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Kristyn Bitz  
City of Galt  
Community Development Department  
495 Industrial Drive 

 

Galt, CA 95632  
KBitz@cityofgalt.org  

COMMENTS TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW FOR THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
FOR THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, LIPPI RANCH 
SUBDIVISION PROJECT, SCH#2023030579, SACRAMENTO COUNTY 
Pursuant to the State Clearinghouse’s 22 March 2023 request, the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) has reviewed the 
Request for Review for the Notice of Preparation for the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Lippi Ranch Subdivision Project, located in Sacramento County.   
Our agency is delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality of surface and 
groundwaters of the state; therefore, our comments will address concerns surrounding 
those issues. 
I. Regulatory Setting 

Basin Plan 
The Central Valley Water Board is required to formulate and adopt Basin Plans for 
all areas within the Central Valley region under Section 13240 of the Porter-Cologne 
Water Quality Control Act.  Each Basin Plan must contain water quality objectives to 
ensure the reasonable protection of beneficial uses, as well as a program of 
implementation for achieving water quality objectives with the Basin Plans.  Federal 
regulations require each state to adopt water quality standards to protect the public 
health or welfare, enhance the quality of water and serve the purposes of the Clean 
Water Act.  In California, the beneficial uses, water quality objectives, and the 
Antidegradation Policy are the State’s water quality standards.  Water quality 
standards are also contained in the National Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Section 131.36, 
and the California Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Section 131.38. 
The Basin Plan is subject to modification as necessary, considering applicable laws, 
policies, technologies, water quality conditions and priorities. The original Basin 
Plans were adopted in 1975, and have been updated and revised periodically as 
required, using Basin Plan amendments.  Once the Central Valley Water Board has 
adopted a Basin Plan amendment in noticed public hearings, it must be approved by 
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the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board), Office of 
Administrative Law (OAL) and in some cases, the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA).  Basin Plan amendments only become effective after 
they have been approved by the OAL and in some cases, the USEPA.  Every three 
(3) years, a review of the Basin Plan is completed that assesses the appropriateness 
of existing standards and evaluates and prioritizes Basin Planning issues.  For more 
information on the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin 
River Basins, please visit our website: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin_plans/ 
Antidegradation Considerations 
All wastewater discharges must comply with the Antidegradation Policy (State Water 
Board Resolution 68-16) and the Antidegradation Implementation Policy contained in 
the Basin Plan.  The Antidegradation Implementation Policy is available on page 74 
at:  
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin_plans/sacsjr_2018
05.pdf 
In part it states: 
Any discharge of waste to high quality waters must apply best practicable treatment 
or control not only to prevent a condition of pollution or nuisance from occurring, but 
also to maintain the highest water quality possible consistent with the maximum 
benefit to the people of the State. 
This information must be presented as an analysis of the impacts and potential 
impacts of the discharge on water quality, as measured by background 
concentrations and applicable water quality objectives. 
The antidegradation analysis is a mandatory element in the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System and land discharge Waste Discharge Requirements 
(WDRs) permitting processes.  The environmental review document should evaluate 
potential impacts to both surface and groundwater quality. 

II. Permitting Requirements 
Construction Storm Water General Permit 
Dischargers whose project disturb one or more acres of soil or where projects 
disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that 
in total disturbs one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the 
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land 
Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit), Construction General Permit 
Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ.  Construction activity subject to this permit includes 
clearing, grading, grubbing, disturbances to the ground, such as stockpiling, or 
excavation, but does not include regular maintenance activities performed to restore 
the original line, grade, or capacity of the facility.  The Construction General Permit 
requires the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP).  For more information on the Construction General Permit, visit the 
State Water Resources Control Board website at: 
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http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.sht
ml 
Phase I and II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits1 
The Phase I and II MS4 permits require the Permittees reduce pollutants and runoff 
flows from new development and redevelopment using Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) to the maximum extent practicable (MEP).  MS4 Permittees have their own 
development standards, also known as Low Impact Development (LID)/post-
construction standards that include a hydromodification component.  The MS4 
permits also require specific design concepts for LID/post-construction BMPs in the 
early stages of a project during the entitlement and CEQA process and the 
development plan review process. 
For more information on which Phase I MS4 Permit this project applies to, visit the 
Central Valley Water Board website at:   
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/storm_water/municipal_p
ermits/ 
For more information on the Phase II MS4 permit and who it applies to, visit the 
State Water Resources Control Board at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/phase_ii_munici
pal.shtml 
Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit 
If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters 
or wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be 
needed from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  If a Section 404 
permit is required by the USACE, the Central Valley Water Board will review the 
permit application to ensure that discharge will not violate water quality standards.  If 
the project requires surface water drainage realignment, the applicant is advised to 
contact the Department of Fish and Game for information on Streambed Alteration 
Permit requirements.  If you have any questions regarding the Clean Water Act 
Section 404 permits, please contact the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento 
District of USACE at (916) 557-5250.   
Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit – Water Quality Certification 
If an USACE permit (e.g., Non-Reporting Nationwide Permit, Nationwide Permit, 
Letter of Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit, Programmatic 
General Permit), or any other federal permit (e.g., Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act or Section 9 from the United States Coast Guard), is required for this 
project due to the disturbance of waters of the United States (such as streams and 
wetlands), then a Water Quality Certification must be obtained from the Central 
Valley Water Board prior to initiation of project activities.  There are no waivers for 

