0.00

8.44

0.00

1 .40

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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——————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Average l— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

IWorker  '< 0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

:Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
I . _

[Hau l i ng  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

:Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
l . _

lWorker  <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

lVendor I000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
|

hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4. Operations Emnssnons Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces-

Total no.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

|Worke r

Vendor|
I.

IHau l i ng

Annua l

I Worker

Vendor

Hauling

| <  0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

IO .OO

|
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005
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0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Other 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces '

Total

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

I0 .00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Daily,

Winter

(Max)

Average

Daily

' Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Annua l
L—

l Worker

Vendor

Hauling

| <  0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

IO .OO

|
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily,
Summer

(Max)

Other 0.00
Non-Asphalt

Surfaces'

Total

Daily,

Winter

(Max)

I0 .00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00



City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report, 9/10/2025

25 / 46

0.000.000.000.000.000.00—0.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.00Other
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2. Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report, 9/10/2025

Non-Asp alt
Other 40 .00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Surfaces

Total : 0 . 00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual :— — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Other ,0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non-Asphalt

ISu r f aces l
I

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2.  Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criter ia Pollutants Ib/d for dai l  , t o "  for annua l ‘  and  GHGS Ib/d for da i  , MT for annual

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Other |— — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-AspHIalt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Other 1— — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asp alt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Other — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asp alt

l Surfaces
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Non-Asp alt
Other 40 .00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Surfaces

Total '0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual .— — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Other ; 0 . 00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non-Asphalt

ISu r f aces l
I

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2. Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Other |— — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asplhalt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily, — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Other l— — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asp alt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annua l  — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Other — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asp alt
Surfaces
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Non-Asp alt

Other 40 .00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Surfaces

Total '0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual .— — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Other : 0 . 00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Non-Asphalt

ISu r f aces l

' |

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2.  Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Other |— — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Non-AspTalt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily, — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

(Max)

Other 'L— — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Non-Asp alt

Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annua l  — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Other — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Non-Asp alt

Surfaces
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Source TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report, 9/10/2025

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sumner
(Max)

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces-

Total IO.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max) |

Other -0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces'

Total : 0 . 00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual :— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other ,0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt

ISu r f aces l

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criter ia Pollutants Ib/d for dai l  , to for annual  and  GHGS ’ Ib/d for da i  , MT for annua l
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces'

Total IO.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max) |

Other I0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces'

Total '0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual .— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other : 0 . 00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt

ISu r f aces I

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants ’Ib/d for dail , to for annual and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual‘ f
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Swnmer

(Max)

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Non-Asphalt

Surfaces'

Total I0 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter

(Max) |

Other I0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Non-Asphalt

Surfaces'

Total '0 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual .— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other : 0 . 00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Non-Asphalt

ISu r f aces l

I I

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants ’Ib/d for daily, ton/yrforannual and GHGS Ib/day for daily, MT  for annual

in -- \_
\

o
o N —

4
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——————————————————Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Consum
er
Product
s

< 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coating
s

< 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Landsca
pe
Equipm
ent

< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

Total 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Consum
er
Product
s

< 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coating
s

< 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Consum
er
Product
s

< 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coating
s

< 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Consum <0 .005  <0 .005  — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ler
[Product
l S

Architect < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ural
lCoating
. 3

Landsca < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

lpe
lEquipm
ent

Total 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

lDaily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

. (Max)

Consum <0 .005  <0 .005  — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ler
[Product
l S

Architect < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ural
Coating
3

Total 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Annual — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

l
Consum <0 .005  <0 .005  — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

er
[Product
l S

Architect < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ural
Coating
s
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Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Consum <0 .005  <0 .005  — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ler
[Product
IS

Architect < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ural
l Coating
; s

Landsca <0 .005  <0 .005  <0 .005  <0 .005  <0 .005  <0 .005  —
pe
Equipm

l en t

< 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

Total 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

j Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

. (Max)

Consum <0 .005  <0 .005  — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Ier
[Product
IS

Architect < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ural
Coating
3

Total

Annua l

Consum
er

| Product
I S

0.01

< 0.005

Architect < 0.005
ural
Coating
s

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005
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Daily,
Summer

(Max)

Consum

er

Product

‘ S

Architect

ural

Coating
‘ S

I

A

Landsca

pe

Equipm

ent

Total

Daily,

Winter

(Max)

Consum

er

Product

3

Architect

ural

Coating
3

Total

Annual

Consum

er
Product
5

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005

Architect < 0.005

ural

Coating
S

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005 < 0.005

< 0.005 < 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005
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< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

