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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
ES.1

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE FINAL SEIR

The primary purpose of this Final SEIR is to satisfy CEQA requirements by addressing the
environmental effects specific to the proposed General Plan Amendment, Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Plan, and associated Development Code Amendment (referred to collectively
hereafter as the proposed project). The Final SEIR will address the environmental effects of
implementing the proposed project in light of the previous environmental review in the San
Bernardino County General Plan Program EIR (General Plan EIR) as provided for under CEQA
Guidelines 15162 and 15163. Specifically, the Final SEIR evaluates whether the proposed project
would result in new significant environmental effects not previously addressed in the San
Bernardino County General Plan Program EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2005101038) or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant environmental effects
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(1). Implementation of the proposed GHG Plan
will address climate change and greenhouse gas emissions impacts associated with the County
of San Bernardino 2007 General Plan.

ES.2

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The County of San Bernardino is proposing a General Plan Amendment and associated
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan (GHG Plan). The project also includes a Development Code
Amendment that will provide specific procedures for implementing development-related
provisions of the GHG Plan. The focus of the Final SEIR is the environmental effects of County
implementation of the GHG Plan.

ES.3

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY

The analysis provided in this Final SEIR evaluates whether the changes to the General Plan and its
implementation would alter the conclusions of the previous General Plan EIR alternatives
analysis.
The Draft SEIR also evaluates alternatives specifically associated with the
implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment, GHG Plan, and associated
Development Code Amendment in order to avoid or substantially lessen the increased severity
of significant and unavoidable environmental effects identified. These alternatives are
summarized briefly below.
General Plan EIR Alternative No.1 – No Project Alternative – Under Alternative No. 1, the
General Plan would retain the 1989 General Plan, as amended but would not include
the Community Plans developed as part of the proposed project, nor would the County
Development Code be updated. This Alternative would allow for a population of about
415,000 people in County unincorporated territory.
General Plan EIR Alternative No.2 – Reduced Development Alternative - Under Alternative
No. 2 the County General Plan would only be updated to provide for the growth of the
County by 200,000 people, not the approximately 415,000 people that would be
accommodated by the of the 2007 General Plan. General Plan goals and policies would
also be updated as they would as part of the 2007 General Plan.
General Plan EIR Alternative No.3 – Future Growth In Cities Sphere-Of-Influence
Alternative - Under Alternative No. 3 the County General Plan would be updated to
accommodate the growth in the County by approximately 409,000 people. However, all
the new growth in the County would only occur within the adopted spheres-of-influence
of the cities within the County. This Alternative includes the revision to the General Plan
goals and policies, although the goals and policies would be somewhat different than
County of San Bernardino
September 2011
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
the goals and policies included as part of the 2007 General Plan since all new growth in
the County would only occur within city spheres-of-influence.
SEIR Alternative No. 1 - No Project Alternative - Under this alternative, the proposed San
Bernardino General Plan Amendment, Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan (GHG Plan), and
associated Development Code is not adopted and the General Plan and Development
Code would remain as they are currently adopted. This alternative is consistent with
CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(e)(3)(A).
SEIR Alternative No. 2 – Renewable Energy Generating Facility Restriction Alternative - This
alternative is similar to the proposed project and would implement the reduction
measures that are proposed in the General Plan Amendment, Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Plan (GHG Plan), and associated Development Code Amendment. However,
this alternative differs from the proposed project by adding development standards
beyond what is included in the proposed project to reduce the impacts to three
resources, specifically aesthetic and visual resources, agricultural resources and
biological resources.
Alternative 2 would include additional Development Code
provisions to Chapter 84.29 (Renewable Energy Generating Facilities) by adding
standards that would substantially restrict the location of renewable energy generating
facilities in a manner that would substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable
impacts to aesthetic and visual resources, agricultural resources and biological resources
that would result from the proposed project.

ES.4

RELATIONSHIP TO THE PREVIOUS GENERAL PLAN AND EIR

The County of San Bernardino 2007 General Plan contains a series of linked documents,
including the General Plan text and a series of land use, hazard, circulation, and resource
overlay maps, a separately bound Housing Element, the community plans, and the background
reports. Additionally, the General Plan lists various implementation tools that are incorporated as
separate policies and documents. The General Plan EIR analyzed the impacts associated with
the development of the General Plan.
The proposed project includes an amendment to the 2007 General Plan, adding a specific
policy for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, pursuant to which policy the GHG Plan is
proposed to be adopted. The GHG Plan will act as an implementation tool similar to those
described in the General Plan to guide development in the county by focusing on attaining the
various goals and policies of the General Plan and all community plans relative to greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions and to achieve the goals outlined above. The reduction measures
described in the GHG Plan will be consistent with the goals, policies, and programs contained in
the General Plan.
This Final SEIR is prepared as a Supplemental EIR to the certified General Plan Program EIR,
pursuant to the provisions of CEQA Guidelines sections 15162 and 15163. A supplemental EIR
augments a previously certified EIR, and contains only the analysis necessary to respond to the
proposed project changes that trigger the need for environmental review. Thus this Final SEIR
assesses whether the proposed General Plan Amendment, and the associated GHG Plan and
proposed Development Code amendments, would result in new or substantially more severe
significant environmental impacts.

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report
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ES.5

EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

CEQA Guidelines Section 15128 requires an EIR to briefly describe any possible significant effects
that were determined not to be significant and were therefore not discussed in detail in the
Draft SEIR. For purposes of this Final SEIR, the following topics were eliminated from further
evaluation in the scoping phase of the supplemental environmental analysis because the
revisions to the project or changed conditions would not have a substantial effect on these
resources beyond what was evaluated in the General Plan EIR: geology and soils, land use and
planning, mineral resources, population and housing, and recreation.

ES.6

ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED AND AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

Chapter 1.0, Introduction, provides a description of issues that have been identified to date
since release of the Notice of Preparation. These issues include having the GHG Plan consider
utilizing a per capita reduction target for greenhouse gas emissions, ensuring that the reduction
measures in the GHG Plan are enforceable and quantified and address all options, and that the
EIR address biological resources, water supply, and land use.

ES.7

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Table ES-1 provides a summary of project impacts and mitigation measures identified in the Final
SEIR. Changes to mitigation measures identified in the table below are as a result of comments
made on the Draft SEIR and are underlined.
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ES-3

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in significant and unavoidable
impacts associated in glare and nighttime
lighting (General Plan EIR Impact AES-3).
Implementation of General Plan policy
provisions
and
the
continued
implementation of the County Development
Code would generally ensure that
implementation of the proposed Project
would not increase the severity of nighttime
lighting impacts. However, subsequent
implementation of GHG Plan reduction
measures that provide for renewable energy

Impact 3.1.2

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in significant and unavoidable
impacts to scenic vistas, scenic resources,
and the existing scenic character of the
county (General Plan EIR Impacts AES-1 and
2). Implementation of General Plan policy
provisions
and
the
continued
implementation of the County Development
Code would generally ensure that
implementation of the proposed Project
would not result in an increased severity of
these impacts. However, subsequent
implementation of GHG Plan reduction
measures that provide for renewable energy
facilities could result in an increased
severity of scenic impacts beyond what was
considered in the General Plan EIR.

Impact 3.1.1

3.1 Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Impact

ES-4

Substantially increase
the severity of this
impact, which was
previously identified in
the General Plan EIR as
a significant and
unavoidable impact.

Substantially increase
the severity of this
impact, which was
previously identified in
the General Plan EIR as
a significant and
unavoidable impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

MM 3.1.2

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

Substantial increase
in severity of this
impact that would
result from the
proposed Project is a
significant and
unavoidable impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

Solar energy facilities shall
be designed to preclude
daytime glare on any
abutting residential land use
zoning district, residential
parcel, or public right-ofway.

Development
Code
Section
84.29.040
(Solar
Energy
Development Standards) shall be
amended
to
include
the
following standard for glare:

Mitigation Measure

None available.

TABLE ES-1
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The General Plan EIR did not evaluate
potential physical environmental effects to
forest lands resulting from implementation
of the General Plan as such provisions of
Appendix G did not exist at the time the
General
Plan
EIR
was
prepared.
Implementation of General Plan policy
provisions
and
the
continued
implementation of the County Development
Code would ensure that implementation of
the proposed Project would not result in
forest impacts.

Impact 3.2.2

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in significant and unavoidable
impacts to agricultural uses in the county
due to urban expansion and economic
considerations (General Plan EIR Impacts
AG-1 and 2). Implementation of General
Plan policy provisions and the continued
implementation of the County Development
Code would generally ensure that
implementation of the proposed Project
would not result in an increased severity of
these impacts. However, renewable energy
generating facilities promoted by the GHG
Plan reduction measures are an allowed use
in the Agriculture Zone and could result in
increased severity of agricultural use
impacts beyond what was considered in the
General Plan EIR.

Impact 3.2.1

3.2 Agricultural and Forestry Resources

facilities could result in an increased
severity of daytime glare beyond what was
considered in the General Plan EIR.

Impact

ES-5

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

Substantially increase
the severity of this
impact, which was
previously identified in
the General Plan EIR as
a significant and
unavoidable impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Work with transmission line
providers and developers to
design and cite supporting
off-site facilities such as
transmission lines, in a
manner that will allow for
continued use of adjoining
agricultural operations as
long as the agricultural
operations do not interfere
with the transmission rightor-way.

Development
Code
Chapter
84.29
(Renewable
Energy
Generation Facilities) shall be
amended
to
include
the
following standard:

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

Substantial increase
in severity of this
impact that would
result from the
proposed Project is a
significant and
unavoidable impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

None required.

MM 3.2.1

Mitigation Measure

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in significant and unavoidable
impacts to air quality (General Plan EIR
Impacts AQ-1, 2, and 3). Implementation of
General Plan policy provisions and the
continued implementation of the County
Development Code would generally ensure
that implementation of the proposed
General Plan Amendment, GHG Plan, and
associated Development Code Amendment
would not result in increased severity of
these impacts. In addition, implementation
of these General Plan and Development
Code provisions would ensure that
construction air pollutant emissions are
addressed.

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA Findings found that, despite the
imposition of certain mitigation measures,
impacts to some sensitive and special-status
species and their associated habitat and
migratory
corridors
resulting
from
implementation of the 2007 General Plan
cannot be fully mitigated to a level below
significance (General Plan EIR Impacts
BIO-1, 2, 3, 8, 9, 13, 14, and 16).
Implementation of General Plan policy
provisions
and
the
continued
implementation of the County Development
Code would generally ensure that
implementation of the proposed Project
does not result in an increased severity of

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

Impact 3.4.1

3.4 Biological Resources

Impact 3.3.1

3.3 Air Quality

Impact

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES-6

Substantially increase
the severity of this
impact, which was
previously identified in
the General Plan EIR as
a significant and
unavoidable impact.

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

MM 3.4.1a

None required.

Substantial increase
in severity of this
impact that would
result from the
proposed Project is a
significant and
unavoidable impact.

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

Transmission lines and all
electrical components shall
be designed, installed, and
maintained to reduce the
likelihood of large bird
electrocutions and collisions
and each line will be
evaluated
for
potential
collision risks.

Development
Code
Chapter
84.29
(Renewable
Energy
Generation Facilities) shall be
amended to include the following
standard for transmission line
design:

Mitigation Measure

County of San Bernardino
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these impacts. However, subsequent
implementation of the GHG Plan reduction
measures that provide for renewable energy
generating facilities could result in
increased severity of biological resource
impacts than was considered in the General
Plan EIR.

Impact

ES-7

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Provision of an avian and bat
management
plan
that
includes
mortality
monitoring and additional
measures
to
address
unanticipated
significant
adverse impacts on the
population of avian or bat
species
or
with
any
migratory corridor.

Design and siting of wind
turbines associated with
lighting,
avoidance
placement of turbines on or
immediately adjacent to the
upwind side of ridge crests,
and other design features to
minimize impacts to bat and
avian species.

The design of wind energy
facilities will discourage the
use of the site by avian
species
(provision
of
landscaping and ground
conditions
that
are
unattractive
to
avian
species).