 
1 Municipal Permits = The Phase I Municipal Separate Storm Water System (MS4) 
Permit covers medium sized Municipalities (serving between 100,000 and 250,000 
people) and large sized municipalities (serving over 250,000 people).   The Phase II 
MS4 provides coverage for small municipalities, including non-traditional Small MS4s, 
which include military bases, public campuses, prisons and hospitals. 
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401 Water Quality Certifications.  For more information on the Water Quality 
Certification, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:  
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/water_quality_certificatio
n/ 
Waste Discharge Requirements – Discharges to Waters of the State 
If USACE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., “non-
federal” waters of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed 
project may require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by 
Central Valley Water Board.  Under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act, discharges to all waters of the State, including all wetlands and other 
waters of the State including, but not limited to, isolated wetlands, are subject to 
State regulation.   For more information on the Waste Discharges to Surface Water 
NPDES Program and WDR processes, visit the Central Valley Water Board website 
at:https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/waste_to_surface_wat
er/ 
Projects involving excavation or fill activities impacting less than 0.2 acre or 400 
linear feet of non-jurisdictional waters of the state and projects involving dredging 
activities impacting less than 50 cubic yards of non-jurisdictional waters of the state 
may be eligible for coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board Water 
Quality Order No. 2004-0004-DWQ (General Order 2004-0004).  For more 
information on the General Order 2004-0004, visit the State Water Resources 
Control Board website at: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/water_quality/200
4/wqo/wqo2004-0004.pdf 
Dewatering Permit 
If the proposed project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be 
discharged to land, the proponent may apply for coverage under State Water Board 
General Water Quality Order (Low Threat General Order) 2003-0003 or the Central 
Valley Water Board’s Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and Waste Discharge 
Requirements (Low Threat Waiver) R5-2018-0085.  Small temporary construction 
dewatering projects are projects that discharge groundwater to land from excavation 
activities or dewatering of underground utility vaults.  Dischargers seeking coverage 
under the General Order or Waiver must file a Notice of Intent with the Central 
Valley Water Board prior to beginning discharge. 
For more information regarding the Low Threat General Order and the application 
process, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/water_quality/2003/
wqo/wqo2003-0003.pdf 
For more information regarding the Low Threat Waiver and the application process, 
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/waiv
ers/r5-2018-0085.pdf 
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Limited Threat General NPDES Permit 
If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and it is necessary to 
discharge the groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will 
require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit.  Dewatering discharges are typically considered a low or limited threat to 
water quality and may be covered under the General Order for Limited Threat 
Discharges to Surface Water (Limited Threat General Order).  A complete Notice of 
Intent must be submitted to the Central Valley Water Board to obtain coverage under 
the Limited Threat General Order.  For more information regarding the Limited 
Threat General Order and the application process, visit the Central Valley Water 
Board website at: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/gene
ral_orders/r5-2016-0076-01.pdf  
NPDES Permit 
If the proposed project discharges waste that could affect the quality of surface 
waters of the State, other than into a community sewer system, the proposed project 
will require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit. A complete Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted with the 
Central Valley Water Board to obtain a NPDES Permit.  For more information 
regarding the NPDES Permit and the application process, visit the Central Valley 
Water Board website at: https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/help/permit/ 

If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 464-4684 
or Peter.Minkel2@waterboards.ca.gov.   

Peter Minkel 
Engineering Geologist 
cc: State Clearinghouse unit, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 

Sacramento  

Peter Minkel
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SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

April 13, 2023 

Ms. Kristyn Bitz  
Associate Planner 
City of Galt 
Community Development Department 
495 Industrial Drive 
Galt, CA 95632 
KBitz@cityofgalt.com 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE 
LIPPI RANCH SUBDIVISION PROJECT – DATED MARCH 22, 2023 
(STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER: 2023030579) 

Dear Ms. Bitz: 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) received a Notice of Preparation 
of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Lippi Ranch Subdivision Project 
(Project).  The Lead Agency is receiving this notice from DTSC because the Project 
includes one or more of the following: groundbreaking activities, presence of site 
buildings that may require demolition or modifications, importation of backfill soil, and/or 
work on or in close proximity to an agricultural or former agricultural site. 

DTSC recommends that the following issues be evaluated in the Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials section of the EIR: 

1. The EIR references the listing compiled in accordance with California 
Government Code Section 65962.5, commonly known as the Cortese List.  Not 
all sites impacted by hazardous waste or hazardous substances will be found on 
the Cortese List.  DTSC recommends that the Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
section of the EIR address actions to be taken for any sites impacted by 
hazardous waste or hazardous substances within the Project area, not just those 
found on the Cortese List.  DTSC recommends consulting with other agencies 
that may provide oversight to hazardous waste facilities or sites impacted with 
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hazardous substances in order to determine a comprehensive listing of all sites 
impacted by hazardous waste or substances within the Project area.  DTSC 
hazardous waste facilities and sites with known or suspected contamination 
issues can be found on DTSC’s EnviroStor data management system.  The 
EnviroStor Map feature can be used to locate hazardous waste facilities and 
sites with known or suspected contamination issues for a county, city, or a 
specific address. 

2. A State of California environmental regulatory agency such as DTSC, a Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), or a local agency that meets the 
requirements of Health and Safety Code section 101480 should provide 
regulatory concurrence that the Project site is safe for construction and the 
proposed use. 

3. The EIR should acknowledge the potential for historic or future activities on or 
near the Project site to result in the release of hazardous wastes/substances on 
the Project site.  In instances in which releases have occurred or may occur, 
further studies should be carried out to delineate the nature and extent of the 
contamination, and the potential threat to public health and/or the environment 
should be evaluated.  The EIR should also identify the mechanism(s) to initiate 
any required investigation and/or remediation and the government agency who 
will be responsible for providing appropriate regulatory oversight. 

4. If buildings or other structures are to be demolished on any project sites included 
in the proposed project, surveys should be conducted for the presence of 
lead-based paints or products, mercury, asbestos containing materials, and 
polychlorinated biphenyl caulk.  Removal, demolition, and disposal of any of the 
above-mentioned chemicals should be conducted in compliance with California 
environmental regulations and policies.  In addition, sampling near current and/or 
former buildings should be conducted in accordance with DTSC’s 2006 
Interim Guidance Evaluation of School Sites with Potential Contamination from 
Lead Based Paint, Termiticides, and Electrical Transformers. 

5. If any projects initiated as part of the proposed Project require the importation of 
soil to backfill any excavated areas, proper sampling should be conducted to 
ensure that the imported soil is free of contamination.  DTSC recommends the 
imported materials be characterized according to DTSC’s 2001 Information 
Advisory Clean Imported Fill Material. 

6. If any sites included as part of the proposed Project have been used for 
agricultural, weed abatement or related activities, proper investigation for 
organochlorinated pesticides should be discussed in the EIR.  DTSC 



Ms. Kristyn Bitz 
April 13, 2023 
Page 3 

recommends the current and former agricultural lands be evaluated in 
accordance with DTSC’s 2008 Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural 
Properties (Third Revision). 

DTSC appreciates the opportunity to comment on the EIR.  Should you need any 
assistance with an environmental investigation, please visit DTSC’s Site Mitigation and 
Restoration Program page to apply for lead agency oversight.  Additional information 
regarding voluntary agreements with DTSC can be found at DTSC’s Brownfield website.   

If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 255-3710 or via email at 
Gavin.McCreary@dtsc.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

 

Gavin McCreary, M.S. 
Project Manager 
Site Evaluation and Remediation Unit 
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 

cc: (via email) 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 
State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov 

Mr. Dave Kereazis 
Office of Planning & Environmental Analysis 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov 
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April 17, 2023  
 
Kristyn Bitz Associate Planner  
City of Galt Community Development Department - Planning  
495 Industrial Drive  
Galt, CA 95632  
 
Subject: Lippi Ranch (SAC202203044)  
 
Dear Kristyn Bitz:  
 
Thank you for providing the Lippi Ranch Subdivision Project Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for an initial Study to the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District (Sac Metro Air District) for review. The applicant is proposing a 94-lot tentative 
subdivision map, which requires a General Plan Amendment, Rezone, Tentative Subdivision Map, and 
Design Review. The 8.99-acre project site is located east of Freedom Boulevard/2nd Street, south of 3rd 
Street (at 626, 627, and 628 3rd Street), and west of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks in the City 
of Galt.  The proposed project would include demolition of all existing on-site structures; removal of 60 
trees, including four protected oak trees; and subsequent development of the site with 94 single-family 
residential units, five bioretention basins, landscaping, and an internal circulation network. We provided 
initial comments in a comment letter dated August 26, 2022 on this project (Attachment A) and 
comments on this NOP and Initial Study are provided below. 
 