< 0.005 < 0.005
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< 0.005

< 0.005
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< 0.005—< 0.005< 0.005< 0.005< 0.005—< 0.005—< 0.005< 0.005—< 0.005< 0.005< 0.005< 0.005< 0.005< 0.005Landsca
pe

Total < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

4.5.1. Unmitigated

Landsca < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005
pe

<0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 —

Total <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 —

4.4.  Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.1. Unmitigated
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< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

< 0.005

< 0.005

— < 0.005

— < 0.005

Daily, —

Summer
(Max)

Other |—
Non-AspHIalt
Surfaces

Total —

‘ Daily, —

Winter
(Max)

Other 1—
Non-Asp alt
Surfaces

Total —

Annual —

Other —

Non-Asphalt
I Surfaces

Total —

— — — — — — — — 0.00

— — — — — — — — 0.00

— — — — — — — — 0.00

— — — — — — — — 0.00

— — — — — — — — 0.00

— — — — — — — — 0.00

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

4.5.1. Unmitigated
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

— 0.00

— 0.00

— 0.00

— 0.00

— 0.00

— 0.00
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Landsca < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005
pe

Total < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

4.4.  Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Other |— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-AspHIalt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily, — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Other 'L— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asp alt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annua l  — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt

I Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

4.5.1. Unmitigated
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Landsca < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

pe

Total < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

4.4.  Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer

(Max)

Other |— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Non-AspHIalt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily, — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

(Max)

Other l— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Non-Asp alt

Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annua l  — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Non-Asphalt

I Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

4.5.1. Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use

4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Other |— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-AspHIalt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Other 1— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asp alt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt

I Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use

4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criter ia Pollutants ’ Ib/d for dai l  , ml for annua l ‘  and  GHGS ’ Ib/d for da i  , MT for annual ‘

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Summer
(Max)

Other |— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asplhalt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annua l  — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt

I Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use

4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer

(Max)

Other |— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Non-Aspiralt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily, — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

(Max)

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Non-Asphalt

Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annua l  — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Non-Asphalt

I Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use

4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer

(Max)

Total — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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——————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type

4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipm
ent
Type

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type

4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipm
ent
Type

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e
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Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Annua l  — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type

4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

,Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

l (Max )

“ Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annua l  — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.8.  Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type

4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

‘ Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annua l  — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type

4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

' (Max)

‘ Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type

4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

30 /46

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report, 9/10/2025

Daily, — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Annual — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type

4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Summer

(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

' (Max)

‘Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.8.  Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type

4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipm
ent
Type

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated
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Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

,Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

l (Max )

“ Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annua l  — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criter ia Pollutants Ib/d for dai l  , to for annua l ‘  and  GHGs ’ Ib/d for da i  , MT for annual

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

,Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

l (Max )

“ Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annua l  — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated
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Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

,Daily, — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

' (Max)

‘ Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Annua l  — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

. Daily, — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

' (Max)

‘ Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annua l  — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated
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Daily, — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer

(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

. Daily, — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

' (Max )

‘ Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annua l  — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer

(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

lDaily, — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

' (Max)

‘ Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annua l  — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Vegetati
on

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Species TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e
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Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Dally — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Dally — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Winter
l (Max )

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Annua l  — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criter ia Pollutants ’ Ib/d for dai l  , to for annua l ‘  and  GHGS ’ Ib/d for da i  , MT for annual

Dally — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Dally — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Winter
l (Max )

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Annua l  — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria PollutantsRC)(Ib/dayoxfor daily, ton/yro2for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

' (Max)

‘Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Annua l  — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

' (Max)

‘Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Annua l  — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants ’Ib/d for dail , ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for dail , MT/ for annual
IPM1OE PM1OD PM1OT ' -
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Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGS (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer

(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

l (Max )

‘Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

IDaily, — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter

' (Max)

' Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annua l  — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, to for annual and GHGs (lb/day for dail , MT for annual

ll
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Subtotal — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

I

Remove — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

d

Subtotal — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Subtotal — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

I

Remove — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

d

Subtotal — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Annual — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Avoided — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Subtotal — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

C!
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Daily, — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Sequest — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

i

Remove — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

d

Subtotal — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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ered
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d
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Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Days Per Week Work Days per Phase Phase Description

Site Preparation Site Preparation 8/30/2026 9/4/2026 5.00 5.00 —

Grading Grading 9/5/2026 9/17/2026 5.00 9.00 —

Building Construction Building Construction 9/18/2026 6/13/2028 5.00 453 —

Paving Paving 6/14/2028 7/14/2028 5.00 23.0 —

Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 7/15/2028 8/16/2028 5.00 23.0 —

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Phase Name Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

Site Preparation Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 148 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 367 0.40