Development
Code
Chapter
84.29.030
(Wind
Energy
Development standards) shall be
amended to include the following
standards:

Resulting Level of
Significance

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

MM 3.4.1b

Mitigation Measure

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact
regarding the potential to conflict with any
habitat conservation plans due to the
imposition of mitigation measures (General
Plan EIR Impacts BIO-5, 6, 12, 17, and 18).
Implementation of General Plan policy
provisions
would
ensure
that
implementation of the proposed Project
would not result in a new impact that was
not addressed in General Plan EIR.

Impact 3.4.3

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA Findings found that despite the
imposition of certain mitigation measures,
impacts to wetland and riparian habitat in
some areas of the county resulting from
implementation of the 2007 General Plan
cannot be fully mitigated to a level below
significance (General Plan EIR Impacts BIO2, 3, 8, 9, 4, and 16). While construction
activity associated with implementation of
the proposed Project may temporarily
disturb wetland or riparian habitats and/or
other biological resources, implementation
of General Plan policy provisions and the
continued enforcement of the County
Development Code would generally ensure
that implementation of the proposed Project
would not result in increased severity of
these impacts. The proposed Project would
not result in a new impact that was not
addressed in the General Plan EIR.

Impact 3.4.2

Impact

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES-8

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

None required.

None required.

Mitigation Measure

County of San Bernardino
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No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact to
archaeological resources due to the
adoption of mitigation measures (General
Plan EIR Impact CR-1). Implementation of
General Plan policy provisions and the
continued implementation of the County
Development Code would ensure that
implementation of the proposed General
Plan Amendment, GHG Plan, and
associated Development Code Amendment
would not increase the severity of
archaeological resource impacts or result in
a new impact that was not addressed in
General Plan EIR.

Impact 3.5.2

County of San Bernardino
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General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact to
historical resources due to the adoption of
mitigation measures (General Plan EIR
Impact CR-1). Implementation of General
Plan policy provisions and the continued
implementation of the County Development
Code would ensure that implementation of
the proposed General Plan Amendment,
GHG Plan, and associated Development
Code Amendment would not increase the
severity of historic resource impacts or
result in a new impact that was not
addressed in General Plan EIR.

Impact 3.5.1

3.5 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Impact

ES-9

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

None required.

None required.

Mitigation Measure

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact to
paleontological resources due to the
adoption of mitigation measures (General
Plan EIR Impact CR-1). Implementation of
General Plan policy provisions and the
continued implementation of the County
Development Code would ensure that
implementation of the proposed General
Plan Amendment, GHG Plan, and
associated Development Code Amendment
would not increase the severity of
paleontological resource impacts or result
in a new impact that was not addressed in
General Plan EIR.

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact
regarding the release of hazardous materials
(General Plan EIR Impacts HAZ-1, 2, 3, 4
and 5). Implementation of General Plan
policy provisions and the continued
implementation of the County Development
Code would ensure that implementation of
the proposed General Plan Amendment,
GHG Plan, and associated Development
Code Amendment would not increase the
severity of hazard impacts or result in a new
impact that was not addressed in General
Plan EIR.

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

Impact 3.6.1

3.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact 3.5.3

Impact

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES-10

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

None required.

None required.

Mitigation Measure

County of San Bernardino
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No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a significant and unavoidable
impact regarding wildland fires (General
Plan EIR Impacts HAZ- 6). Implementation
of General Plan policy provisions and the
continued implementation of the County
Development Code would ensure that
implementation of the proposed Project
would not increase the severity of this
impact.

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact to
groundwater quality (General Plan EIR
Impact HWQ-2). Implementation of the
proposed Project could result in increased
erosion and stormwater runoff, which could
degrade
groundwater
quality.
Implementation of General Plan policy
provisions
and
the
continued

Impact 3.7.2

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact to
groundwater supplies and groundwater
recharge (General Plan EIR Impact HWQ-1).
Implementation of General Plan policy
provisions
and
the
continued
implementation of the County Development
Code would ensure that implementation of
the proposed Project would not increase the
severity of groundwater impacts or result in
a new impact that was not addressed in
General Plan EIR.

Impact 3.7.1

3.7 Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact 3.6.2

Impact

ES-11

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

None required.

None required.

None required.

Mitigation Measure

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in less than significant impacts from
noise (General Plan EIR Impact N-1).
Implementation of General Plan policy
provisions
and
the
continued
implementation of the County Development
Code would ensure that implementation of
the proposed General Plan Amendment,
GHG Plan, and associated Development
Code Amendment would not increase the
severity of construction noise impacts or
result in a new impact that was not
addressed in General Plan EIR.

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact to
drainage and flooding issues (General Plan
EIR Impact HWQ-2 and 3). Implementation
of General Plan policy provisions and the
continued implementation of the County
Development Code would ensure that
implementation of the proposed Project
would not increase the severity of drainage
and flooding impacts or result in a new
impact that was not addressed in the
General Plan EIR.

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

Impact 3.8.1

3.8 Noise

Impact 3.7.3

implementation of the County Development
Code would ensure that implementation of
the proposed Project would not increase the
severity of groundwater quality impacts or
result in a new impact that was not
addressed in the General Plan EIR.

Impact

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES-12

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

None required.

None required.

Mitigation Measure

County of San Bernardino
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No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in less than significant impacts from
noise impacts (General Plan EIR Impacts N1, 2, and 3). Implementation of General
Plan policy provisions and the continued
implementation of the County Development
Code would ensure that implementation of
the proposed General Plan Amendment,
GHG Plan, and associated Development
Code Amendment would not increase the
severity of noise impacts or result in a new
impact that was not addressed in General
Plan EIR.

Impact 3.8.3

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact to fire
protection and emergency medical services
(General Plan EIR Impacts PS-2 and 3).
Implementation of General Plan policy

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

Impact 3.9.1.1

3.9 Public Services and Utilities

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in less than significant impacts from
noise impacts (General Plan EIR Impacts N1 and 2). Implementation of General Plan
policy provisions and the continued
implementation of the County Development
Code would ensure that implementation of
the proposed General Plan Amendment,
GHG Plan, and associated Development
Code Amendment would not increase the
severity of vibration impacts or result in a
new impact that was not addressed in
General Plan EIR.

Impact 3.8.2

Impact

ES-13

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

None required.

None required.

None required.

Mitigation Measure

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact
regarding wastewater conveyance and
treatment (General Plan EIR Impacts UT-4,
5, and 6). Subsequent development under

Impact 3.9.3.1

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact to
water supply (General Plan EIR Impacts UT1, 2, and 3). Implementation of the
proposed General Plan Amendment,
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan, and
associated Development Code Amendment
would incrementally increase demand for
water supply as well as the potential for
needed
additional
water
supply
infrastructure, both of which could result in
significant effects on the physical
environment. Implementation of General
Plan policy provisions and the continued
enforcement of the County Development
Code would generally ensure that
implementation of the proposed Project
would not result in an increased severity of
these impacts. This project would not result
in a new impact that was not addressed in
the General Plan EIR.

Impact 3.9.2.1

provisions
and
the
continued
implementation of the County Development
Code would ensure that implementation of
the proposed Project would not increase the
severity of fire protection service impacts or
result in a new impact that was not
addressed in the General Plan EIR.

Impact

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES-14

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

None required.

None required.

Mitigation Measure

County of San Bernardino
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No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

The General Plan EIR and General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact
regarding stormwater drainage (General
Plan EIR Impact HWQ-2). Subsequent
development under the proposed Project
could increase stormwater flows and
require
additional
infrastructure
to
accommodate
anticipated
demands.
However, continued implementation of
General Plan policy provisions would
ensure that no adverse impacts resulting
from stormwater drainage issues would
occur.

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact
regarding standards for facility operations
within the County (General Plan EIR Impact
TR-1). Implementation of General Plan
policy provisions and the continued
implementation of the County Development

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

Impact 3.10.1

3.10 Transportation and Circulation

Impact 3.9.3.2

the proposed Project could incrementally
increase wastewater flows and require
additional infrastructure and treatment
capacity to accommodate anticipated
demands. However, implementation of
General Plan policy provisions and the
continued enforcement of the County
Development Code would generally ensure
that implementation of the proposed Project
would not result in an increased severity of
these impacts. This project would not result
in a new impact that was not addressed in
the General Plan EIR.

Impact

ES-15

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

None required.

None required.

Mitigation Measure

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact
regarding a change in air traffic patterns
including either an increase in traffic levels
or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks (General Plan EIR
Impacts TR- 4). Implementation of General
Plan policy provisions and the continued
implementation of the County Development
Code would ensure that implementation of

Impact 3.10.3
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The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA Findings found that despite the
imposition of certain mitigation measures,
impacts to facility operations not under the
County’s jurisdiction, such as freeways and
State highways, as well as arterials in
incorporated cities within the county and in
areas to the County, resulting from
implementation of the 2007 General Plan
cannot be fully mitigated to a level below
significance (General Plan EIR Impacts TR-2
and 3). Implementation of General Plan
policy provisions would generally ensure
that implementation of the proposed Project
would not result in increased severity of
these impacts. The proposed Project would
not result in a new impact that was not
addressed in the General Plan EIR.

Impact 3.10.2

Code would ensure that implementation of
the proposed General Plan Amendment,
GHG Plan, and associated Development
Code Amendment would not increase the
severity of transportation-related impacts or
result in a new impact that was not
addressed in General Plan EIR.

Impact

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES-16

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

None required.

None required.

Mitigation Measure
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No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact
regarding emergency access (General Plan
EIR Impacts TR- 6). Implementation of
General Plan policy provisions and the
continued implementation of the County
Development Code would ensure that
implementation of the proposed Project
would not increase the severity of
emergency access-related impacts or result
in a new impact that was not addressed in
General Plan EIR.

Impact 3.10.5
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The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact
regarding hazards resulting due to a design
feature or incompatible uses (General Plan
EIR Impacts TR- 5). Implementation of
General Plan policy provisions and the
continued implementation of the County
Development Code would ensure that
implementation of the proposed General
Plan Amendment, GHG Plan, and
associated Development Code Amendment
would not increase the severity of roadway
or traffic hazard impacts or result in a new
impact that was not addressed in General
Plan EIR.

Impact 3.10.4

the proposed General Plan Amendment,
GHG Plan, and associated Development
Code Amendment would not increase the
severity of air traffic-related impacts or
result in a new impact that was not
addressed in General Plan EIR.

Impact

ES-17

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

None required.

None required.

Mitigation Measure

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in a less than significant impact
regarding public transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian facilities (General Plan EIR
Impacts TR- 8). Implementation of General
Plan policy provisions and the continued
implementation of the County Development
Code would ensure that implementation of
the proposed Project would not increase the
severity of impacts to public transit systems,
or bicycle and pedestrian facilities or result
in a new impact that was not addressed in
General Plan EIR.

Subsequent implementation of the General
Plan in combination with reduction
measures under the proposed General Plan
Amendment, GHG Plan, and associated
Development Code Amendment could be
exposed to environmental effects associated
with climate change. While the exact extent
of the environmental effects of climate
change on San Bernardino County is not
known at this time, current General Plan

Impact 3.11.2
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Implementation of the proposed General
Plan Amendment, GHG Plan, and
associated Development Code Amendment
would implement a number of activities to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions that are
under the County’s jurisdiction to
implement. The proposed project’s GHG
reducing activities are consistent with the
early emission reduction targets contained
in AB 32 the AB 32 Scoping Plan Report.

Impact 3.11.1

3.11 Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases

Impact 3.10.6

Impact

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES-18

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

No new or substantially
more severe significant
impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

None required.

None required.

None required.

Mitigation Measure
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No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

No new or
substantially more
severe significant
impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA
Findings
determined
that
implementation of the General Plan would
result in significant and unavoidable
cumulative impacts to agricultural resources
that cannot be fully mitigated to a level
below significance. Implementation of the
proposed General Plan Amendment, GHG
Plan, and associated Development Code
Amendment,
in
combination
with
anticipated cumulative impacts identified
from implementation of the General Plan,
would result in a contribution to the loss of
agricultural uses.