Air Quality Discussion 
Please clarify what the concentrations are for each of the state and federal standards. Also, Sacramento 
County is in Attainment for the PM2.5 State and Federal Annual Standard and Non-Attainment for the 
Federal 24-hour standard (a State 24-hour std does not exist). For PM10 we are in non-attainment for 
both the 24-hour and annual state standards and in attainment for the federal 24-hour standard.  Please 
also note that federal standards are usually referred to as National Ambient Air Quality Standard 
(NAAQS) (and not Federal AAQS) and state standards in California are usually referred to as California 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) 

Recommendation: Prepare a Table that shows the federal and state standards and the 
corresponding designation for Sacramento County. This will make it easier to understand air 
quality concerns. 

 
The report incorrectly states that the attainment plans currently in effect for the SVAB is the 2013 
Attainment Plan. It should be clarified that there is no attainment plan currently in effect for the SVAB 
but there is an attainment plan currently in place for the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area 
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(SFNA) which includes the City of Galt.1 The attainment plan currently in effect for the SFNA is the 
Sacramento Regional 2008 NAAQS 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan2 
which has been approved by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (FR 86 58581). 

Recommendation: Clarify that the SFNA 2008 Ozone Attainment Plan is currently in effect for 
the area. 

 
The proposed project’s modeling assumed (see pg. 28) that construction would begin in May 2024 and 
occur over approximately one and a half years. Discussions regarding TAC emissions (see pg 32) also 
mention that they would occur over approximately a 1.5 year time period. This appears to be 
inconsistent with the CalEEMod Results in Appendix A which shows building construction occurring in 
2024, 2025, 2026 and 2027.  

Recommendation: Please make sure that the project’s modeling assumptions are consistent 
with the CalEEMod analysis (Appendix A). 

 
Air Quality Analysis  
Please make sure the CalEEMod Results (in Appendix A) are consistent with Table 3. In Table 3 ROG 
Operational emissions should be 8.92 lbs/day (and not 5.57 lbs/day) and NOx should be 4.84 lbs/day 
(and not 45.6 lbs/day). In Table 2, the Annual PM2.5 Thresholds of Significance for PM2.5 (should be 15 
tons/yr and not 14.6 tons/yr. 

Recommendation: Table 3 should be corrected to be consistent with the CalEEMod results and 
ROG operational emissions should be 8.92 lbs/day and NOx should be 4.84 lbs/day. The annual 
Thresholds of Significance for PM2.5 in Table 2 should be 15 tons/year. 

 
Construction 
We recommend that the project also explicitly include measures from our Basic Construction Emission 
Control Practices (BCEP),3 as mitigation. All projects undergoing CEQA review must implement the 
BCECP to use non-zero particulate matter thresholds of significance in our CEQA Guide. Also, as a 
reminder, all projects are subject to Sac Metro Air District rules and regulations in effect at the time of 
construction, including Rule 902 which concerns asbestos and demolition. Please visit our website to 
find a list of the most common rules that apply at the construction phase of projects.4  

 
1 City of Galt is within the boundaries of the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area (SFNA) which consists of 
Sacramento County, Yolo Solano Air Quality Management District (includes Yolo and Solano Counties), Placer 
County Air District, Feather River Air Quality Management District, and El Dorado Air Quality Management District. 
2 SFNA 2008 Attainment Plan: 
https://www.airquality.org/ProgramCoordination/Documents/Sac%20Regional%202008%20NAAQS%20Attainmen
t%20and%20RFP%20Plan.pdf 
3 Basic Construction Emission Practices: 
https://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/Ch3BasicEmissionControlPracticesBMPSFinal7-
2019.pdf 
4 Sac Metro Air District Rules and Regulations Statement:  
https://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/RulesAttachment10-2020Final.pdf 
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Recommendation: Include measures from our BCEP and ensure compliance with our rules and 
regulations.  

 
Please look at the August 26, 2022 letter (Attachment A) which discussed several recommendations that 
are still appropriate for this project.  These include: 

 All electric construction. 
 Toxic Air Contaminant emissions from the rail line and a vegetation buffer. 
 Urban Heat Island mitigation measures 

 
 
Please contact me at 279-207-1139 or at rmuzzy@airquality.org if you have any questions regarding 
these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Rich Muzzy Associate Air Quality Planner/Analyst 
 
cc: Paul Philley, AICP, Program Supervisor 
JJ Hurley, Associate Air Quality Planner/Analyst 
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August 26, 2022 
 
Kristyn Bitz 
Associate Planner 
City of Galt Community Development Department - Planning 
495 Industrial Drive 
Galt, CA 95632 
 
Subject: Lippi Ranch (PL041)(SAC202203044) 
 
Dear Kristyn Bitz:  
 
Thank you for providing the Lippi Ranch routing to the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District (Sac Metro Air District) for review. The applicant is proposing a 94-lot tentative 
subdivision map, which requires a General Plan Amendment, Rezone, Tentative Subdivision Map, and 
Design Review. The project is located at 626, 627, and 628 3rd Street on 8.99 acres. Sac Metro Air District 
commends the applicant for proposing a higher density urban infill development near the city center, 
which can encourage trips by walking and bicycling. Comments on the project to improve air quality, 
climate, and health follow.   
 
CEQA Review 
Due to the size of this project, it is not expected to result in significant air quality impacts related to 
construction or operational emissions of criteria pollutants. Sac Metro Air District recommends utilizing 
its Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County1 (CEQA Guide) when preparing the Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.  Greenhouse gas emissions should be addressed by 
demonstrating project consistency with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP). 
 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Infrastructure 
Sac Metro Air District recommends the emergency vehicle access road on the northwest corner of the 
project (alley 9) can be accessed by bicyclists and pedestrians. Infrastructure supporting bicycle and 
pedestrian travel is consistent with CAP Transportation Measures 1 & 2 and Galt General Plan Goals C-
6 and C-8 on Non-Motorized Transportation and Complete Streets. 
 