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 84.0 0.37

Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 4.00 367 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts Diesel Average 2.00 6.00 82.0 0.20

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
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Subtotal — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Site Preparation Site Preparation 8/30/2026 9/4/2026 5. 00 5. 00

Grading Grading 9/5/2026 9/17/2026 5.00 9.00 —

Bu_iiding Construction !Building Construction | 9 / ‘ I 8 / 2026  6/13/2028 5.00 453 —

IPaqng I Pavmg 7 6/14/2028 7/14/2028 5.00 23.0 —

:ALhitectural CEDating Architectural Coating 7/15/2028 8/16/2028 5.00 23.0 —

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Site Preparation Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
I hoes

I Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 148 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired [Ears Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 367 0.40

|Grading Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 84.0 0.37
hoes

Wig Construction Crag; Diesel Average 1.00 4.00 367 0.29

Eujding Construction Forkliý; Diesel Average 2.00 6.00 82.0 0.20

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes
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5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Phase Type— S—tart Date End Date—D—ays Per Week WorkD—ays—per Phase PhaseD—e—scription

Site Preparation Site Preparation 8/30/2026 9—l4/2026 5.  00  5.  00

Grading Grading 9/5/2026 9/17/2026 5.00 9.00 —

Buiding Construction !Building Construction I 9 / 18 /2026  6/13/2028 5.00 453 —

| PJng I IJJing 6/14/2028 7/14/2028 5.00 23.0 —

Mctural Q9ating IA r ch i t ec tu ra l  Coating 7/15/2028 8/16/2028 5.00 23.0 —

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Site Preparation Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
I hoes

I Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 148 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired gem Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 367 0 .40

|Grading Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 84.0 0.37
hoes

mg  Construction IC rag  Diesel Average 1.00 4.00 367 0.29

Eujding Construction ForkliFt; Diesel Average 2.00 6.00 82.0 0.20

‘ Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes
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5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

PhaseT—y—pe Start Da te— End Date Days Per—Week WorkD—a—ys per Phase Phase D—esc—ription

Site Prepara—tion Site Preparation 8/30/2026 —9—/4/2026 5.  00  5.  00

Grading Grading 9/5/2026 9/17/2026 5.00 9.00 —

Buiding Construction !Building Construction | 9 / 18 /2026  6/13/2028 5.00 453 —

| Paqng I F2;ing 6/14/2028 7/14/2028 5.00 23.0 —

:ALhitectural Qoating I Architectural Coating 7/15/2028 8/16/2028 5.00 23.0 —

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Site Preparation Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
I hoes

I Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 148 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 367 0.40

|Grading Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 84.0 0.37
hoes

IBu i l d i ng  Construction I Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 4.00 367 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts Diesel Average 2.00 6.00 82.0 0.20

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes
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0.5610.06.004.00AverageDieselPaving Cement and Mortar
Mixers

Paving Pavers Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 81.0 0.42

Paving Rollers Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 36.0 0.38

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 84.0 0.37

Architectural Coating Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 37.0 0.48

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Phase Name Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Site Preparation — — — —

Site Preparation Worker 5.00 10.8 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Site Preparation Vendor — 7.17 HHDT,MHDT

Site Preparation Hauling 150 20.0 HHDT

Site Preparation Onsite truck — — HHDT

Grading — — — —

Grading Worker 7.50 10.8 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Grading Vendor — 7.17 HHDT,MHDT

Grading Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Grading Onsite truck — — HHDT

Building Construction — — — —

Building Construction Worker < 0.005 10.8 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Building Construction Vendor < 0.005 7.17 HHDT,MHDT

Building Construction Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT

Paving — — — —

Paving Worker 17.5 10.8 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Paving

Paving

Paving

Paving

Architectural Coating

Cement and Mortar Diesel
Mixers

Pavers D iese l

Rol lers  D iese l

Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel
hoes

Air Compressors Diesel

5.3.  Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Grlading

Grading

Grading

Grading

Grading

Bu-ilding Construction

Building Construction

Building Construction

Building Construction

Building Construction

Paqng

Paving

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker

Average 4.00

Average 1 .00

Average 1 .00

Average 1 .00

Average 1 .00

5.00

150

7.50

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

17.5
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10.8

7.17

20.0

10.8

7.17

20.0

10.8

7.17

20.0

10.8

6.00

7.00

7.00

7.00

6.00
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10.0

81.0

36.0

84.0

37.0

0.56

0.42

0.38

0.37

0.48

Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

umDTLLDTz
HHDIMHDT
HHDT
HHDT

umDTLLDTz
HHDIMHDT
HHDT
HHDT

umDTLLDTz
HHDIMHDT
HHDT
HHDT

LDA,LDT1,LDT2
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Paving Cement and Mortar Diesel Average 4.00 6.00 10.0 0.56
Mixers