Impact 5.2
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The General Plan EIR found that cumulative
impacts to scenic resources would not be
considerable with implementation of the
General Plan. Implementation of the
proposed General Plan Amendment, GHG
Plan, and associated Development Code
Amendment,
in
combination
with
anticipated cumulative impacts identified
from implementation of the General Plan,
would further contribute to the alteration of
the visual character of the region, impacts to
scenic vistas, and increased glare/lighting.
Subsequent implementation of GHG Plan
reduction measures that provide for
renewable energy generating facilities
would result in an increased severity of
scenic
impacts
beyond
what
was
considered in the General Plan EIR.

Impact 5.1

Cumulative Impacts

policies and other state and local provisions
address these effects.
Amending the
General Plan to add the GHG reduction
policy and adopting the proposed GHG
Plan would not increase impacts of climate.

Impact

ES-19

Substantially increase
the severity of this
impact, which was
previously identified in
the General Plan EIR as
a
significant
and
unavoidable impact.

Substantially increase
the severity of this
impact, which was
previously identified in
the General Plan EIR as
a less than significant
impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Substantial increase
in severity of this
impact that would
result
from
the
proposed Project is a
significant
and
unavoidable
cumulative impact.

Substantial increase
in severity of this
impact that would
result
from
the
proposed Project is a
significant
and
unavoidable
cumulative impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

Implement Mitigation Measure MM 3.2.1.

None available.

Mitigation Measure

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The General Plan EIR and the General Plan
CEQA Findings found that despite the
imposition of certain mitigation measures,
cumulative impacts to biological resources
from implementation of the General Plan
cannot be fully mitigated to a level below
significance. The proposed General Plan
Amendment, GHG Plan, and associated
Development Code Amendment, in
combination with anticipated cumulative
impacts identified from implementation of
the General Plan, would result in an
increase in severity of cumulative biological
resource impacts identified in the General
Plan EIR.

Substantially increase
the severity of this
impact, which was
previously identified in
the General Plan EIR as
a
significant
and
unavoidable impact.

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation
Implement Mitigation Measure MM 3.4.1a and b.

Mitigation Measure

Substantial increase
in severity of this
impact that would
result
from
the
proposed Project is a
significant
and
unavoidable
cumulative impact.

Resulting Level of
Significance

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report
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There are no new or substantially more severe impacts anticipated from Air Quality, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, Public Services and Utilities, Transportation and Circulation, and Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases as a result of the
proposed project. Therefore, there would be no cumulatively significant impacts related to these areas.

Impact 5.3

Impact

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.0 INTRODUCTION
This Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) was prepared in accordance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Section
15132). The County of San Bernardino (County) is the lead agency for the environmental review
of the proposed General Plan Amendment, Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan (Plan) and
Development Code Amendment, collectively referred to as the project. The County has the
principal responsibility for approving the project. This FSEIR assesses the expected environmental
impacts resulting from approval and implementation of the proposed project, as well as
responds to comments received on the Draft SEIR.

1.1

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE EIR

OVERVIEW OF CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR PREPARATION OF AN EIR
The County, serving as the lead agency, has prepared this SEIR to provide the public and
responsible and trustee agencies with information about the potential environmental effects of
the proposed project. As set forth in the provisions of CEQA and implementing regulations,
public agencies are charged with the duty to consider the environmental impacts of proposed
development and to minimize these impacts where feasible while carrying out an obligation to
balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social factors.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a) states that an EIR is an informational document for
decision-makers and the general public that analyzes the significant environmental effects of a
project, identifies possible ways to minimize significant effects, and describes reasonable
alternatives to the project that could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts. Public
agencies with discretionary authority are required to consider the information in the EIR, along
with any other relevant information, in making decisions on the project.
CEQA requires the preparation of an environmental impact report prior to approving any
project, which may have a significant effect on the environment. For the purposes of CEQA, the
term “project” refers to the whole of an action which has the potential for resulting in a direct
physical change or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15378[a]). With respect to the proposed project, the County has
determined that the proposed General Plan Amendment, Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan, and
associated Development Code Amendment are a “project” within the definition of CEQA.

BACKGROUND OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS OF THE PROJECT
The following is an overview of the environmental review process for the proposed General Plan
Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan that has led to the preparation of this FSEIR.

Previous Environmental Review
Following the County’s adoption of its General Plan in March 2007, the California Attorney
General filed a lawsuit alleging that the EIR prepared for the General Plan Update did not
comply with the requirements of CEQA in its analysis of GHG emissions and climate change.
Subsequently, the County and the Attorney General entered into an agreement to settle the
lawsuit, which included an agreement by the County to: (1) prepare an amendment to its
General Plan adding a policy that describes the County’s goal of reducing those GHG emissions
reasonably attributable to the County’s discretionary land use decisions and the County’s
internal government operations; and (2) prepare a GHG Reduction Plan, which includes
inventories, a reduction target, and reduction measures to meet the reduction target, by
regulating those sources of GHG emissions reasonably attributable to the County’s discretionary
County of San Bernardino
September 2011
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
land use decisions and the County’s internal government operations. A related lawsuit
challenging the General Plan EIR was filed by the Center for Biological Diversity and other
organizations, and that lawsuit was dismissed following the settlement with the Attorney General.
With the dismissal of these lawsuits, the March 2007 approval of the General Plan, and the
County’s certification of the program EIR for the General Plan, remained in full effect.

Notice of Preparation
The Notice of Preparation was submitted for public review on September 20, 2010. As of the
close of the public review period (October 20, 2010), two comment cards and five comment
letters were received by the County of San Bernardino, the lead agency for the proposed
project. The major topics of the received letters that are relevant to the Draft SEIR were that the
County set a per capita reduction target; develop a broad range of mitigation measures that
are specific and enforceable; address hydrology and water quality impacts, the impacts of land
use and zoning changes, as well as to utilities and service systems; use metrics for GHG policies;
include more specificity in the plan; notification if the project will supersede USDA Forest Service
management; and include extensive alternative approaches. The Notice of Preparation and
the comments received are included in Appendix A of the Draft SEIR.

Draft Supplemental EIR
The Draft Supplemental EIR (DSEIR) was released for public and agency review on April 5, 2011,
with the review period set to end on May 20, 2011. The DSEIR contains a description of the
project, description of the environmental setting, identification of project impacts, and
mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant, as well as an analysis of project
alternatives. The DSEIR was provided to interested public agencies and the public and was
made available for review at the County offices and on the County’s website.

Final Supplemental EIR
The County received comment letters from interest groups and the public regarding the Draft
SEIR. This document responds to the written comments received as required by CEQA. This
document also contains minor edits to the Draft SEIR, which are included in Section 3.0, Minor
Revisions to the Draft SEIR. This document constitutes the FSEIR.

Certification of the Final EIR/Project Consideration
The County will review and consider the FSEIR. If the County finds that the FSEIR is “adequate
and complete,” the County may certify the FSEIR. The rule of adequacy generally holds that the
EIR can be certified if: (1) it shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental
information; and (2) it provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the
project in contemplation of its environmental consequences.
Upon review and consideration of the Final SEIR, the County may take action to adopt, revise, or
reject the proposed project.
A decision to approve the proposed project would be
accompanied by written findings in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 and
Section 15093. Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 also requires lead agencies to adopt a
mitigation monitoring and reporting program to describe measures that have been adopted or
made a condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the
environment.

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

1.0-2

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.2

INTENDED USES OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL EIR

The SEIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed project. This SEIR, in
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126, should be used as the primary environmental
document to evaluate all planning and permitting actions associated with the proposed
project. Please refer to Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR for a detailed discussion
of the proposed project.

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO
The SEIR is intended to be used by the County as a tool in evaluating the proposed project’s
environmental impacts and can be further used to modify, approve, or deny approval of the
proposed project based on the analysis provided in the SEIR. A description of requested
entitlements and subsequent approvals associated with approval and implementation of the
proposed project are described in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR.

KNOWN RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES
For the purpose of CEQA, the term “responsible agency” includes all public agencies other than
the lead agency that have discretionary approval power over a project or an aspect of a
project. The term “trustee agency” is a state agency having jurisdiction by law over natural
resources affected by a project that are held in trust for the people of the State of California.
The following agencies are identified as potential responsible or trustee agencies:
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region
California Department of Fish and Game
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Army Corp of Engineers
San Bernardino County Flood Control District

1.3

ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE OF THE FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL EIR

This document is organized in the following manner:

SECTION ES – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Section ES includes an updated Executive Summary that provides a brief project description and
presents a summary table of probably environmental effects of the project.

SECTION 1.0 – INTRODUCTION
Section 1.0 provides an overview of the SEIR process to date and what the FSEIR is required to
contain.

Section 2.0 – COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
Section 2.0 provides a list of commenters, copies of written comments (coded for reference),
and the responses to those written comments made on the Draft SEIR.

County of San Bernardino
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Section 3.0 – MINOR REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT SEIR
Section 3.0 provides a list of minor edits made to the Draft SEIR as a result of comments received
and other staff initiated changes.

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

1.0-4

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
2.1

INTRODUCTION

This Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) was prepared in accordance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000, et seq.)
and State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000, et seq.). The County is the lead
agency for the environmental review of the proposed project and has the principal responsibility
for approving the project. This FSEIR assesses the expected environmental impacts resulting from
the approval and implementation of the proposed project and responds to comments received
on the Draft Supplemental EIR (referred to as Draft SEIR or DSEIR).

2.2

LIST OF COMMENTERS

The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted written
comments on the Draft SEIR.

2.3

Letter

Agency, Organization or Individual

Date

A

California Regional Water Quality Control Board

5/12/2011

B

Town of Apple Valley

5/20/2011

C

Department of Conservation

5/20/2011

D

San Manuel Band of Mission Indians

5/20/2011

E

South Coast Air Quality Management District

6/30/2011

1

Center for Biological Diversity and Natural
Resources Defense Council

5/20/2011

2

Southern California Edison

5/20/2011

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on
environmental issues received on the Draft SEIR and prepare a written response. The written
response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must be detailed,
especially when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not
accepted. In addition, there must be a good faith and reasoned analysis in the written
response. However, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues
associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by
commenters, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (State CEQA
Guidelines 15204).
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed
comments that focus on the sufficiency of the Draft SEIR in identifying and analyzing the possible
impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be
avoided or mitigated. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 also notes that commenters should
provide an explanation and evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of
substantial evidence supporting such a conclusion.
County of San Bernardino
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that where a response to comments
results in revisions to the Draft SEIR, that those revisions be incorporated as a revision to the Draft
SEIR or as a separate section of the Final SEIR.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS
Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses
to those comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding
system is used:
Agency and service provider comment letters are coded by letters and each issue raised
in the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter A, comment 1 is
referred to as A-1).
Individual and interest group comment letters are coded by numbers and each issue
raised in the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter 1, comment 1 is
referred to as 1-1).
Where changes to the Draft SEIR text result from responding to comments, those changes are
included in the response and demarcated with revision marks (underline for new text, strike-out
for deleted text). The responses to comments were prepared by County staff and PMC with the
expert technical assistance of Rich Walter, ICF International and Michael Hendrix, Atkins North
America, Inc. These consultants assisted in particular in responding to the various comments
about technical topics relating to the inventory and the emissions reductions measures.

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-2

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-3

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-4

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-5

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-6

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
Letter A

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LAHONTAN REGION

Response A-1:

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

The County acknowledges the Regional Board‟s statements regarding the
way in which it will respond to particular project applications, and the
other statements in this letter. The comment and the statements of the
Water Board‟s position are noted for the record. The letter does not set
forth comments on environmental issues that require further response.
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Letter B
Response B-1:

TOWN OF APPLE VALLEY
The County acknowledges the Town of Apple Valley‟s statements and
these statements are noted for the record. The letter does not set forth
comments on environmental issues that require further response.
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
LETTER C
PROTECTION
Response C-1:

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT

OF

CONSERVATION’S DIVISION

OF

LAND RESOURCES

The County acknowledges the Department of Conservation‟s statements
regarding the way in which the County will respond to particular project
applications, and the other statements in this letter. The comments and
statements of the Department‟s position are noted for the record. The
letter does not set forth comments on environmental issues that require
further response.
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
LETTER D

SAN MANUEL BAND OF MISSION INDIANS

Response D-1:

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

The County acknowledges the statements in the letter provided by the
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians and the County will consult as
requested. The comments and the statements of the Tribe are noted for
the record and the letter does not set forth comments that require a
further response.
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
LETTER E

SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Response E-1:

The comment is noted and no further response is required. The comment
does not raise any substantial issues regarding the adequacy of the SEIR
under CEQA.