All-Electric Construction 
Sac Metro Air District encourages the applicant to consider building all-electric homes with no natural 
gas infrastructure. Operating buildings without burning natural gas provides substantial public health 
benefits. Homes in which gas stoves are used have nitrogen dioxide concentrations 50 to 400% higher 
than homes with electric stoves.2 Using a gas stove and oven for just an hour often leads to indoor air 
pollutant levels that exceed California’s ambient air quality standards.  This exposure to nitrogen dioxide 

 1 Sac Metro Air District CEQA Guide: https://www.airquality.org/Businesses/CEQA-Land-Use-Planning/CEQA-
Guidance-Tools  
2 Rocky Mountain Institute, Basalt, CO. Health Effects from Gas Stove Pollution  (2020) https://rmi.org/insight/gas-
stoves-pollution-health/ 

Attachment A
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can cause respiratory effects.  For example, in homes with gas stoves, children are at increased risk of 
having asthma by 42%.3 Eliminating the combustion of natural gas is critical to meeting statewide 
greenhouse gas emissions reductions goals and reducing greenhouse gas emissions communitywide is 
supported by CAP Building Efficiency Measure 1.    
 
Toxic Air Contaminant Exposure 
To reduce exposure of residents to toxic air contaminant emissions from the adjacent rail line, Sac 
Metro Air District recommends including a vegetation barrier along the eastern side of the project (HOA 
maintained landscaping areas, biofiltration basins, eastern side of units 41-44). The Sac Metro Air 
District’s Landscaping Guidance for Improving Air Quality Near Roadways4 (Landscaping Guidance) 
provides information on creating effective barriers and recommended tree and shrub species. If there is 
not enough room for a full barrier, use densely planted evergreen trees and shrubs to provide additional 
filtration.  
 
Urban Heat Island 
According to the Capital Region Transportation Sector Urban Heat Island Mitigation Project5 (UHI 
Project), the urban heat island effect already presents a serious challenge for our region.  Developed 
areas in Sacramento are 3 to 9 degrees Fahrenheit warmer than surrounding, undeveloped areas due to 
the built environment, such as pavements, roofs, and roads, which absorb and retain heat during the 
day.  Higher air temperatures increase the formation of ozone, a respiratory system irritant.  Extreme 
heat and extended heat waves can lead to health effects such as heat stress, heat stroke, and even heat 
mortality, especially for the elderly, the young, people working outdoors, people who are unhoused, 
people who are low income, and those with pre-existing health conditions.  The urban heat island 
results from converting undeveloped land to developed land but can be mitigated using cool roofs, cool 
pavements, trees and green infrastructure, and other strategies. 
 
To help mitigate this project's contribution to the urban heat island effect, the Sac Metro Air District 
recommends the following: 

 The landscaping plan incorporate as many trees as feasible to shade pavements and structures.  
A directory of air-quality supportive trees is available in the Sacramento Tree Foundation’s 
Shady Eighty guide,6 and a more extensive tree list is available on page 153 of the UHI Project 
Technical Analysis Report.7 Planting more trees than required by code supports CAP Land Use 
Measure 3. 

 3 University of California, Los Angeles, Department of Environmental Health Sciences Research, Effects of 
Residential Gas Appliances On Indoor and Outdoor Air Quality and Public Health in California (2020) 
https://ucla.app.box.com/s/xyzt8jc1ixnetiv0269qe704wu0ihif7 
4 Sac Metro Air District Landscaping Guidance: 
http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/LandscapingGuidanceforImprovingAirQualityNearR
oadwaysMay2020V2.pdf  
5 Urban Heat Island Mitigation Project website: https://urbanheat-smaqmd.hub.arcgis.com/  
6 Sacramento Tree Foundation Shady Eighty Guide: https://sactree.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Shady-80-
Trees-recommended-for-the-Sacramento-region.pdf  
7 Urban Heat Island Technical Analysis Report: 
http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/Altostratus_Final_Report.pdf  
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 All new pavements, including sidewalks, roads, and pedestrian paths have an albedo of at least 
0.25. The use of cool pavement8 supports Galt General Plan policy COS-7.6. 

 All new structures utilize certified cool roofs. The California Energy Commission's Title 24, Part 
6,9 suggests an aged solar reflectance of at least 0.63 for low-sloped roofs and at least 0.20 for 
steep-sloped roofs, and minimum thermal emittance of 0.75. The Cool Roof Rating Council 
provides a product directory10 of roofs.  

 
Construction 
All projects are subject to Sac Metro Air District rules in effect at the time of construction. A list of the 
most common construction related rules is available on the Sac Metro Air District’s website11. Projects 
undergoing CEQA review are required to implement Basic Construction Emission Control Practices, also 
available the Sac Metro Air District’s website12 to use the non-zero particulate matter CEQA thresholds 
of significance. 
 
Please contact me at 279-207-1131 or khuss@airquality.org if you have any questions regarding these 
comments. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Karen Huss 
Associate Air Quality Planner/Analyst 
 
cc:  Paul Philley, AICP, Program Supervisor 
  
 
 
 

 8 Cool pavement strategies: 
http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/SMAQMDRecommendedCoolPavementStrategies.
pdf  
9 2019 Title 24, Part 6 Standards: https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-06/CEC-400-2018-020-
CMF_0.pdf  
10 Cool Roofs Directory: https://coolroofs.org/directory  
11 List of common construction related rules: 
https://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/RulesAttachment10-2020Final.pdf  
12 Basic Construction Emission Control Practices:  
http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/Ch3BasicEmissionControlPracticesBMPSFinal7-
2019.pdf  



Via Electronic Mail 

March 23, 2023 

City of Galt Community Development Department 
ATTN: Kristyn Bitz, Associate Planner
495 Industrial Drive 
Galt, CA 95632 
kbitz@cityofgalt.org 

Re:  Earthjustice Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for Lippi Ranch Subdivision Project 

Earthjustice appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation of a 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Lippi Ranch Subdivision Project 
(“Project”), which contemplates development of 94 single-family residential units and associated 
landscaping.  Our initial comments focus on the importance of incorporating building 
electrification requirements into the Project.  New construction that relies on burning gas for end 
uses such as cooking and space and water heating has significant greenhouse gas (“GHG”), 
energy, and health impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).  All-
electric buildings avoid these impacts.  Moreover, all-electric buildings are typically less costly 
to construct due to avoided costs of gas infrastructure.  With the California Public Utilities 
Commission (“CPUC”) now ending subsidies for gas lines to new development, cost savings 
from all-electric construction will further increase.  Accordingly, to comply with CEQA’s 
obligation to adopt all feasible mitigation to reduce significant environmental impacts, the City 
must require an all-electric Project design that is not connected to the gas system.  