Paving Pavers Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 81.0 0 .42

Paving Rollers Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 36.0 0.38

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 84.0 0.37
hoes

Architectural Coating Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 37.0 0.48

5.3.  Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Gréding

Grading

Grading

Grading

Grading

Bu-iiding Construction

Building Construction

Building Construction

Building Construction

Building Construction

Paqng

Paving

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker

5.00

150

7.50

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

17.5
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10.8

7.17

20.0

10.8

7.17

20.0

10.8

7.17

20.0

10.8

LDA,LDT1,LDT2

HHDT,MHDT

HHDT

HHDT

LDA,LDT1,LDT2

HHDT,MHDT

HHDT

HHDT

LDA,LDT1,LDT2

HHDT,MHDT

HHDT

HHDT

LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Paving

Paving

Paving

Paving

Architectural Coating

Cement and Mortar Diesel

Mixers

Pavers D iese l

Rol lers  D iese l

Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel

hoes

Air Compressors Diesel

5.3.  Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Grrading

Grading

Grading

Grading

Grading

Bu-iiding Construction

Building Construction

Building Construction

Building Construction

Building Construction

PJng

Paving

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker

Average

Average

Average

Average

Average

4.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

5.00

150

7.50

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

17.5
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10.8

7.17

20.0

10.8

7.17

20.0

10.8

7.17

20.0

10.8

6.00

7.00

7.00

7.00

6.00
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36.0

84.0

37.0

0.56

0.42

0.38

0.37

0.48

LDA,LDT1,LDT2
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HHDT
HHDT

LDA,LDT1,LDT2
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Paving Vendor — 7.17 HHDT,MHDT

Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Architectural Coating — — — —

Architectural Coating Worker < 0.005 10.8 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Architectural Coating Vendor — 7.17 HHDT,MHDT

Architectural Coating Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Architectural Coating Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Non-Residential Interior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Non-Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Parking Area Coated (sq ft)

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,614

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Phase Name Material Imported (Cubic
Yards)

Material Exported (Cubic
Yards)

Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (sq. ft.) Acres Paved (acres)

Site Preparation 6,000 — 1.00 0.00 —

Grading — — 6.75 0.00 —

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies
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Paving Vendor — 7.17 HHDT,MHDT

Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Architectural Coating — — — —

Architectural Coating Worker < 0.005 10.8 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Architectural Coating Vendor — 7.17 HHDT,MHDT

Architectural Coating Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Architectural Coating Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No  control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,614

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Site Preparation 6 ,000  — 1.00 0.00 —

Grading — — 6.75 0.00 —
i
| Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies
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Paving Vendor

Paving Hauling

Paving Onsite truck

Architectural Coating —

Architectural Coating Worker

Architectural Coating Vendor

ll Architectural Coating Hauling

IA r ch i t ec tu ra l  Coating Onsite truck

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No  control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Site Preparation 6,000 —

Grading _ _

i
| Paving 0.00 0.00

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

1.00

6.75

0.00
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HHDIMHDT
HHDT
HHDT

LDA,LDT1,LDT2

HHDIMHDT
HHDT
HHDT

000 2514

000 ——
000 ——
000 100

Paving Vendor

Paving Hauling

Paving Onsite truck

Architectural Coating —

Architectural Coating Worker

Architectural Coating Vendor

ll Architectural Coating Hauling

IA r ch i t ec tu ra l  Coating Onsite truck

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No  control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Site Preparation 6 ,000  —

Grading _ _

i
| Paving 0.00 0.00

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

1.00

6.75

0.00
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Control Strategies Applied Frequency (per day) PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

Water Exposed Area 3 74% 74%

5.7. Construction Paving

Land Use Area Paved (acres) % Asphalt

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 1.00 0%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (lb/MWh)
Year kWh per Year CO2 CH4 N2O

2026 0.00 609 0.24 0.34

2027 0.00 609 0.24 0.34

2028 0.00 609 0.24 0.34

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Other Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.10. Operational Area Sources

5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

City of Turlock Well 36 Detailed Report, 9/10/2025

ControlS—trategies Applied F—requency( per day) PM1O Reduction PM2.  5 Reduction

Water Exposed Area 7—4% 7—4%

5.7. Construction Paving

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 1.00 0%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh r Year and Emission Factor (Ib/MWh)

2026 O. 00 O. 24 O. 34

2027 0.00 609 0.24 0.34

2028 0.00 609 0.24 0.34

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Other Non-Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Surfaces

5.10. Operational Area Sources

5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings
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ControlS—trategiesA—pplied F—r—equency(per day) P—M1OReduction PM2.  5 Reduction