Response E-2:

The comment is noted and no further response is required. The comment
does not raise any substantial issues regarding the adequacy of the SEIR
under CEQA.

Response E-3:

As stated on page 3.11-16 of the SEIR, the External Inventory of
unmitigated emissions at 2020 would be 7,586,908 metric tons (MT) of
carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) and the Internal Inventory of
unmitigated emissions at 2020 would be 517,221 MTCO2e. The commenter
is referred to Appendix A and Appendix B of the GHG Reduction Plan for
an expansive discussion of the information, the methodology, and
supporting material relating to calculations of GHG emissions for the San
Bernardino County GHG Inventory, as well as data collection efforts.
The County will conduct periodic comprehensive reviews on a four-year
schedule that will involve an appropriate level of re-inventorying emissions
sources in order to get a more complete understanding of GHG
conditions at that time and the results of the GHG Reduction Plan. A fouryear interval for re-inventorying will be synchronized with the reduction
measure phasing. Phases 1 and 2 will be concluded in 2014 and thus, reinventorying (the inventory will be completed in 2015) at this point will
provide an important milestone assessment in the progress that the
County is making with GHG Reduction Plan implementation. The County
will examine the following in 2015: 1) whether the inventory is increasing
faster than anticipated; and 2) whether GHG reductions are less than
expected. If the trend analysis indicates that the County may not meet its
2020 target, then the County will revise the GHG Reduction Plan to identify
the additional means necessary to meet the target, with a noticed public
hearing before the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors.
Additionally, if the revisions to the plan trigger the need for additional
CEQA review, the County will comply with all public disclosure
requirements under CEQA. The commenter is also referred to Section 5.9
of the Plan, addressing amendments to the GHG Plan.
The next inventory would be completed to coincide with the 2020 target
date and implementation of the Phase 3 reduction measures. This
inventory will provide a more comprehensive assessment of the GHG
Reduction Plan‟s success while providing a basis for adjusting the GHG
Reduction Plan for the 2030 target.

Response E-4:

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

The County‟s Screening Tables are based on a 100 point system that
corresponds to 31 percent reduction in GHG emissions. In other words
the point system is devised to correspond to a reduction of GHG emissions
for new development of 31 percent compared to unmitigated emissions.
The 31 percent amount was derived from calculation of the amount of
reductions needed from new development in combination with state
measures and other local measures to meet the County‟s 2020 reduction
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target. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, new projects that are
consistent with the GHG Reduction Plan, with a reduction target
consistent with AB 32, will be determined to have a less than significant
individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions.
As stated in Appendix F of the GHG Reduction Plan, the point values in the
Screening Tables were derived from the projected emissions reductions
that each of the R2 reduction measures within the GHG Reduction Plan
would achieve. The GHG Reduction Plan shows the reduced emissions for
each of the reduction measures in aggregate terms, meaning that the
total emission reductions afforded each measure is based on both
changes in existing land use activities as well as how new development is
designed and built. In order to correctly allocate the emission reductions
within the Screening Table, the amount of emission reductions afforded
new development is segregated out of the aggregate total in a manner
that is described in detail in Appendix F of the GHG Reduction Plan. The
points were then proportioned by residential unit or square feet of
commercial/industrial uses. This was accomplished by taking the
predicted growth in households and commercial/industrial uses by the
year 2020 and assigning the appropriate proportion of the total R2
reduction quantities for new development to the residential, commercial,
and industrial land use sectors within the Screening Table. The result is
point values that are allocated by residential unit or commercial/industrial
square footage (measured in 1,000 square feet). Because of this, the size
of the project is not relevant to the Screening Table. Regardless of size,
each project needs to garner 100 points to demonstrate consistency with
the GHG Reduction Plan. Efficiency, not size of the project is critical.
The following steps were taken to develop the point system: (1) The total
amount of emissions reductions afforded by the GHG Reduction Plan was
determined; (2) The State‟s strategies (R1 measures in the GHG Plan) and
the County‟s strategies (R2 measures in the GHG Plan) that will serve to
reduce emissions from new development were identified and segregated
from the total R1 and R2 measures; (3) The total amount of projected
emissions that will be reduced through the R1 and R2 measures
associated with new development was calculated; (4) The reduction
quantity for each R1 and R2 measure was determined from the GHG
Reduction Plan Appendices, which include detailed descriptions and
reduction quantities for each measure; (5) The number of new homes and
commercial buildings that are anticipated by year 2020 was determined;
(6) The projected reductions of emissions that will be achieved through
the R2 measures for new residential development and non-residential
development were divided by the anticipated new residential units and
non residential square footage. The amount equals 100 points.
Screening Tables scores were calculated for various sample projects and
the results were compared with the corresponding CalEEMod modeling
results for each sample project. The Screening Tables conservatively
estimate the amount of emissions that will be reduced by the measures
and are, on average, consistent with the reductions calculated using
CalEEMod and the mitigation measures provided in the CAPCOA local
government resource document “Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation
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Measures, August 2010.” CalEEMod incorporates the mitigation measures
provided by CAPCOA in its document. Because there are some
differences in the methodology and data sources between CalEEMod
and the Screening Tables, the County will continue to work with SCAQMD
in calibrating the point values for the Screening Tables. The commenter is
referred to Appendix F of the GHG Reduction Plan for an expanded
discussion on the County‟s Screening Table and point system.
Response E-5:

The comment is noted and the description of the methodology has been
revised to state that current AQMD recommended software should be
used in estimating emissions from transportation related sources. It is noted
that CalEEMod is currently recommended by AQMD.

Response E-6:

The County intends to develop further instructions on the use of the
screening tables, modeling, and land use metrics to ensure that all future
projects will establish baseline on an equal basis.

Response E-7:

Written responses to the SCAQMD comment letter will be provided by the
County to SCAQMD.

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-25

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-26

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-27

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-28

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-29

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-30

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-31

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-32

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-33

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-34

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-35

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
LETTER 1

CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY AND NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

Response 1-1:

The comment is noted.

Response 1-2:

The information about the commenters is noted for the record.

Response 1-3:

The comment is noted. The County is adopting the GHG Reduction Plan
to reduce emissions of greenhouse gasses in the County. The document
may also be used, in appropriate circumstances consistent with the
limitations set forth in the plan, to streamline review of the greenhouse gas
emissions impacts associated with certain projects. The County agrees
that it has invested substantial resources in preparing the plan.

Response 1-4:

The comment is noted. The comment does not raise any substantial issues
regarding the adequacy of the SEIR under CEQA. The County disagrees
with the characterization that the Plan requires little action from the
County. As a point in clarification, and as described on pages 3.11-18
and 3.11-19 of the SEIR, the GHG emissions reduction measures identified
in the GHG Reduction Plan include existing and proposed State, regional,
and County measures that would reduce GHG emissions from the County.
Reduction measures have been organized into a classification system that
recognizes both the origin of the measures, i.e., State, regional, or local,
and also whether the measure is quantifiable in terms of calculating a
volume of emission reduction. The emissions reduction measures are
organized into two classes. Reduction Class 1 (R1) includes adopted,
implemented, and proposed State and regional measures that do not
require additional County action and that will result in GHG reductions for
the County‟s land use authority area and internal operations. These
measures may require County action to achieve the GHG reductions, but
that action is limited and compulsory. Reduction Class 2 (R2) includes
measures currently implemented or in the process of implementation by
the County, as well as any additional quantifiable measures that require
County action and will further reduce the GHG emissions for the County‟s
land use authority area and internal operations. R2 also includes any State
and regional measures that require substantial action by the County to
achieve the expected GHG reductions.
For instance, Measure R2E1, Residential Energy Efficiency Retrofit, is a
Countywide program for energy efficient retrofits (emissions reduction of
1.2 percent from 2020 unmitigated levels). Retrofits would include various
energy efficiency upgrades, including improvements to HVAC systems,
water heating systems, or the building envelope (windows/insulation). This
measure would be implemented through a combination of County
permitting for major renovations and incentives for homeowners to retrofit
their properties.
As another example, Reduction Measure R2T1, Anti-Idling Enforcement
involves enforcement of a County adopted ordinance requiring all
discretionary land use projects approved by the County and all business
establishments that use diesel vehicles or off-road equipment as part of
their normal business operations to be required to limit vehicles/off-road
equipment idling on site for periods not to exceed five minutes. Measure
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R2T2, Employment Based Trip and VMT Reduction Policy would require
creating County commuter-choice programs, employer transportation
management, guaranteed ride-home programs, and commuter
assistance and outreach. GHG reduction measures would result in GHG
reductions for the municipal solid waste management sector. The County
proposes the implementation of a methane recovery system at Barstow
Landfill (R2W2). In 2020, the reductions associated with the Barstow site are
estimated at 10,970 MTCO2e from waste already in place at the landfill.
The County can further reduce emissions by installing a methane recovery
system at Landers as proposed in the GHG Reduction Plan (R2W3). There
are many more examples of GHG reduction measures proposed under
the GHG Plan (see Appendix B of the SEIR).
In addition, as stated on page 3.11-19 of the SEIR, measurable reductions
of GHG emissions will also be achieved through the County‟s
development review process (DRP) by applying appropriate reduction
requirements as part of the discretionary approval of new development
projects. For example, Reduction Measure R2E10, Commercial and
Industrial
Rehabilitation/Expansion
Renewable
Energy,
concerns
installation of solar (or other renewable) energy in commercial and
industrial projects requiring discretionary permits for major rehabilitations or
expansions (additions of 25,000 square feet of office/retail commercial or
100,000 square feet of industrial floor area) of commercial, office, or
industrial development greater than or equal to 25,000 square feet in size
(emissions reduction of 1.4 percent from 2020 unmitigated levels). Through
the DRP, the County will implement CEQA requiring new development
projects to quantify project GHG emissions and adopt feasible mitigation
to reduce project emissions below a level of significance.
Response 1-5:

It is unclear to what the commenter is referring to regarding “business as
usual behavior.” The commenter‟s reference to “business as usual
behavior”, appears to be an assertion by the commenter that the GHG
Reduction Plan would not change GHG emissions in any substantive way
in the future compared to taking no action The comment is noted, but as
described above the County disagrees with the comment. The County
has set forth above examples of the many substantial ways in which the
Reduction Plan, as a whole, and in combination with state measures, will
result in lower GHG emissions compared to what would occur if the
County took no action. The commenter is referred to Response 1-4 for
several examples of GHG reduction measures proposed under the GHG
Reduction Plan. In addition, the GHG Reduction Plan describes the
reduction strategies currently being employed by the County, as well as
those that will be employed by the County in the future, through
implementation of the GHG Reduction Plan, and by the State, through a
variety of legislation and regulations.