I. Projects Connecting to the Gas System Have Significant GHG, Energy and Public 
Health Impacts.  

A. The GHG Impacts of Projects Connecting to the Gas System Are Significant. 

CEQA requires a DEIR to identify all the significant impacts of a proposed project, 
including impacts from the project’s GHG emissions.1  One option to determine the significance 
of the Project’s GHG impacts is to apply a net-zero emissions threshold.  In addition to being 
CEQA-compliant, a net-zero threshold is also consistent with the severity of the climate crisis 
and the recognition that any increase in GHG emissions exacerbates the cumulative impacts of 
climate change.   

Another option is to apply the approach recently adopted by the Bay Area Quality 
Management District (“BAAQMD”).  In determining the significance of project impacts, a lead 

1 CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2; Appendix F.  
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agency “must ensure that CEQA analysis stays in step with evolving scientific knowledge and 
state regulatory schemes.”  Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of Gov’ts 
(2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 519.  To stay in step with evolving scientific knowledge and state policy, 
the Bay Area Quality Management District (“BAAQMD”) updated its previous CEQA GHG 
guidance for buildings this year to require all new projects to be built without natural gas and 
with no inefficient or wasteful energy usage in order to receive a finding of no significant 
impact.2  BAAQMD’s previous 1,100 MT GHG significance threshold was derived from 
Assembly Bill (“AB”) 32’s 2020 GHG reduction targets, but did not reflect later developments, 
such as Senate Bill (“SB”) 32’s requirement to reduce GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 
2030, nor Executive Order B-55-18’s requirement to achieve carbon neutrality by 2045.3  As 
BAAQMD properly noted in its justifications for its updated GHG threshold, “[f]or California to 
successfully eliminate natural gas usage by 2045, it will need to focus available resources on 
retrofitting existing natural gas infrastructure.  This task will become virtually impossible if we 
continue to build more natural gas infrastructure that will also need to be retrofit within the next 
few years.”4   

Even outside of BAAQMD’s jurisdiction, the analysis supporting its zero-gas threshold 
provides substantial evidence to support an EIR’ s finding of significance, particularly where, as 
here, GHGs are a globally dispersed pollutant.  Indeed, state agencies have made similar findings 
regarding the incompatibility of gas in new construction with achievement of state climate 
requirements.  As the California Energy Commission (“CEC”) determined in its 2018 Integrated 
Energy Policy Report (“IEPR”) Update: 

New construction projects, retrofitting existing buildings, and 
replacing appliances and other energy-consuming equipment 
essentially lock in energy system infrastructure for many years. As 
a result, each new opportunity for truly impactful investment in 
energy efficiency and fuel choice is precious. If the decisions made 
for new buildings result in new and continued fossil fuel use, it 
will be that much more difficult for California to meet its GHG 
emission reduction goals. Parties planning new construction have 
the opportunity instead to lock in a zero- or low-carbon emission 
outcome that will persist for decades.5   

 
2 See BAAQMD, Justification Report: CEQA Thresholds for Evaluating the Significance of Climate 
Impacts from Land Use Projects and Plans, at 11 (Apr. 2022) (“BAAQMD 2022 Update”), 
https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa-thresholds-2022/justification-
report-pdf.pdf?la=en.  
3 See BAAQMD, CEQA Guidelines Update, Proposed Thresholds of Significance at 10-22 (Dec 7, 2009), 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/proposed-thresholds-of-significance-
dec-7-09.pdf?la=en (explaining methodology for previous project-level GHG threshold). 
4 Justification Report at 12. 
5 CEC, 2018 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update, Vol. II at 18 (Jan. 2019)(“2018 IEPR Update”), 
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/getdocument.aspx?tn=226392  
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Consistent with the CEC’s findings, the California Public Utilities Commission 
(“CPUC”) recently adopted a Decision that would end gas line extension allowances, finding that 
“gas line subsidies encourage gas use by providing incentives to builders to install more gas 
appliances, perpetuating a continued reliance on the gas system both now and over the life of the 
appliance, and offsetting if not reversing any GHG emission reduction benefits secured through 
other decarbonization measures.”6  Accordingly, the CPUC found, subsidies for these new gas 
connections “work against today’s climate goals and conflict[] with SB 32 and 1477.”7  This 
reflects the growing consensus that aggressive electrification will be needed to achieve the 
state’s climate goals.  Indeed, the 2022 Title 24 update already requires heat pumps as a baseline 
for either space or water heating in single-family homes, as well as a heat pump space heating 
standard for new muti-family homes and businesses.8  In addition, any new mixed-fuel single-
family homes must already be electric-ready so they can “easily convert from natural gas to 
electric in the future.”9   

Earthjustice strongly cautions against using approaches to determine the significance of 
Project GHG impacts that involve comparisons against “business-as-usual” emissions or a per 
capita emissions metric.  In Center for Biological Diversity v. Cal. Dept of Fish & Wildlife 
(2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, the California Supreme Court held that determining the significance of 
project GHG impacts by comparing project emissions with emissions under a business-as-usual 
scenario derived from statewide emissions reduction goals under AB 32 lacked substantial 
evidence.  For similar reasons, use of statewide per capita emissions metrics to determine the 
significance of project emissions has also been rejected for the purpose of determining project 
GHG impacts under CEQA.  As the court held in Golden Door Properties LLC, “using a 
statewide criterion requires substantial evidence and reasoned explanation to close the analytical 
gap left by the assumption that the ‘level of effort required in one [statewide] context . . . will 
suffice in the other, a specific land use development.’”  Golden Door Properties LLC v. County 
of San Diego (2018) 27 Cal.App.5th 892, 904 (quoting Center for Biological Diversity, 62 
Cal.4th at 227).  While use of a statewide per capita metric to determine the significance of GHG 
impacts may be useful for a General Plan, which examines collective community emissions of 
existing and proposed new development, it is not appropriate for projects that only govern new 
development.   

 

 

 
6 D.22-09-026, Phase III Decision Eliminating Gas Line Extension Allowances, Ten-Year Refundable 
Payment Option, and Fifty Percent Discount Payment Option Under Gas Line Extension Rules, at 27 
(Sep. 20, 2022), https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M496/K987/496987290.PDF.  
7 Id. 
8 See CEC, 2022 Building Energy Efficiency Standards Summary, at 9 (Aug. 2021), 
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-
08/CEC_2022_EnergyCodeUpdateSummary_ADA.pdf. 
9 Id. 
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B. The Energy Impacts of Projects Connecting to the Gas System are 
Significant.  

A key purpose of the evaluation of project energy impacts under CEQA is “decreasing 
reliance on fossil fuels, such as coal, natural gas and oil.”10  Addressing energy impacts of 
proposed projects requires more than mere compliance with Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards.11  Including gas hook-ups in new projects, and thereby perpetuating reliance on fossil 
fuels, is contrary to California’s energy objectives and should be considered a significant impact 
under CEQA.   