Water Exposed Area 74% 4—7%

5.7. Construction Paving

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 1.00 0%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh r Year and Emission Factor Ib/MWh)

2026 0.00 609 0.24 0.34

2027 0.00 609 0.24 0.34

2028 0.00 609 0.24 0.34

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Other Non-Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Surfaces

5.10. Operational Area Sources

5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings
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Control Strategies Applied Frequency (per day) PM1O Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

3Water Exposed Area 74% 74%

5.7. Construction Paving

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 1.00 0%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh rYear  and  Emiss ion Factor Ib /MWh‘

I
2026 0.00 609 0.24 0.34

2027 0.00 609 0.24 0.34

2028 0.00 609 0.24 0.34

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Other Non-Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Surfaces

5.10. Operational Area Sources

5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings
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Residential Interior Area Coated (sq
ft)

Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq
ft)

Non-Residential Interior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Non-Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Parking Area Coated (sq ft)

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,614

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Season Unit Value

Snow Days day/yr 0.00

Summer Days day/yr 180

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption

5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N2O and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)
Land Use Electricity (kWh/yr) CO2 CH4 N2O Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 609 0.2373 0.3390 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Indoor Water (gal/year) Outdoor Water (gal/year)

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Waste (ton/year) Cogeneration (kWh/year)

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 —
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0 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,614

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Snow Days day/yr 0.00

Summer Days day/yr I 180

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption

5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electrici k and COZ and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas kBTU
þ tricity (kWh/yr) COZ — N20 Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 609 0.2373 0.3390 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

O—ther Non--Aspha|t Surfaces 0—.00
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5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant GWP Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate Service Leak Rate Times Serviced

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours per Day Hours per Year Horsepower Load Factor

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

5.17. User Defined

Equipment Type Fuel Type

5.18. Vegetation

5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres Final Acres
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5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Biomass Cover Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

Tree Type Number Electricity Saved (kWh/year) Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040–2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which
assumes GHG emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Climate Hazard Result for Project Location Unit

Temperature and Extreme Heat 24.2 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 2.10 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm

Sea Level Rise — meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 0.00 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from
observed historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about ¾ an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if
received over a full day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (Radke et al., 2017, CEC-500-2017-008), and
consider inundation location and depth for the San Francisco Bay, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different increments of sea level rise coupled with
extreme storm events. Users may select from four scenarios to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0 meter, 1.41 meters
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data
of climate, vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The
four simulations make different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of
different rainfall and temperature possibilities (MIROC5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
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5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type
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5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040—2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which
assumes GHG emissions will continue to rise th h 2050 and then u around 2100.

Temperature and Extreme Heat 24.2 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 2.10 annual days with precipitation above 20  mm

ISea  Level Rise — meters of inundation depth

,Wildfire 0.00 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on  the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from
observed historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040—2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20  mm is equivalent to about % an  inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if
received over a full day o r  heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, o r  3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (Radke et al., 2017, CEC-500-2017-008), and
consider inundation location and depth for the San Francisco Bay, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different increments of sea level rise coupled with
extreme storm events. Users may select from four scenarios to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No  rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0 meter, 1.41 meters
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data
of climate, vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The
four simulations make different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEMZ-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of
different rainfall and temperature possibilities (MIROC5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
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6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040—2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which
assumes GHG emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then u around 2100.

Temperature and Extreme Heat 24 .2  annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 2.10 annual days with precipitation above 20  mm

l Sea  Level Rise — meters of inundation depth

lW i l d f i r e  0.00 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on  the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from
observed historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040—2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20  mm is equivalent to about 3%. an  inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if
received over a full day or  heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, o r  3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (Radke et al., 2017, CEC-500-2017-OO8), and
consider inundation location and depth for the San Francisco Bay, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different increments of sea level rise coupled with
extreme storm events. Users may select from four scenarios to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No  rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0 meter, 1.41 meters
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data
of climate, vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The
four simulations make different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEMZ-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESMZ), Range of
different rainfall and temperature possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
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6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040—2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which

assumes GHG emissions will continue to rise through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Temperature and Extreme Heat 24.2 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 2.10 annual days with precipitation above 20  mm

l Sea  Level Rise — meters of inundation depth

lW i l d f i r e  0.00 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on  the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from

observed historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040—2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20  mm is equivalent to about % an  inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if

received over a full day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (Radke et al., 2017, CEC-500-2017-008), and
consider inundation location and depth for the San Francisco Bay, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different increments of sea level rise coupled with
extreme storm events. Users may select from four scenarios to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0 meter, 1.41 meters
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data
of climate, vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The
four simulations make different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEMZ-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESMZ), Range of
different rainfall and temperature possibilities (MIROC5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
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6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat 2 0 0 N/A