Response 1-6:

The County disagrees with the commenter‟s assertion that the State‟s per
capita emissions in 2020 need to be 6.6 metric tons per person in order to
meet AB 32. The commenter specifically references the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) working group notes from
10/28/10 as a source of the 6.6 metric ton metric. The working group notes
actually refer to the 6.6 metric tons per “Service Population” (Service
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Population= residents + employees, abbreviated as “SP”) as a plan
threshold and not to 6.6 metric tons per person as the commenter asserts.
This SP metric is actually derived from the June 2010 CEQA thresholds
adopted by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) and
is based on the GHG emissions target for the entire State (427 million
metric tons) and the 2020 forecasted State population and employment.
Compared to the 2020 business as usual case, implementation of AB 32
would require a reduction of 40 percent in the metric tons per SP to meet
the reduction target.
The SP metric may not always be an appropriate tool for determining
significance. No jurisdiction contains the perfect “average” profile of
Statewide emissions and thus, caution is warranted when comparing a
single jurisdiction‟s emission profile to the Statewide totals. For example,
there are some notable differences between the Statewide emissions
profile and the County‟s emissions profile including the following: 1) the
County‟s industrial emissions are a significantly higher proportion of overall
emissions (50%) compared to the State (20%); 2) The County‟s agricultural
and forestry sector is very small and makes up a very small part of the
emissions profile compared to the State; 3) The County inventory did not
include high global warming potential (GWP) gases whereas the State‟s
inventory does; 4) The County inventory did not include carbon
sequestration whereas the State‟s inventory does. As a result, use of a
metric that includes all the State and County emissions sets up a false
comparison between dissimilar inventories.
Although the SCAQMD working group has considered use of the 6.6
metric tons per SP metric as a threshold, it has not adopted any thresholds
for the land use sector to date, and thus, this is only a concept that has
been discussed at the staff level and is not a SCAQMD recommendation
at this time. Furthermore, SCAQMD‟s staff concept (as indicated in the
10/28/10 working group presentation) is that the SP metric is only
employed for significance determination after considering whether a
CEQA plan or project is consistent with a climate action plan and whether
it is above the mass emissions thresholds. The BAAQMD‟s inclusion of the
threshold in their recommended CEQA thresholds is relevant to the Bay
Area only and is not advisory for other parts of California. While the SP
metric might be a useful indicator to measure overall GHG efficiency, all
communities do not start in the same place on efficiency and a downside
to using a fixed efficiency metric based on a State average is that it
places a much higher burden on jurisdictions that start from an overall less
efficient basis. A fairer standard is to require an equivalent percentage
reduction in overall emissions from a base year. Thus the County is of the
opinion that the California Air Resources Board (CARB) recommendation
in the Scoping Plan of 15% reductions compared to current emissions
(roughly at the time of original adoption of the Scoping Plan in 2008) is a
more appropriate measurement of significance than the use of the SP
metric. It is for this reason that the County‟s Plan uses a 15 percent below
2007 target – in order to comply with CARB‟s recommendation.
In addition, considering the suggestions of the commenter to use a 6.6
metric tons per Service Population metric, the CARB recommendations in
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the AB 32 Scoping Plan, the considerations of SCAQMD in developing their
thresholds, BAAQMD‟s adoption of a threshold, and the changes in
emissions resultant from the implementation of the GHG Reduction Plan, it
is the County‟s judgment that the CARB recommendations in the AB 32
Scoping Plan are the most appropriate threshold for evaluating the GHG
Reduction Plan. The CARB Scoping Plan contains the most specific
recommendation made for an entire jurisdiction‟s emissions relevant to a
reduction target compliant with AB 32 and CARB is the lead agency
implementing AB 32. Since the County has made an effort to deal with as
broad of an inventory as appropriate, it is appropriate to use a
recommendation made by the lead agency charged with implementing
AB 32 (CARB) that is directly relevant to a municipality‟s full community
emissions. As such, it is the County‟s judgment that the GHG Reduction
Plan meets the CARB recommendation, and is thus consistent with the
goals of AB 32.
Response 1-7:

The County discourages leap-frog development and urban sprawl
through implementation of General Plan Land Use Element Policy 9.2,
which restricts the extension or creation of new urban services or special
districts to areas that cannot be sustained in a fiscally responsible manner.
The GHG Reduction Plan does not result in any designation of land for
new development potential or construction of facilities.
The GHG
Reduction Plan would function as an implementation tool of the General
Plan and does not modify designated land uses or patterns or policy
provisions. There are no proposed changes to land use designations in the
General Plan as part of the GHG Reduction Plan.
As explained in revisions to Chapter 5 of the GHG Reduction Plan, It is
anticipated that upon completion of the Sustainable Communities
Strategy (SCS) by the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) and the Regional GHG Reduction Plan currently under
preparation by the San Bernardino County Association of Governments
(SANBAG), adequate methodology for quantification of regional VMT and
more comprehensive mitigation will provide suitable planning tools that
can be incorporated into this Plan through a future amendment. Both the
SCS and the Regional GHG Reduction Plan are intended to satisfy the
requirements of SB 375 and allow better forecasts of GHG emissions to
2035 as well as providing a regional strategy for reducing GHG emissions.
Through measure R3T4, the County intends to evaluate and consider
regional alternative land use and transportation patterns being
developed under SB 375, their implementation/adoption by cities within
San Bernardino County, and the potential for land use planning within the
County to support the regional effort. Because the County‟s opportunities
cannot be developed in isolation from City and regional initiatives, the
County‟s specific evaluation of its opportunities must of necessity occur
later in the process rather than in advance of the process. At this time,
the County is not relying on further land use-related GHG reductions from
VMT reductions to quantitatively meet the 2020 reduction. However, the
County does intend to examine the potential for measure R3T4 to
become a quantified measure as part of the implementation effort for the
Plan overall.
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The County is committed to reducing the dependence on automobiles for
local trips by integrating transportation and land use planning at the
community and regional levels, by encouraging mixed-use development
through the planned development process that includes dense, multiplefamily residential development and clustered, single-family residential
development, and other uses that provide convenient shopping and
employment opportunities close to major transportation corridors (General
Plan Policies H11.6, CI 4.2, and LU 6.1).
Response 1-8:

The commenter is referred to Response 1-7. The comment recites analysis
prepared in Sacramento County with reference to a draft general plan.
The plan at issue here is the GHG Reduction Plan, not the overall general
plan.

Response 1-9:

The commenter is referred to Response 1-7.

Response 1-10:

The GHG Reduction Plan does not presently rely on quantitative
reductions relative to the SB 375 process to demonstrate that the plan will
meet the 2020 reduction target. However, the plan does include measure
R3T4 which anticipates that future amendments to the plan could result in
additional reductions in the transportation sector.
As explained in revisions to Chapter 5 of the GHG Reduction Plan, It is
anticipated that upon completion of the SCS by SCAG and the Regional
GHG Reduction Plan currently under preparation by SANBAG, adequate
methodology for quantification of regional VMT and more comprehensive
mitigation will provide suitable planning tools that can be incorporated
into this Plan through a future amendment.

Response 1-11:

The County disagrees with the comment that the Plan does not require
specific action and that the measures in the Plan are not effective. The
GHG reduction measures of the GHG Reduction Plan would substantially
reduce projected unmitigated year 2020 emissions. The GHG Plan includes
both External and Internal reduction measures to address the resultant
emissions of buildings (associated with energy use), transportation and
land use emissions, solid waste emissions, industrial fuel combustion and
process emissions, agriculture emissions, emissions generated for the
energy used to pump water, County fleet emissions, County operated
landfills, and the emissions from County workers commuting to their jobs.
As stated on page 3.11-22 of the SEIR, the GHG Reduction Plan quantifies
the GHG equivalent of State, regional, and local reduction policies and
efforts. State reduction measures are quantified using the methodology
included in the AB 32 Scoping Plan and Technical Appendices. Regional
and local reductions are quantified with the best available methodology
from agencies and associations such as the California Environmental
Protection Agency (CalEPA), California Climate Action Registry (CCAR),
and California Energy Commission (CEC). The GHG reduction potential is
clearly and comprehensively documented and is sound. Did we respond
to the specific comment: “…the GHG Plan does not require specific
action…”? The response seems to address quantification rather than
specific required action.
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The commenter is referred to Appendix A and Appendix B of the GHG
Reduction Plan for the methodology used for estimating the effectiveness
of proposed reduction measures. These sections present the major
assumptions and calculation methodologies used to estimate emission
reductions for the GHG Reduction Plan.
Emission reductions for the external R1 measures were based on CARB
methodology, as presented in the AB 32 Scoping Plan. In certain cases,
CARB‟s calculations were modified to better estimate reductions for the
unincorporated County, as described in Appendix A of the GHG
Reduction Plan. R2 measures were calculated using County-specific
assumptions, where available, and custom methodologies for each sector
of emission reductions. The reduction methodologies for each emissions
sector are based on a combination of widely accepted protocols
established by the EPA, CCAR, CARB, and other relevant protocols, as
appropriate, or on scientific studies.
During the County‟s data collection process, appropriate emission factors
for each of the sources identified for the Internal Inventory were compiled
as described in Appendix B of the GHG Reduction Plan. For electricity
consumption, the Southern California Edison GHG emission factor was
applied to determine GHG emissions for all of San Bernardino County‟s
locations as this factor was the most specific factor publicly available. All
other emissions were calculated based on emission factors provided in
the 2008 Local Government Operations Protocol. As different units are
often provided for energy consumption (i.e., therms, MBtus), data for all
energy was converted to a single metric (Terajoules) before calculating
metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) using the abovementioned emission factors.
The comment cites Communities for a Better Environment v. City of
Richmond to claim that the measures in the GHG Plan do not meet
CEQA‟s standards for adequate mitigation measures. The comment
misperceives the nature of the measures in the GHG Reduction Plan –
these are plan policies and measures designed to reduce GHG emissions
in the County and to achieve compliance with AB 32. They are not
mitigation measures applied to a particular project, such as the
substantial oil refinery expansion that was evaluated in the CBE decision.
Response 1-12:

As stated in Response 1-11, the County does not agree with the statement
that the Plan does not require specific action. The Plan does not require
mandatory retrofits to existing structures upon sale, and such measures are
not needed to achieve the Plan‟s goal of compliance with AB 32. The
commenter is also referred to Responses 1-22 and 1-26.

Response 1-13:

The commenter is referred to Response 1-6 for a discussion on State
targets for GHG emissions. The commenter is referred to Response 1-11 for
a discussion of the methodology used for estimating the effectiveness of
proposed reduction measures.

Response 1-14:

The CARB Scoping Plan identifies the local equivalent of AB 32 targets as a
15 percent reduction below ”current” GHG emissions levels. The CARB
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Scoping Plan was not specific as to what base year to use to identify
“current” levels. However, the Scoping Plan was adopted in 2008 and a
review of the GHG inventory and emission trends at the time of the
Scoping Plan indicates that 15 percent below 2008 levels would
approximately equal 1990 levels at the state level (which is the goal of
AB32). CARB projected from baseline emissions to the year 2020, using
assumptions about potential growth, assuming no change in the existing
business practices, and without considering implementation of any GHG
emission reduction measures. CARB designated the baseline emissions
inventory projected to the year 2020 as business-as-usual (BAU).
New development, subject to County discretionary permit authority, will
reduce emissions by 31 percent compared to 2020 unmitigated conditions
through the County‟s Development Review Process (DRP). The County has
developed a screening table with a point system that takes into account
a wide range of potential measures that new development could
implement in order to achieve the overall 31 percent reduction level
(Screening Table). The State measures and mandatory local measures
(such as water conservation requirements) and other local action (such as
the County‟s municipal waste measures) will be included in the Screening
Table such that where these measures apply to a specific development;
they can be counted toward the 31 percent requirement. The County‟s
Screening Table will be based on a 100 point system that corresponds to a
31 percent reduction in GHG emissions. Beyond the State measures and
the mandatory local measures, the County intends to leave the specific
choice of reduction measures to the individual project proponent to
facilitate the adoption of the most feasible, effective, and cost efficient
measures relevant to each specific project. Through the County‟s DRP
each new project will be reviewed in order to assure that the identified
measures are feasible, relevant to the project, committed to by the
proponent, funded, and have a definite schedule for their
implementation. Using this approach, the precise amount of GHG
emissions reductions cannot be estimated for new development on a
measure by measure basis because the individual choices of new
development proponents as to which measures will be implemented
cannot be known at this time. However, the aggregate reductions are
known that will be required and are part of the GHG Reduction Plan. The
analysis examined feasible scenarios of reductions that would result from
new development utilizing different reduction strategies relating to energy
efficiency, and alternative energy features. The County will monitor the
emissions reductions from new development, calculate those emissions
and make any needed modifications to the County‟s reduction strategies
to enable the County to reach its 2020 target.
The commenter is also referred to Response 1-6 for a discussion of
significance thresholds.
Response 1-15:

The commenter is referred to Response 1-6 for further discussion of
significance thresholds.