In addition to the lock-in effect discussed above and its perpetuation of reliance on fossil 
fuel infrastructure, gas appliances are also inherently wasteful because they are significantly less 
efficient than their electric alternatives.  Heat pumps for space and water heating are 
substantially more efficient than their gas counterparts.  Because heat pumps use electricity to 
move heat around rather than creating heat, their efficiency is far greater than 100 percent 
(energy services delivered are much greater than energy input).  For example, gas water heaters 
advertised by Rheem, a major water heating manufacturer, have uniform efficiency factor 
(“UEF”) of 0.58 – 0.83.12  In contrast, Rheem’s heat pump water heaters have UEFs between 3.7 
and 4.0, making them roughly four to seven times more efficient than gas alternatives.13  As 
recognized by the CEC, “[u]sing heat pumps for space and water heating, as well as other uses, is 
cost-effective in the long run simply because electrification technologies can be significantly 
more efficient than natural gas technologies.”14  Given the low inherent efficiencies of gas space 
and water heating as compared to heat pump options, homes that continue to rely on gas cannot 
be reasonably construed as “the wise and efficient use of energy” and therefore result in 
significant energy impacts under CEQA.   

 

C. The Health/Air Quality Impacts of Projects Connecting to the Gas System 
are Significant. 

CEQA also requires consideration of “health and safety problems” that may result from a 
project’s emissions.15  Indeed, Section III.(d) of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines 
specifically asks a lead agency to evaluate if the project would “[e]xpose sensitive receptors to 

 
10 CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F, Sec. I. 
11 See California Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4th 173, 211. 
12 Rheem, Gas Water Heaters, https://www.rheem.com/products/residential/water-
heating/tank/residential_gas/.  
13 Rheem, Professional Prestige Series ProTerra Hybrid Electric Water Heater with LeakGuard, 
https://www.rheem.com/group/rheem-hybrid-electric-water-heater-professional-prestige-series-hybrid-
electric-water-heater.  
14 2018 IEPR Update at 32. 
15 CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2; see also Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502, 520 
(requiring an EIR to not only discuss air quality impacts and human health impacts separately, but to draw 
a connection between the two segments of information, to “meet CEQA’s requirements.”).  
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substantial pollutant concentrations.”16  The health and safety hazards of gas-burning appliances 
in buildings are well-documented by the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”), the CEC, 
and numerous peer-reviewed academic studies.  In a Board-adopted resolution, CARB 
determined that that “cooking emissions, especially from gas stoves, are associated with 
increased respiratory disease.”17  Children in homes with gas stoves are particularly at risk.  A 
meta-analysis examining the association between gas stoves and childhood asthma found that 
“children in homes with gas stoves have a 42 percent increased risk of experiencing asthma 
symptoms (current asthma)” and “a 24 percent increased risk of ever being diagnosed with 
asthma by a doctor (lifetime asthma).”18  Other health effects observed in children from exposure 
to nitrogen dioxide (“NOx”), which is a byproduct of gas combustion, include cardiovascular 
effects, increased susceptibility to allergens and lung infections, irritated airways and other 
aggravated respiratory symptoms, and learning deficits.19  As found repeatedly by peer-reviewed 
studies, combustion of gas in household appliances produces harmful indoor air pollution, 
including carbon monoxide, nitric oxide and nitrogen dioxide, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, and 
ultrafine particles, often in excess of the levels set out by the California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards and the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.20  CARB has therefore recognized 
“the conclusion of recent studies that 100 percent electrification of natural gas appliances in 
California would result in significant health benefits.”21  Accordingly, projects that permit gas 
appliances such as stoves have significant air quality impacts under CEQA.  

 
16 CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Sec. III(d).  
17 CARB, Combustion Pollutants & Indoor Air Quality, https://perma.cc/J6YH-VVZH (as of March 30, 
2022).  
18 Brady Seals & Andee Krasner, Gas Stoves: Health and Air Quality Impacts and Solutions, Rocky 
Mountain Institute, Physicians for Social Responsibility, and Sierra Club, at 13 (2020), 
https://rmi.org/insight/gas-stoves-pollution-health/. 
19 Id.  
20 See, e.g., Jennifer M. Logue et al., Pollutant Exposures from Natural Gas Cooking Burners: A 
Simulation-Based Assessment for Southern California, 122 Env’t Health Perspectives 43, 43–50 (2014), 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1306673 (modeling exposure rates for gas stove pollutants and finding that 
“62%, 9%, and 53% of occupants are routinely exposed to NO2, CO, and HCHO levels that exceed acute 
health-based standards and guidelines” and that “reducing pollutant exposures from [gas stoves] should 
be a public health priority.”); John Manuel, A Healthy Home Environment?, 107 Env’tl. Health 
Perspectives 352, 352–57 (1999), https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.99107a352 (finding that gas furnaces and 
other gas appliances can be sources of unsafe indoor carbon monoxide concentrations); Nasim A. Mullen 
et al., Impact of Natural Gas Appliances on Pollutant Levels in California Homes, Lawrence Berkeley 
Nat’l Lab’y (Dec. 2012), https://eta-
publications.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/impact_of_natural_gas_appliances.pdf (finding that concentrations 
of NO2, NOx, and carbon monoxide were associates with use of gas appliances); Dr. Zhu et al., Effects of 
Residential Gas Appliances on Indoor and Outdoor Air Quality and Public Health in California, UCLA 
Fielding School of Pub. Health, (Apr. 2020), 
https://ucla.app.box.com/s/xyzt8jc1ixnetiv0269qe704wu0ihif7 (finding that gas combustion appliances 
are associated with higher concentrations of NO2, NOx, CO, fine particulate matter, and formaldehyde in 
indoor air, and discussing the health impacts of acute and chronic exposure to each pollutant). 
21 CARB Resolution 20-32, California Indoor Air Quality Program Update, at 2 (Nov. 19, 2020), 
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/board/res/2020/res20-32.pdf. 
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Gas appliances contribute to indoor air pollution even when they are not turned on.  A 
recent study sampling the gas supply to home appliances also found additional harmful 
pollutants present, including the Hazardous Air Pollutants benzene and hexane in 95% and 98% 
of samples, respectively, among others.22  These pollutants have serious health impacts, 
particularly given that residential appliances can last for upwards of ten years, and residents may 
be repeatedly exposed to their pollution multiple times daily.  For example, in addition to being a 
known carcinogen, non-cancer long-term health effects of exposure to benzene include “harmful 
effects on the bone marrow,” “excessive bleeding,” and can compromise the immune system.23  
Similarly, “[c]hronic inhalation exposure to hexane is associated with sensorimotor 
polyneuropathy in humans, with numbness in the extremities, muscular weakness, blurred vision, 
headache, and fatigue,” and animal studies have shown “pulmonary lesions” as well as damage 
to reproductive organs following chronic inhalation exposure.24  These pollutants were present in 
the gas supplied to home appliances prior to combustion, and a 2022 study also found that most 
gas stoves leak supply gas “continuously” even while turned off.25   