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A

Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A

Flooding 0 0 0 N/A

Drought 0 0 0 N/A

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation 0 0 0 N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat 2 1 1 3

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A

Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A

Flooding 1 1 1 2

Drought 1 1 1 2

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation 1 1 1 2

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.
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The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is  rated on  a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.
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Temperature and Extreme Heat 2 0 0 N/A

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A

WiEfire N/A N/A N/A N/A

Flooding 0 0 0 N/A

Drought 0 0 0 N/A

I. Sn-c-pack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

.Air Quality Degradation 0 0 0 N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on  a scale of 1 to 5,  with a score of 5 representing the

greatest exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on  a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5

representing the greatest ability to adapt.
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The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Exposure Indicators —

AQ-Ozone 72.5

AQ-PM 92.2

AQ-DPM 84.9

Drinking Water 96.5

Lead Risk Housing 53.6

Pesticides 91.8

Toxic Releases 26.0

Traffic 49.3

Effect Indicators —

CleanUp Sites 0.00

Groundwater 80.9

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators 81.5

Impaired Water Bodies 0.00

Solid Waste 63.7

Sensitive Population —

Asthma 84.0

Cardio-vascular 97.3

Low Birth Weights 26.3
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Socioeconomic Factor Indicators —

Education 72.9

Housing 77.8

Linguistic 48.7

Poverty 84.5

Unemployment 92.4

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Economic —

Above Poverty 39.38149621

Employed 16.16835622

Median HI 21.429488

Education —

Bachelor's or higher 23.23880405

High school enrollment 13.19132555

Preschool enrollment 7.070447838

Transportation —

Auto Access 19.3763634

Active commuting 3.823944566

Social —

2-parent households 28.91056076

Voting 30.78403696

Neighborhood —

Alcohol availability 56.17862184

Park access 81.35506224

Retail density 56.53791864
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Supermarket access 84.04978827

Tree canopy 24.43218273

Housing —

Homeownership 50.44270499

Housing habitability 46.79840883

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden 58.60387527

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden 19.96663673

Uncrowded housing 36.46862569

Health Outcomes —

Insured adults 14.28204799

Arthritis 15.6

Asthma ER Admissions 13.5

High Blood Pressure 31.6

Cancer (excluding skin) 34.5

Asthma 23.6

Coronary Heart Disease 13.8

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease 11.3

Diagnosed Diabetes 34.4

Life Expectancy at Birth 24.9

Cognitively Disabled 33.5

Physically Disabled 27.7

Heart Attack ER Admissions 3.2

Mental Health Not Good 24.7

Chronic Kidney Disease 27.1

Obesity 15.8

Pedestrian Injuries 76.5

Physical Health Not Good 24.5

Stroke 19.7
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Health Risk Behaviors —

Binge Drinking 43.3

Current Smoker 21.4

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity 27.5

Climate Change Exposures —

Wildfire Risk 0.0

SLR Inundation Area 0.0

Children 47.4

Elderly 35.4

English Speaking 43.0

Foreign-born 43.9

Outdoor Workers 18.4

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity —

Impervious Surface Cover 70.1

Traffic Density 55.6

Traffic Access 0.0

Other Indices —

Hardship 83.1

Other Decision Support —

2016 Voting 35.0

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

Metric Result for Project Census Tract

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 94.0

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 15.0

Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) Yes

Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) Yes

Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) No
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a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.

7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Screen Justification

Land Use Well treatment system for a City well.

Construction: Construction Phases No demolition occurring.

Construction: Dust From Material Movement Inputting the total material to be imported to the project site.
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1 INTRODUCTION 
This Biological Evaluation, prepared by Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group (Provost & Pritchard) in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), includes descriptions of the biological resources present or with potential to occur within the Well 
36 GAC Treatment Project �~�}�Œ���^Project�_�•�U���‰�}�š���v�š�]���o��Project-related impacts or effects to those resources, 
and mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level under CEQA and NEPA. 

1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The area of potential effect (APE �}�Œ���^�•�]�š���_�•��is located in the San Joaquin Valley, within the northwest section 
of the City of Turlock in the southeastern edge of Stanislaus County, California (see Figure 1). 
 
The Project site includes an active well that produces approximately 2,000 gallons per minute, Chlorination 
facilities, Summerfaire Park, pump discharge header equipped with two blind flanged tees separated by an 
isolation gate valve, and paved walkways. Surrounding lands are residential neighborhoods with paved 
roads to the west, recreational fields for sports to the south, and businesses to the north and east (see 
Figure 2).  
 