Response 1-16:

As above, the comment appears to confuse GHG Reduction Plan
measures with mitigation measures (see Response 1-11). Nevertheless, the
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Plan does include a mechanism to re-evaluate the Plan‟s effective, as set
forth below.
The County Greenhouse Gas Reduction Team (GRT) will establish a
process for monitoring the implementation of the GHG Reduction Plan
and to adjust the plan as opportunities arise. The Land Use Services
Department (LUSD) will compile the monitoring results and report to the
Board of Supervisors on GHG Reduction Plan implementation progress.
The LUSD anticipates incorporating annual monitoring results with the
required annual reporting procedures for implementation of the County
General Plan.
As specified in GHG Section 5.7, Monitoring and
Inventorying and Reporting, the County will conduct periodic
comprehensive reviews on a four year schedule that will involve an
appropriate level of re-inventorying emissions sources in order to get a
more complete understanding of GHG conditions at that time and the
results of the GHG Emissions Reduction program. A new section, GHG 5.9
Amending the GHG Plan, has been added to make a clear commitment
to revise the Plan to incorporate new and improved methodologies and
protocols. A four year interval for ―re-inventorying will be synchronized
with the reduction measure phasing. Phases 1 and 2 will be concluded in
2014 and thus, re-inventorying (the inventory will be completed in 2015) at
this point will provide an important milestone assessment in the progress
that the County is making with GHG Reduction Plan implementation. The
next inventory would be completed to coincide with the 2020 target date
and implementation of the Phase 3 reduction measures. This inventory will
provide a more comprehensive assessment of the GHG Reduction Plan‟s
success while providing a basis for adjusting the GHG Reduction Plan for
the 2030 target. As the GHG Reduction Plan is implemented and as
technology changes, for example, energy consumption, vehicle
efficiency, waste diversion amounts, and methane recovery amounts will
change. If promising new strategies emerge, the County will evaluate
how to incorporate these strategies into the GHG Reduction Plan. Further,
State and federal action will also result in changes which will influence the
level of the County emissions.
Response 1-17:

The commenter is referred to Response 1-16.

Response 1-18:

The comment is noted.

Response 1-19:

The 2020 unmitigated emissions inventory includes multiple methods of
forecasting 2007 emissions to the year 2020, as described in GHG
Reduction Plan Appendix A - External Inventory/Reduction Measures
Methodology, pages A-2 through A-7 and tables A-1, A-3, and A-4 of the
GHG Reduction Plan. Growth factors provided by SCAQMD1 were used to
project stationary source emissions and agricultural emissions; the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) employment forecast growth from 2008 to 2020
in all of San Bernardino County2 were used to project cement plant

1

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2009. Greenhouse gas (GHG) inventories for the county of
San Bernardino; technical document: methodology, assumptions, data sources and inventory. Diamond Bar, CA.
2 SCAG, 2004. Regional Transportation Plan
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emissions; revised County growth forecasts3 were used to project
residential, commercial, and industrial energy use emissions; the EMFAC
model was used to project on-road transportation emissions; the
OFFROAD model was used to project off-road transportation emissions;
data from the County‟s waste management division was used to project
landfill waste emissions; and General Plan forecast data was used to
project wastewater and water conveyance emissions.4
General Plan projections were not used to calculate all sectors of the 2020
unmitigated emissions inventory because other forecast data was
deemed more appropriate for certain sectors as follows. Stationary source
and agricultural emissions for 2007 and 2020 were adapted from the
SCAQMD emissions inventory and 2020 forecast for the County as these
sources tend to grow in accordance with broader regional growth
patterns rather than specific County population, employment and
housing growth. Cement plant emissions were projected using the SCAG
RTP employment forecast growth from 2008 to 2020 since cement
production tends to trend more with regional economic growth than with
unincorporated County population or other unincorporated County
General Plan forecasts. Transportation emissions were projected using
EMFAC (on-road) and OFFROAD (off-road), which use CARB-approved
methods for estimating future vehicle emissions and this method was
recommended by SCAQMD for the transportation sector. Landfill waste
emissions were forecast based on projections provided by the County‟s
Waste Management Division, which are more accurate relative to waste
generation than deriving waste generation from per capita factors and
general socioeconomic forecasts.
Revised 2020 socioeconomic forecasts were developed by Stanley
Hoffman & Associates (2009) and were used to forecast emissions
associated with residential, commercial, and industrial building emissions
associated with electricity and gas consumption. The revised forecasts
are shown in Table A-4 on page A-7 of the GHG Reduction Plan. These
forecasts are lower than an interpolation of the 2030 forecasts in the
General Plan because they take into account the substantially reduced
rate of growth to 2020 in light of the recent economic downturn and
reduced growth forecasts. The intent of the GHG Reduction Plan is to
address the amount of emissions expected in 2020 based on the most
recent data available. Since an economic downturn has occurred after
the General Plan forecasts were originally prepared, it was appropriate to
revise the forecasts taking into account the effect of current
socioeconomic trends.
The General Plan forecasts of water demand and wastewater treatment
demand were used to analyze water conveyance emissions and
wastewater treatment emissions.
Although water and wastewater

Stanley Hoffman & Associates (Hoffman). 2009. Revised General Plan Projections for the Unincorporated San
Bernardino County. Prepared for the County of San Bernardino. September 11
4 San Bernardino County. 2006. Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the San Bernardino County 2006
General Plan Program. Appendix C: 2030 Growth Projections – Background Information. Prepared by Stanley R.
Hoffman Associates. March 20.
3
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demands may be less than predicted using the General Plan forecasts, it
was considered more accurate to use the quantities in the General Plan
background studies rather than adjust these consumption demands. As
these are not major sources of GHG emissions overall in the County, the
2020 forecast may be slightly overestimated if the revised 2020 growth
forecast is realized. Adjusting the numbers for this sector would not
substantially change the conclusions of the GHG Reduction Plan.
Response 1-20:

The GHG Reduction Plan has taken precise steps to insure that there is no
double-counting between State efficiency measures and local efficiency
actions. Measures R1E4 and R1E5 are derived from AB 32 Scoping Plan
strategies and the GHG Reduction Plan analysis takes credit for
improvements to energy efficiency based on zero energy buildings,
voluntary efficiency targets beyond mandatory codes, voluntary and
mandatory building retrofits, water system efficiency, financing innovation
and Title 24 improvements. For additional description of measures R1E4
and R1E5, refer to GHG Reduction Plan pages A-44 to A-46.
The DRP reductions do not double-count reductions from R1E4 and R1E5
because any reductions achieved from the DRP measures account for
reductions calculated for Measures R1E4 and R1E5. Measure R1E4 includes
the emission reductions associated with electricity energy efficiency
activities included in CARB‟s AB 32 Scoping Plan that are not attributed to
other reduction measures already calculated in the GHG Reduction Plan.
The amount of energy efficiency gains included in R1E4 in the County‟s
GHG Reduction Plan is limited to those associated with the Title 24 Energy
Efficiency Standards updates and energy efficiency retrofits (net of other
State energy measures like the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS)). The
County‟s R2 measures relating to these strategies have been subtracted
out to avoid double counting.
R1E5 includes the emission reductions associated with natural gas energy
efficiency activities included in CARB‟s AB 32 Scoping Plan that are not
attributed to other reduction measures already calculated. The amount of
GHG reductions identified for the R1E5 measure only includes Title 24
Energy Efficiency Standards updates and energy efficiency retrofits (net of
other State energy measures like the RPS). The County‟s R2 measures
relating to natural gas energy efficiency strategies were subtracted out to
avoid double counting.

Response 1-21:

The commenter is correct that the measure is titled differently on these
two pages (this was a typographic error on page A-47). This error has been
corrected in the Final GHG Reduction Plan. R1E7 actually captures the
reduction in industrial building energy emissions associated with the
energy efficiency measures for industrial sources included in CARB‟s AB 32
Scoping Plan, and is not related to oil and gas exploration emission
reductions. Measure R1I1, “Oil and Gas Extraction Combustion Related
GHG Emission Reduction,” is the measure which would reduce
combustion emissions from oil and gas extraction.
The commenter expresses concern that since there is limited oil and gas
development in the County it does not appear supportable for the
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County to take credit for Statewide reductions that may occur in this
sector. The reductions calculated for R1I1 are based on the baseline
emissions in the County for oil and gas extraction as calculated by
SCAQMD and follow the methodology used by CARB. In addition, these
reductions are very small compared to the 2020 inventory, reflecting the
limited oil and gas development in the County, accounting for a 0.001
percent reduction of total 2020 unmitigated industrial stationary source
emissions (GHG Reduction Plan, pg. A-48).
The commenter also expresses concern that separate and additional
reductions for oil and gas extraction in the Stationary Source section of
the GHG Reduction Plan appear to be double counting reductions
already taken under this measure. As described above, measure R1E7
does not account for oil and gas extraction reductions (the description
was incorrect in the draft and has been corrected). Measures R1E7 and
R1I1 are different measures addressing different sectors of the inventory,
and therefore do not double-count emission reductions.
Response 1-22:

The commenter asserts that R2E1 involves a County program for residential
energy efficiency retrofits. In addition to this, the commenter also claims
that this program amounts to no more than the waiver of permit fees.
Measure R2E1 will be implemented through a combination of County
permitting for major renovations and incentives for homeowners to
voluntarily retrofit their properties (GHG Reduction Plan, pg. A-48). As
stated in the GHG Reduction Plan, incentives will include financing
mechanisms (AB 811 type programs and grants), the County‟s Green
County program for waiving permit fees, increasing community awareness
of retrofit potential, engaging in efforts to encourage a qualified retrofit
workforce, and removing regulatory and procedural barriers to
implementing green building practices (GHG Reduction Plan, pg. A-48). A
list of actions that can increase energy efficiency for retrofit buildings is
listed on page A-48.
The commenter claims that if the County does not have requirements to
facilitate energy efficiency retrofits beyond the waiver of permit fees
already, and that the County should require increased efficiency above a
defined percent of current State requirements in the event of major
renovation. The commenter claims that this would allow more certainty
that GHG emission reductions would be achieved in existing building
stock. Major residential renovations (as noted on Page A-48) that trigger
discretionary permits would be subject to the DRP and would require
reductions relative to the renovated portion of existing buildings. The
County, as this time, is not proposing mandatory reductions for existing
buildings but rather a voluntary and incentive based approach.

Response 1-23:

The commenter is correct in stating that the GHG Reduction Plan refers to
financing mechanisms including AB 811 type programs and grants, such
as Energy Efficiency Conservation Block Grant funding (GHG Reduction
Plan, pg. A-48). The commenter expresses concern that AB 811 financing
districts are currently impracticable due to objections by Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac. The GHG Reduction Plan notes the current barriers in place
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by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. This barrier affects all AB 811 financing
districts for residential energy efficiency funding.
The commenter claims that if barriers to AB 811 were eliminated, the
County does not commit to operating an AB 811 program within its
jurisdiction or discuss if the County had an AB 811 program in place prior
to action by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. The County did not have an
AB 811 financing program in place before the action by Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac.
The commenter asks if the County expressly committed to creating an AB
811 program in the event current roadblocks with Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac are resolved. If the obstacle to AB 811 financing districts is
removed, then Measure R2E1 will require the County to implement an AB
811 style financing mechanism or its equivalent. The language of the
measure has been revised to make this clear.
In addition, it is important to remember that the Fannie Mae and Freddie
Mac objections only affect residential AB 811 financing districts since their
jurisdiction only relates to guaranteeing residential mortgages. As a result,
the County can move forward now with AB 811 approaches for
commercial properties.
Response 1-24:

In 2008 the County submitted an Energy Efficiency and Conservation
Block Grant (EECBG) application to the U.S. Department of Energy to avail
of the direct formula grant to the County in the amount $4,050,800 for a 36
month period.
The EECBG Program provides grants to U.S. local
governments to fund projects that reduce energy use and fossil fuel
emissions and improve energy efficiency. The EECBG Program was
authorized under Title V, Subtitle E of the Energy Independence and
Security Act (EISA), which was signed into law on December 19, 2007 and
subsequently funded on February 19, 2009 through the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). On March 26, 2009, the County
was allocated $4,050,800 in formula funding under the EECBG Program.
The grant has funded: solar electric system improvements for County
facilities; home energy efficiency improvements; and, environmental
review related to the County‟s GHG Emissions Reduction Plan.
In addition, Measure R2E1 would include County participation in seeking
and facilitating new sources of grant funding and linking up private
parties with sources of both private and public financing for energy
efficiency retrofits. The County is not in a financial position to fund the
program on its own from the County‟s General Fund. Regarding the
suggestion that impact fees from new development could be used to
fund retrofits, the plan does not include provision to establish impact fees
on new development to fund retrofits of low-income housing. Given that
new development is required to meet energy efficiency requirements and
will be subject to the provisions of the GHG Reduction Plan, in the
County‟s view it is questionable whether there is an appropriate basis or
nexus to justify the imposition of such an impact fee. It should also be
noted that new development can only be required to mitigate their own
GHG emissions (which will be done through the DRP), and thus if retrofits of
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existing buildings were to be used to comply with the DRP requirements,
this would not result in greater reductions than that assumed for the DRP
already.
Response 1-25:

The commenter is correct in stating that the GHG Reduction Plan claims
that 20% of existing buildings, or 1 in 5 dwellings, will be retrofit or
renovated by 2020. The commenter is also correct that this figure was
derived from the Green Building in North America report from the
Commission for Environmental Cooperation identified in the “Deep
Green” scenario. The GHG Reduction Plan refers to Paper 1: Green
Building Energy Scenarios for 2030,5 which states on page 19, “Roughly 90
percent of the existing residential and commercial buildings undergo an
energy retrofit or renovation” for the United States by the year 2030. The
GHG Reduction Plan used a linear regression from 2005 to 2030 to
determine that the U.S. retrofit rate for the year 2020 would be 47%. The
GHG Reduction Plan also notes that because this measure is voluntary,
the 47% was a reduced to 20 percent to provide a conservative scenario
of retrofits in the County by 2020.
The commenter claims that the Green Building report estimates that only
16% of existing residential stock will be affected by energy efficiency
activities associated with retrofit activities by 2030 under the “Deep
Green” scenario, far less than that stated in the GHG Reduction Plan. The
Green Building report does make the statement cited by the commenter.
The Green Building report also states that, “By 2030, approximately 26
percent of the existing residential stock will have been affected by energy
efficiency activities associated with major renovations” (page 35). This is in
addition to the 16% of existing residential stock affected by energy
efficiency activities associated with retrofit activities, for a total of 42%
retrofit or renovated by 2030. Measure R2E1 is relevant for both retrofits
and renovations. The 90 percent figure cited in the GHG Reduction Plan
referred to both residential and commercial buildings, which might
explain the discrepancy between the 90% figure and the 42% figure,
although it is unclear in the paper. Regardless of this discrepancy, if the
42% rate is applied to the same linear regression as the 90% rate, the
number of existing residences retrofit or renovated by 2020 would be
about 22%, which is higher than the 20% rate used to calculate reductions
for Measure R2E1. Consequently, Measure R2E1 reflects a relatively
conservative estimate rate of retrofits.
Regarding data on the current retrofits occurring in the County, this data is
not readily available at this time and would be time consuming to
compile. The information will be developed and included in the County‟s
compilation of emissions reduction during its re-inventory process. As
described above, the County is of the opinion that the assumptions
regarding retrofits in the Plan are reasonable as they are derived from
appropriate subject references.

5

See http://www.cec.org/files/PDF/GBpaper1_en.pdf
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Response 1-26:

As stated above, the GHG Reduction Plan refers to Paper 1: Green
Building Energy Scenarios for 2030,6 which states on page 19, “Roughly 90
percent of the existing residential and commercial buildings undergo an
energy retrofit or renovation” for the United States by the year 2030. This
number was used as a basis for the assumption that 20% of commercial
buildings existing in 2007 will be retrofit or renovated by 2020 (see
Response 1-32 above).
Major commercial renovations (additions of 25,000 square feet of
office/retail commercial or 100,000 square feet of industrial floor area and
as noted on Page A-49 under Measure R2E2) that trigger discretionary
permits would be subject to the DRP and would require reductions relative
to the renovated portion of existing buildings. The County, as this time, is
not proposing mandatory reductions for existing building but rather a
voluntary and incentive based approach except in the case of major
renovations.

Response 1-27:

The GHG Reduction Plan indicates that Measure R2E3 assumes 20 percent
of existing residential dwellings will install solar by 2020 (GHG Reduction
Plan, pg. A-50). The 20 percent value is the same rate of residential retrofits
assumed in Measure R2E1. The GHG Reduction Plan indicates that
Measure R2E4 assumes 25 percent of existing commercial warehousing
space will install solar by 2020 (GHG Reduction Plan, pg. A-51). This
assumption was an estimate based on the County‟s best judgment
regarding the amount of existing warehouse space that would install solar
by 2020, through a combination of a partnership between Southern
California Edison (SCE) and California Public Utilities Commission,
incentives from the CEC‟s Solar Initiative, other public and private funding
sources, and individual owner initiative in response to energy prices.
The commenter is correct that the GHG Reduction Plan includes
incentives available to homeowners through the CEC‟s California Solar
Initiative. The CEC‟s Solar Initiative began in 2007 and has a total budget
of $2.167 billion between 2007 and 2016, along with a goal to install
approximately 1,940 megawatts (MW) of new solar generation capacity.
This program includes: a solar rebate program which funds solar on
existing homes, existing or new commercial, agricultural, government and
non-profit buildings; a solar rebate program for low-income residents that
own their own single-family home and meet a variety of income and
housing eligibility criteria; and a solar rebate program for multifamily
affordable housing. The County intends to utilize funding for this program
to install solar photovoltaics on existing and new residential and
commercial buildings in the County. As noted above, Measure R2E3 and
R2E4 will need to rely on multiple funding sources in order to achieve the
reductions including partnerships with SCE, other public and private
funding sources, and individual owner initiative in response to energy
prices.

6

See http://www.cec.org/files/PDF/GBpaper1_en.pdf

County of San Bernardino
September 2011

General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report

2.0-49

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
Regarding data on the current retrofits occurring in the County, this data is
not readily available at this time and would be time consuming to
compile. The information will be developed and included in the County‟s
compilation of emissions reduction during its re-inventory process. As
described above, the County is of the opinion that the assumptions
regarding retrofits in the Plan are reasonable as they are derived from
appropriate subject references.
Response 1-28:

The commenter correctly claims that the County aims to “promote and
encourage participation in an incentive program …. to be developed
through a partnership between Southern California Edison and the
California Public Utilities Commission” as part of Measure R2E4 (GHG
Reduction Plan, pg. A-50). The commenter expresses concern that details
are not provided for in R2E4. The GHG Reduction Plan does not explain
the details of the partnership between Southern California Edison and the
California Public Utilities Commission because the partnership has not yet
been created – it is an implementation action of the GHG Reduction Plan.
The County is required to participate in this partnership as part of the GHG
Reduction Plan, and the details of the partnership will become available
in the future. If the partnership were to not come to fruition, then the
County would need to establish alternative means to fund renewably
investments equivalent to measure R2E4 In addition, the GHG Reduction
Plan includes the following details regarding Measure R2E4: the program
would require that the solar photovoltaic panels offset at least 50 percent
of a warehouse‟s electricity use; the measure would only affect emissions
from commercial warehouse space electricity use which, based on
Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey (CBECS) warehousing
data, was calculated to be 40 percent of the County‟s external electricity
emissions associated with buildings; 25 percent of unmitigated 2020
emissions from commercial warehousing would be affected by this
program; and the installation of solar photovoltaic panels will offset 50
percent of a warehouse‟s electricity use.
The commenter also expresses concern that while the County has no
direct control over the program, the County assumes that 50% of
warehouse electricity use will be reduced. The GHG Reduction Plan
specifies that reductions from this measure will be achieved through
installation of solar on warehouses by means of a partnership between
Southern California Edison and the California Public Utilities Commission.
The County will promote and encourage participation in an incentive
program for installing the panels for existing warehouses and has included
solar installation as one of the options for seeking mandatory reductions
through the DRP. The commenter is incorrect in stating that the GHG
Reduction Plan claims a 50% reduction in warehouse electricity use. The
GHG Reduction Plan states that 25% of total unmitigated 2020 emissions
from commercial warehousing would be affected by this program; in
other words, approximately 25% of warehouses will install solar by 2020. The
GHG Reduction Plan also states that for these 25% of warehouses, the
installation of solar photovoltaic panels will offset 50 percent of a
warehouse‟s electricity (GHG Reduction Plan, pg. A-51). Consequently,
Measure R2E4 results in a 12.5% reduction in warehouse electricity use in
2020, far lower than the commenter‟s claim of a 50% reduction.
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The commenter suggests that to properly support R2E4, the GHG
Reduction Plan should be revised so the County requires all warehouses to
install on-site solar as a condition of project approval. The County‟s
approach is that on-site solar is an option for new warehouses to meet
their DRP obligation to reduce GHG emissions by 31%, but that the County
is not mandating the precise means and methods to achieve that
reduction.
Response 1-29:

The GHG Reduction Plan states that R3 measures “were not used to
demonstrate achievement of the proposed County 2020 GHG emissions
reduction target. For these measures, emissions reductions have either not
been quantified due to a lack of available data or protocols required for
quantification or because of uncertainty regarding the County‟s
jurisdictional control over relevant emissions sources” (GHG Reduction
Plan, pg. 2.0-14). Because the R3 measures were not quantified or
counted toward the County‟s 2020 GHG emissions reduction target, these
measures are not required by the GHG Reduction Plan for the County to
meet its target. Therefore, the R3 energy measures do not need
enforceable requirements with concrete deadlines for action. However,
many of the R3 measures are currently under development and will
involve enforceable requirements when completed. R3 measures may in
fact be enforceable and include requirements, but emission reductions
have not been quantified due to the reasons listed above.
The commenter is correct that measure R3E11 states that the County will
encourage the construction of new buildings to allow for the easy, costeffective installation of future solar energy systems, and on-site renewable
energy generators are not required for new buildings. As stated above,
R3E11 is not required by the GHG Reduction Plan for the County to meet
its 2020 emission reduction target.
The commenter suggests that absent unusual circumstances, on-site
renewable energy generators should be required of new homes, with solar
ready homes as the default where unusual circumstances are present. As
noted above, R3 measures were not used to demonstrate achievement
of the proposed County 2020 GHG emissions reduction target. On-site
renewables are one option for new development to demonstrate their
compliance with the 31 percent reductions required under the DRP.
The commenter claims that as another example of an R3 energy measure
that does not provide enforceable requirements with concrete deadlines
for action, the GHG Reduction Plan only requires the County to “pursue
developing „heat island‟ mitigation plan including guidelines for cool
roofs, cool pavements, and strategically placed shade trees” (GHG
Reduction Plan, pg. A-57). The commenter suggests that this measure
should be modified to require the heat island plan be developed by a
date certain and require that its guidelines be mandated for new
development. The commenter is correct in their citation of Measure R3E5.
The Measure includes specific guideline requirements for the heat island
mitigation plan (GHG Reduction Plan, pg. A-57). Although the measure
does not require the heat island plan to be developed by a certain date,
and does not require that its guidelines be mandated for new
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development, this measure was not used to demonstrate achievement of
the proposed County 2020 GHG emissions reduction target.
Response 1-30:

The commenter correctly states that Measures R1I3 and R1I4 assume
substantial reductions in emissions due to carbon intensity standards for
cement manufacturers and concrete batch plants. These measures result
in a 2.3 percent and 25 percent reduction from 2020 unmitigated cement
and concrete emissions, respectively.
The commenter claims that while these measures were initially evaluated
by CARB and supported by the environmental community, they were
ultimately not adopted as part of the Scoping Plan. The commenter is
correct that the Scoping Plan evaluated the cement/concrete plan
measures but they were not specifically adopted as measures for the
development of specific regulations as part of the Scoping Plan. Instead
the Scoping Plan recommends that large industrial sources like cement
emissions be addressed through a cap-and-trade program.
Cement combustion and process emissions in the State in 2006 were 9.8
million metric tons. There are 11 cement plants in California, three of which
are in unincorporated San Bernardino County. In order to meet the AB 32
reduction target by 2020, there will be a need for substantial reductions in
this sector. Cement is an essential regional building material, the majority
of which is provided from regional sources due to high transportation costs
at distance (approximately 60% of cement used in the State is produced
in the State; the rest is imported). As a result, through either a cap-andtrade program and/or through complementary regulation later,
reductions will be needed across the State at all major cement
manufacturing facilities.
The Scoping Plan states: “Reducing greenhouse gas emissions from the
wide variety of sources can best be accomplished though a cap-andtrade program along with a mix of complementary strategies that
combine market-based regulatory approaches, other regulations,
voluntary measures, fees, policies, and programs. CARB will monitor
implementation of these measures to ensure that the State meets the
2020 limit on greenhouse gas emissions.”7 Thus, cap-and-trade will be the
first approach to promoting reductions in the cement industry, but CARB
will retain the authority (given to it by AB 32) to later evaluate whether
specific cement industry GHG regulation (such as a cement intensity
standard like that mentioned in Measures R1I3 and R1I4) should be
instituted as a complementary measure. Thus, although it is difficult to
precisely predict the exchange changes in the cement carbon intensity
that will occur due to cap-and-trade, reduction in the approximate
amount of that assumed in Measures R1I3 and R1I4 will be necessary to
support reaching the overall AB 32 reduction target.