 

II. Building Electrification is Feasible and Effective Mitigation to Reduce Project 
GHG, Energy, and Health Impacts.  

A lead agency may not lawfully approve a project where “there are feasible alternatives 
or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen [its] significant 
environmental effects.”26 Only when feasible mitigation measures have been exhausted may an 
agency find that overriding considerations exist that outweigh the significant environmental 
effects. 27  This mandate—to avoid, minimize and mitigate significant adverse effects where 
feasible—has been described as the “most important” provision of the law.28 

Eliminating natural gas use in new buildings is feasible mitigation that will substantially 
lessen the Project’s GHG, energy, and air quality/health impacts.  For example, in Residential 
Building Electrification in California, Energy and Environmental Economics (“E3”) determined 
that “electrification is found to reduce total greenhouse gas emissions in single family homes by 

 
22 Drew R. Michanowicz et al., Home is Where the Pipeline Ends: Characterization of Volatile Organic 
Compounds Present in Natural Gas at the Point of the Residential End User, Environ. Sci. Technol. 
2022, 56, 10258–10268 at 10262 (Jun. 2022), https://pubs.acs.org/doi/pdf/10.1021/acs.est.1c08298.  
23 See Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Facts about Benzene, 
https://emergency.cdc.gov/agent/benzene/basics/facts.asp#:~:text=(Long%2Dterm%20exposure%20mean
s%20exposure,increasing%20the%20chance%20for%20infection. 
24 U.S. Env. Prot. Agency, Hexane, https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-
09/documents/hexane.pdf.  
25 Eric D. Lebel, et al., Methane and NOx Emissions from Natural Gas Stoves, Cooktops, and Ovens in 
Residential Homes, Environ. Sci. Technol. 2022, 56, 4, at 2534 (Jan. 27, 2022), 
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.1c04707.  
26 Pub. Res. Code § 21002.   
27 Id. § 21081; see also CEQA Guidelines 15091(a). 
28 Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council, 222 Cal. App. 3d 30, 41 (1990). 
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approximately 30 to 60 percent in 2020, relative to a natural gas-fueled home.”29  Moreover, 
“[a]s the carbon intensity of the grid decreases over time, these savings are estimated to increase 
to approximately 80 to 90 percent by 2050, including the impacts of upstream methane leakage 
and refrigerant gas leakage from air conditioners and heat pumps.”30  As shown in the graph 
below, the GHG savings from heat pumps are substantial today and will only increase as 
California continues to decarbonize its grid as required under SB 100.  

31 

In contrast, because gas appliances will generate the same level of pollution over their 
lifetime, their emissions relative to electric alternatives will increase over time and increasingly 
interfere with achievement of California’s climate objectives.  

Numerous local jurisdictions have also adopted all-electric building policies for a variety 
of building types, demonstrating the feasibility of all-electric new construction.  For example, 
San Francisco adopted an ordinance effective June 2021 prohibiting gas in new construction for 
all building types, with narrow exceptions.32  Several other California municipalities have 

 
29 E3, Residential Building Electrification in California, at iv (Apr. 2019), https://www.ethree.com/wp-
content/uploads/2019/04/E3_Residential_Building_Electrification_in_California_April_2019.pdf.  
30 Id.  
31Amber Mahone et al., What If Efficiency Goals Were Carbon Goals, at 9-7, American Council for an 
Energy-Efficient Economy (2016),  https://aceee.org/files/proceedings/2016/data/papers/9_284.pdf.   
32 San Francisco Building Code § 106A.1.17.1, 
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_building/0-0-0-92027.  
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adopted similar legislation, including Berkeley, San Luis Obispo, Half Moon Bay, and the City 
of Los Angeles.33 

All-electric new construction is also a feasible mitigation measure to avoid the health 
impacts of gas, particularly the indoor air pollution impacts in residential buildings.  For 
example, Marin Clean Energy developed its Low-Income Families and Tenants (“LIFT”) Pilot 
Program to reduce energy burdens and improve quality of life for residents in income-qualified 
multifamily properties through energy efficiency, electrification, and health, safety, and comfort 
upgrades.34  An evaluation of the LIFT Pilot found that on a per dwelling basis, participants who 
received heat pump replacements for gas or propane heating equipment saw reductions of 
greenhouse gases by over one ton of CO2 per dwelling, NOx reductions of close to 1 pound, and 
carbon monoxide reductions of more than 2 pounds.35  Notably, because the national health and 
safety limit for carbon monoxide is 1 pound annually, residents had been living with unsafe 
carbon monoxide levels. Heat pump installation virtually eliminated this pollution source.36  In 
addition to direct health benefits from reduced pollution, tenants reported increased comfort, 
with “indoor air temperature being just right even on very hot days,” better air quality and 
reduced noise.37  Electrifying gas end uses in buildings demonstrably mitigates not only building 
emissions but their associated health and safety impacts.  

All-electric building design is also economically feasible under CEQA.  When 
considering economic feasibility of alternatives under CEQA, courts consider “whether the 
marginal costs of the alternative as compared to the cost of the proposed project are so great that 
a reasonably prudent [person] would not proceed with the [altered project].”38  That is, even if an 
alternative is more expensive than the original plan, “[t]he fact that an alternative may be more 

 
33 See, e.g., San Luis Obispo Ordinance No. 1717, 
http://opengov.slocity.org/WebLink/DocView.aspx?id=162695&dbid=0&repo=CityClerk, (prohibiting 
natural gas in new construction effective January 1, 2023, with narrow commercial availability and 
viability exceptions); Los Angeles Ordinance No. 187714 (approved Dec. 10, 2022) (requiring all newly 
constructed buildings to be all-electric with narrow exceptions for certain food service establishments, 
effective January 23, 2023), https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2022/22-0151_ord_187714_1-23-23.pdf; 
Half Moon Bay Municipal Code § 14.06.030, 
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/HalfMoonBay/#!/HalfMoonBay14/HalfMoonBay1406.html#14.06.
030, (requiring all-electric construction for all new buildings, effective March 17, 2022).  See also Sierra 
Club, California’s Cities Lead the Way on Pollution-Free Homes and Buildings, 
https://www.sierraclub.org/articles/2021/07/californias-cities-lead-way-pollution-free-homes-and-
buildings, (running list of California municipalities with gas-free buildings commitments and 
electrification building codes). 
34 DNV, MCE Low-Income Families and Tenants Pilot Program Evaluation at 1 (Aug 5. 2021), 
https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/MCE-Low-Income-Families-and-Tenants-
Pilot-Program-Evaluation_08262022.pdf. 
35 Id. at 28. 
36 Id. at 29. 
37 Id. at 4, 35. 
38 SPRAWLDEF v. San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Comm’n (2014) 226 Cal. App. 4th 
905, 918 (citing Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal. App. 4th 587, 600). 
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expensive or less profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially 
infeasible.”39  