The Project involves the removal of 15 trees and landscaping on all four sides of the site including security 
landscaping involving ornamental plants with thorns and approximately 6,000 cubic yards of fill in the 
existing detention basin. The construction of two ���}�u�u���Œ���]���o�����Œ�]�À�������‰�‰�Œ�}�����Z���•�����v�������v�����������•�•���Œ�}�����U���•�]�Æ���í�î�[��
diameter GAC Treatment Vessels, ductile iron process piping, and a future arsenic treatment facility are a 
part of the Project.  

1.2 REPORT OBJECTIVES 
Construction activities such as those proposed by the Project could potentially change biological resources 
or habitats that are critical for sensitive plant and wildlife species. In cases such as these, development may 
be regulated by State or federal agencies, and/or addressed by local regulatory agencies. 
 
This report addresses issues related to the following:  

�x The presence of sensitive biological resources within the APE, or those with the potential to occur 
within the APE. 

�x The federal, State, and local regulations regarding these resources. 
�x Mitigation measures that may be required to reduce the magnitude of anticipated impacts and/or 

comply with permit requirements of State and federal resource agencies. 
 
Therefore, the objectives of this report are to: 

�x Summarize all APE-specific information related to existing biological resources. 
�x Make reasonable inferences about the biological resources that could occur onsite based on habitat 

suitability and the proximity of the APE �š�}�������•�‰�����]���•�[���l�v�}�Á�v���Œ���v�P���X 
�x Summarize all State and federal natural resource protection laws that may be relevant to 

implementation of the Project. 
�x Identify and discuss Project impacts and effects to biological resources likely to occur onsite within the 

context of CEQA, NEPA, and/or State or federal laws. 
�x Identify and prescribe a set of avoidance and minimization measures that would reduce impacts to a 

less-than-significant level (as identified by CEQA) or avoid and minimize effects (as identified by NEPA) 
and are generally consistent with recommendations of the resource agencies for affected biological 
resources. 
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‘I INTRODUCTION
This Biological Evaluation, prepared by Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group (Provost & Pritchard) in
compliance wi th  the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), includes descriptions of the biological resources present or with potential to occur within the Well
36 GAC Treatment Project (or ”Project”), potential Project—related impacts or effects to those resources,
and mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to a less—than—significant level under CEQA and NEPA.

1.]  PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The area of potential effect (APE or ”site”) is located in the San Joaquin Valley, within the northwest section
of the City of Turlock in the southeastern edge of Stanislaus County, California (see Figure 1).

The Project site includes an active well that produces approximately 2,000 gallons per minute, Chlorination
facilities, Summerfaire Park, pump discharge header equipped with two blind flanged tees separated by an
isolation gate valve, and paved walkways. Surrounding lands are residential neighborhoods with paved
roads to the west, recreational fields for sports to the south, and businesses to the north and east (see
Figure 2).

The Project involves the removal of 15 trees and landscaping on all four sides of the site including security
landscaping involving ornamental plants with thorns and approximately 6,000 cubic yards of fill in the
existing detention basin. The construction of two commercial drive approaches and an access road, six 12’
diameter GAC Treatment Vessels, ductile iron process piping, and a future arsenic treatment facility are a
part of the Project.

1.2 REPORT OBJECTIVES
Construction activities such as those proposed by the Project could potentially change biological resources
or habitats that are critical for sensitive plant and wildlife species. In cases such as these, development may
be regulated by State or federal agencies, and/or addressed by local regulatory agencies.

This report addresses issues related to the following:

o The presence of sensitive biological resources within the APE, or those with the potential to occur
within the APE.

o The federal, State, and local regulations regarding these resources.
0 Mitigation measures that may be required to reduce the magnitude of anticipated impacts and/or

comply with permit requirements of State and federal resource agencies.

Therefore, the objectives of this report are to:

o Summarize all APE-specific information related to existing biological resources.
0 Make reasonable inferences about the biological resources that could occur onsite based on habitat

suitability and the proximity of the APE to a species’ known range.
0 Summarize all State and federal natural resource protection laws that may be relevant to

implementation of the Project.
0 Identify and discuss Project impacts and effects to biological resources likely to occur onsite within the

context of  CEQA, NEPA, and/or State or  federal laws.
0 Identify and prescribe a set of avoidance and minimization measures that would reduce impacts to a

less-than-significant level (as identified by CEQA) or avoid and minimize effects (as identified by NEPA)
and are generally consistent with recommendations of the resource agencies for affected biological
resources.
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compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), includes descriptions of the biological resources present or with potential to occur within the Well
36 GAC Treatment Project (or ”Project”), potential Project—related impacts or effects to those resources,
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‘|.‘| PROJECT DESCRIPTION
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of the City of Turlock in the southeastern edge of Stanislaus County, California (see Figure 1).
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roads to the west, recreational fields for  sports to  the south, and businesses to  the north and east (see
Figure 2).

The Project involves the removal of 15 trees and landscaping on all four sides of the site including security
landscaping involving ornamental plants with thorns and approximately 6,000 cubic yards of fill in the
existing detention basin. The construction of two commercial drive approaches and an access road, six 12’
diameter GAC Treatment Vessels, ductile iron process piping, and a future arsenic treatment facility are a
part of the Project.

1.2 REPORT OBJECTIVES
Construction activities such as those proposed by the Project could potentially change biological resources
or habitats that are critical for sensitive plant and wildlife species. In cases such as these, development may
be regulated by State or federal agencies, and/or addressed by local regulatory agencies.

This report addresses issues related to the following:

o The presence of sensitive biological resources within the APE, or those with the potential to occur
within the APE.

o The federal, State, and local regulations regarding these resources.
0 Mitigation measures that may be required to reduce the magnitude of anticipated impacts and/or

comply with permit requirements of State and federal resource agencies.

Therefore, the objectives of this report are to:

o Summarize all APE—specific information related to existing biological resources.
0 Make reasonable inferences about the biological resources that could occur onsite based on habitat

suitability and the proximity of the APE to a species’ known range.
0 Summarize all State and federal natural resource protection laws that may be relevant to

implementation of the Project.
0 Identify and discuss Project impacts and effects to biological resources likely to occur onsite within the

context of CEQA, NEPA, and/or State or  federal laws.
0 Identify and prescribe a set of avoidance and minimization measures that would reduce impacts to a

less—than—significant level (as identified by CEQA) or  avoid and minimize effects (as identified by NEPA)
and are generally consistent with recommendations of the resource agencies for affected biological
resources.
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City of Turlock October 2025
Biological Evaluation
Section One: Introduction

‘I INTRODUCTION
This Biological Evaluation, prepared by Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group (Provost & Pritchard) in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), includes descriptions of the biological resources present or with potential to occur within the Well
36 GAC Treatment Project (or ”Project”), potential Project—related impacts or effects to those resources,
and mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to a less—than—significant level under CEQA and NEPA.

‘|.'l PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The area of potential effect (APE or ”site”) is located in the San Joaquin Valley, within the northwest section
of the City of Turlock in the southeastern edge of Stanislaus County, California (see Figure 1).

The Project site includes an active well that produces approximately 2,000 gallons per minute, Chlorination
facilities, Summerfaire Park, pump discharge header equipped with two blind flanged tees separated by an
isolation gate valve, and paved walkways. Surrounding lands are residential neighborhoods with paved
roads to the west, recreational fields for  sports to  the south, and businesses to  the  north and east (see

Figure 2).

The Project involves the removal of 15 trees and landscaping on all four sides of the site including security
landscaping involving ornamental plants with thorns and approximately 6,000 cubic yards of fill in the
existing detention basin. The construction of two commercial drive approaches and an access road, six 12’
diameter GAC Treatment Vessels, ductile iron process piping, and a future arsenic treatment facility are a
part of the Project.

1.2 REPORT OBJECTIVES
Construction activities such as those proposed by the Project could potentially change biological resources
or habitats that are critical for sensitive plant and wildlife species. In cases such as these, development may
be regulated by State or federal agencies, and/or addressed by local regulatory agencies.

This report addresses issues related to the following:

o The presence of sensitive biological resources within the APE, or those with the potential to occur
within the APE.

o The federal, State, and local regulations regarding these resources.
0 Mitigation measures that may be required to reduce the magnitude of anticipated impacts and/or

comply with permit requirements of State and federal resource agencies.

Therefore, the objectives of this report are to:

o Summarize all APE—specific information related to existing biological resources.
0 Make reasonable inferences about the biological resources that could occur onsite based on habitat

suitability and the proximity of the APE to a species’ known range.
0 Summarize all State and federal natural resource protection laws that may be relevant to

implementation of the Project.
0 Identify and discuss Project impacts and effects to biological resources likely to occur onsite within the

context of  CEQA, NEPA, and/or State or  federal laws.

0 Identify and prescribe a set of avoidance and minimization measures that would reduce impacts to a
less-than—significant level (as identified by CEQA) or avoid and minimize effects (as identified by NEPA)
and are generally consistent with recommendations of the resource agencies for affected biological
resources.
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