All-electric building design for new construction is financially feasible because it is now 
cheaper than mixed-fuel construction.40  The CEC has found that capital costs for all-electric 
single family homes are “several thousand dollars less expensive than mixed-fuel homes.”41  For 
mid-rise multi-family homes, “[a]n average reduction of $3,300 per unit was found” by avoiding 
the costs of gas piping, venting, and trenching to connect to the gas system.42  Indeed, as noted in 
Redwood Energy’s A Zero Emissions All-Electric Multifamily Construction Guide,  “[i]n the 
downtown of a city like Los Angeles, just trenching and piping gas to an apartment building in a 
busy street can cost $140,000.”43  Moreover, there are additional embedded savings from faster 
build-out (related to not having to install gas plumbing and piping inside of the home), and by 
installing one heat pump instead of a separate furnace and air conditioning.  As the CPUC is 
eliminating gas line extension allowances for all customer classes starting in July 2023, the 
infrastructure buildout to support gas hookups will raise costs of projects connecting to the gas 
system even more than before, when line extensions were subsidized.44  Additionally, as 
discussed above, the 2022 update to the Title 24 Building Code already requires heat pumps as a 
baseline for space or water heating, and requires panel upgrades and other space modifications in 
any new mixed-fuel homes to ensure they are electric-ready when they inevitably convert to all-
electric.45  As a result, mixed-fuel design in new construction is likely less financially feasible 
than all-electric design, in addition to imposing significant GHG, energy, and health impacts.  

Now is the critical window for the City to jump-start this transition away from gas to 
clean energy buildings.  CEQA is an essential vehicle to take all feasible action to reduce GHGs 

 
39 Id. (citing Center for Biological Diversity v. Cty. of San Bernardino (2010) 185 Cal. App. 4th 866, 
833). 
40 See CARB, Draft 2022 Scoping Plan, Appendix F: Building Decarbonization, at 14–15 (May 2022) 
(finding that “all-electric new construction is one of the most cost-effective near-term applications for 
building decarbonization efforts,” and that all-electric new construction is crucial in particular because “it 
is less costly to build, avoids new pipeline costs to ratepayers, and avoids expensive retrofits later.”), 
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-05/2022-draft-sp-appendix-f-building-decarbonization.pdf.  
41 See CEC, Final 2021 Integrated Energy Policy Report Volume I: Building Decarbonization at 89 (Feb. 
2022), https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=241599, (citing E3, Residential Building 
Electrification in California: Consumer Economics, Greenhouse Gases and Grid Impacts, 
https://www.ethree.com/wp-
content/uploads/2019/04/E3_Residential_Building_Electrification_in_California_April_2019.pdf.). 
42 CEC, California Building Decarbonization Assessment, at 83 (Aug. 13, 2021) (“CEC Building 
Decarbonization Assessment”), https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=239311.  
43 Redwood Energy, A Zero Emissions All-Electric Multifamily Construction Guide at 2 (2019), 
https://fossilfreebuildings.org/ElectricMFGuide.pdf  
44 R. 19-01-011, Phase III Decision Eliminating Gas Line Extension Allowances, Ten-Year Refundable 
Payment Option, and Fifty Percent Discount Payment Option Under Gas Line Extension Rules, (Aug. 8, 
2022), https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M496/K415/496415627.PDF. 
45 See CEC, 2022 Building Energy Efficiency Standards Summary, at 9 (Aug. 2021), 
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-
08/CEC_2022_EnergyCodeUpdateSummary_ADA.pdf.  
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and limit further expansion of gas infrastructure.  To comply with CEQA, we urge incorporation 
of all-electric building design into the Project.   

Please contact Rebecca Barker at rbarker@earthjustice.org, and Matt Vespa at 
mvespa@earthjustice.org with any questions or concerns, and please include each of us in future 
notifications on the Project’s development.   
 
Sincerely, 

Matt Vespa 
Senior Attorney 
Earthjustice  
50 California Street, Suite 500 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Email: mvespa@earthjustice.org 
Telephone: (415) 217-2123 

 

Rebecca Barker 
Senior Associate Attorney 
Earthjustice 
50 California Street, Suite 500 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Email: rbarker@earthjustice.org  
Telephone: (415) 217-2056 

 
 

 
 

 

 



To Kristyn Bitz, Associate Planner 

City of Galt Community Development Department 

 

 

 

We, the Galt Area Historical Society,  Amadeo Lippi House as part of the proposed 
Lippi Ranch Subdivision.  

In the past, the City of Galt has done a less-than-stellar job of preserving historical structures. Buildings such as the 
Wright House, the Peter Planalp House, the Sego Milk Plant, and the Obed Harvey House have been demolished in the 
name of progress because no one had the foresight to declare these and other buildings as historic treasures. The Lippi 
House is now on the chopping block. 

Here is some background on the Lippi House. Amadeo, a vintner from Vorno, Italy, saw a need for fresh vegetables for 
the hotels and the private homes in the area, so he began a truck garden, “Galt Gardens,” and delivered fresh vegetables 
from his farm. Later, he added grapes to his ranch and made wine, so the Galt Winery was born. The couple raised two 
boys and three girls. Their son, George, was killed in World War I in France and was the only casualty from Galt. Amadeo 

trustee and vice president of the Bank of Galt. 

’s granddaughter, Eugenia Olson, lived most of her life in the Lippi family home. According to the Galt Herald, 
“ ears in the Galt Joint Union Elementary School District, four years of which she was a teaching principal of 
Galt Primary School on E Street, Genie went to the Galt Joint Union High School District where she taught for 25 years. 
Her classes included English, drama, speech, chorus, and student council. During the Galt Centennial, she created a Galt 
High student chorus, known as the Centennaires, who performed at civic events. 

The last 10 years of her career were spent as principal/counselor at Estrellita Con

the 
second provided a classroom and full-

, and management.” 

In 1985, as the granddaughter of Galt pioneer farmer Amadeo Lippi, Genie became one of the founding members of the 
Galt Area Historical Society. The society began in May 1986, when four people met to discuss the need to preserve and 
restore the history of Galt and the surrounding towns. Those four people became the society’s founding members, 
Eugenia Olson, Orvell Fletcher, Beatrice Orr Smithson, and Margaret Greer. The founders began organizing volunteers 
who had the same passion as they did and, by October 1987, there were 52 charter members.  

the Amadeo Lippi House. 

 

 