7

California Air Resources Board. 2008. Climate change proposed scoping plan.
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/psp.pdf>. Sacramento, CA. Page 15.
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The commenter is correct in claiming that the Scoping Plan does not
mandate waste reduction in concrete use as stated in Measure R1I5. This
measure assumes that waste reduction will be one of the approaches
that cement manufacturers will adopt in response to a cap-and-trade
program and/or later complementary regulation measures. The key point
of the commenter is an assertion that GHG Reduction Plan cannot
legitimately take credit for Measures R1I3, R1I4, and R1I5. The CARB states
that these measures “… are included in the economic model runs as
potential technical options that have been evaluated by staff as low cost
… for achieving reductions of GHG emissions in the Industrial sector under
the cap-and-trade program. These measures, although not part of the
recommendation in the AB 32 GHG emissions reduction program, were
therefore used as a surrogate for the cap-and-trade program in the
economic modeling.”8 The County‟s plan takes a similar approach as the
Scoping Plan. Based on the Scoping Plan‟s description of the cap-andtrade program, Measures R1I3, R1I4, and R1I5 were included in the GHG
Reduction Plan as a likely response of the industrial sector to the cap-andtrade program.
While not considered likely, is possible that the cap-and-trade program
and/or specific GHG regulation of the cement industry will not be
implemented. In this case, the State of California will need to implement
additional measures to cover the gap needed to achieve the Statewide
emission reductions goal under AB 32. If cement emissions are included in
the inventory the County is responsible for, the County may not meet its
2020 emission reduction goal without reductions in the cement emissions
equivalent to that assumed in R1I3, R1I4, and R1I5. The County will remain
responsible to implement additional measures (such as R3 measures) or
strengthen current measures to achieve its reduction goal by 2020. All
indications at present indicate that CARB will implement a cap and trade
program that will include cement plant emissions and/or will seek direct
regulation of large industrial sources in order to reach the overall
Statewide AB 32 reduction goal. The County will monitor progress as to
whether it remains reasonably foreseeable that the assumed reductions in
cement production carbon intensity will come to fruition by 2020. If
information comes to light that such reductions are no longer reasonably
foreseeable, then the County will need to take into consideration
alternative means to meet the County‟s identified 2020 reduction target.
Federal action, through USEPA regulation under the Clean Air Act, will also
require GHG reductions for cement manufacturers as well. The USEPA‟s
“tailoring rule” identifies that Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
requirements for new or expanded facilities and Title V operating permits
for existing permits relative to GHG emissions will apply to cement
manufacturers starting in 2011.
The County included cement emissions to present a full picture of areas in
which the County can have influence over GHG emission sources. The

8

California Air Resources Board. 2008. Climate change proposed scoping plan. Volume 2: analysis and documentation.
Available: <http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/appendix2.pdf>. Page I-36.
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County does have permitting authority over new cement manufacturers
and expansion of existing cement manufacturing facilities (in certain
cases), but has no authority to mandate reductions of emissions from
existing cement manufacturing facilities (if those emissions are otherwise
permitted by State and federal regulations). Thus, if State regulation
(directly through source reduction mandates or indirectly through cap
and trade) or federal regulation does not come to fruition, the County
would need to amend the GHG Reduction Plan to account for this. In
that instance, the County would be likely to only include new emissions
associated with new cement plants (or expanded) ones within its
reduction responsibility, given the limitations on County authority to
mandate reductions of emissions from existing industrial sources. At this
time, it is reasonably foreseeable that the State (through cap and trade)
and the federal government (through the Clean Air Act) will take actions
that will result in substantial GHG emission reductions compared to a
business as usual condition and thus it is appropriate for the County to rely
on this regulatory intent. As noted above, the County will monitor
accomplishments in this sector and if and when necessary take action to
modify its GHG Reduction Plan should substantial changes in expected
GHG reductions from this sector occur.
Response 1-31:

The commenter is referred to Response 1-15.

Response 1-32:

The point system is based upon Title 24 improvements used at the time of
the development application. Projects need to provide greater energy
efficiency than Title 24 standards at the time of the application in order to
achieve points.
The CARB Scoping Plan identifies the local equivalent of AB 32 targets as a
15 percent reduction below baseline GHG emissions level, with baseline
interpreted as GHG emissions levels between 2003 and 2008. Baseline
Period GHG emissions include emissions from all sources in CARB‟s
emissions inventory, including both, old and new, large and small GHG
emission sources. The Baseline Period emissions were then projected to the
year 2020, using assumptions about potential growth, assuming no
change in the existing business practices, and without considering
implementation of any GHG emission reduction measures. CARB
designated the baseline emissions inventory projected to the year 2020 as
business-as-usual (BAU). New development, subject to County
discretionary permit authority, will reduce emissions by 31 percent
compared to 2020 unmitigated conditions through the County‟s
Development Review Process (DRP).
As shown in Appendix F of the GHG Reduction Plan, compliance with Title
24 would award a proposed project zero points. In this way, the GHG Plan
does not double count for energy efficiency improvements imposed by
the State through Title 24 Standards.

Response 1-33:

The estimate of new residential units expected to be needed by 2020
came from a report prepared by Stanley R. Hoffman Associates (SRHA),
September 11, 2009, entitled “Revised General Plan Projections for the
Unincorporated San Bernardino County”. The number of new residential
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units represents the estimate of new homes required to house the
forecasted population in 2020. During the process if preparing the GHG
Plan, staff recognized that the economy had made a dramatic downturn
and that development activity had slowed substantially. It was apparent
that the growth projections contained in the 2007 General Plan Update
(GPU) may need to be adjusted to reflect the economic conditions in
2009. The County used SRHA to analyze the 2007 GPU growth projections
and revise as needed. The SRHA report was used as an information source
in the GHG Plan and is referenced in Appendix A of the Plan.
Please note that during subsequent revisions to the Screening Tables, it
was discovered that the number 3,733 units was incorrectly cited. The
correct number is 5,083 units, which is the estimated housing need for the
period 2007 to 2020. The number “3,733” represents the estimated housing
units needed for the period from 2009/2010 to 2020. The actual number of
new residential units has been corrected in the updated version of the
Development Review Process /Screening Tables that is presented in this
Final SEIR within Section 3.0, Minors Revisions to the Draft SEIR.
SRHA revised the population, household and employment projections
originally prepared by their firm for the San Bernardino County 2007
General Plan update. The 2007 General Plan projections were prepared
for the 2000 to 2035 period exclusively for the unincorporated portions of
the County and these were presented by smaller sub-regions or „Planning
Areas‟ – Valley, Mountain and Desert . SRHA revised the General Plan
projections for the period 2009 to 2020 by the three Planning Areas for
population, households and employment. In doing so, they analyzed
historic data from 2000 January to 2008 December, including data for the
interim years of 2002 and 2007. Under the revised projections, they also
estimated the persons per household and jobs per household ratios by the
three County Planning Areas. The number of housing units needed for the
period 2007 to 2009 was derived from actual building permit data and
other sources.
Response 1-34:

Yes, projects would be able to take credit for energy efficiency 20%
above Title 24 requirements. This can be done through a Title 24 energy
report typically provided with the development application package.
Points can be calculated for the overall project efficiencies using the
“Independent Energy Efficiency Calculations” option in the Screening
Tables. Alternatively, future project proposals seeking to develop buildings
20% or more above Title 24 energy efficiency standards would be required
to specify the specific aspects of the building that would receive greater
efficiency and derive points based upon the specific energy efficiency
aspects of the building.
Response 1-35: Screening Tables scores were calculated for various sample
projects and the results were compared with the corresponding
CalEEMod modeling results for each sample project. The Screening Tables
conservatively estimate the amount of emissions that will be reduced by
the measures and are, on average, consistent with the reductions
calculated using CalEEMod and the mitigation measures provided in the
CAPCOA local government resource document “Quantifying Greenhouse
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Gas Mitigation Measures, August 2010.” CalEEMod incorporates the
mitigation measures provided by CAPCOA in its document. Because
there are some differences in the methodology and data sources
between CalEEMod and the Screening Tables, the County will continue to
work with SCAQMD in calibrating the point values for the Screening
Tables. The commenter is referred to Appendix F of the GHG Reduction
Plan for an expanded discussion on the County‟s Screening Table and
point system.
Response 1-36:

Yes a project can take credit for improvements in energy efficiency and
anticipated state action in determining whether it is 31% better than
unmitigated levels. To do this you will need to use the CAPCOA and CARB
emissions reduction calculations. These are built into the CalEEMod
model, and therefore, a project should be modeled in CalEEMod if this
method is applied. According to CAPCOA, a project will achieve a 0.29%
reduction in electricity and a 0.66% reduction in natural gas for each
percentage above Title 24 standards for the building envelope. The Emfac
Post-Processor tool provided by CARB estimates an 18% reduction in GHG
in these vehicle classes by 2020 due to the requirements of AB 1493.

Response 1-37:

The commenter is referred to Response 1-20.

Response 1-38:

The GHG Reduction Plan has a benchmark year of 2007. This is not the
same as a project‟s CEQA baseline which is the environmental conditions
at the time of the environmental review (in the case of an EIR, it is usually
at the time of Notice of Preparation). The GHG Reduction Plan overall is
seeking to reduce GHG emissions by 15 percent from 2007 levels by 2020.
As part of a multi-pronged approach, new development, subject to
County discretionary permit authority, will be required to reduce emissions
by 31 percent compared to unmitigated conditions through the County‟s
Development Review Process (DRP). Based on the calculations in the
GHG Reduction Plan, the County‟s target will be met by new
development reducing emissions collectively by 31 percent (including the
effect of state and project actions) between 2007 and 2020 and by the
projected reductions from existing development through state and local
measures. Project emissions, in most cases, will be an increase over
project-level baseline conditions which are often zero if there are no GHG
emission sources on the project site. The GHG Plan‟s identification of a 31
percent reduction target for the new development sector is not a
significance threshold designed for project-level review – it is a GHG
reduction target overall for the aggregate of new development .

Response 1-39:

The commenter is referred to Responses 1-16 and 1-17. As noted in these
responses, the GHG Reduction Plan does include the required mechanism
to monitor the plan‟s progress.

Response 1-40:

As explained in section 4.3 of the SEIR, the SEIR evaluated additional
alternatives based upon the additional impacts that were identified in the
SEIR analysis of the impacts of adopting the proposed GHG Reduction
Plan. In the County‟s view, based upon those identified impacts, the SEIR
evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives. As noted below, the
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commenters‟ comments on this topic appear to relate to the alternatives
previously evaluated in the General Plan EIR.
Response 1-41:

This comment purports to challenge the range of alternatives evaluated in
this SEIR, but then mentions the alternatives that were evaluated in the
earlier General Plan EIR. As noted in section 2.2 of the SEIR, the General
Plan EIR was certified in 2007. The commenter and other organizations
filed a lawsuit challenging that EIR, and that lawsuit was dismissed
following the County‟s settlement with the Attorney General.
The
adequacy of the range of alternatives in the General Plan EIR is thus no
longer at issue. As explained in Chapter 4.1 of the SEIR, the alternatives
analysis in the SEIR includes two sections. The first section evaluates
whether changes to the General Plan associated with the adoption of the
GHG Reduction Plan would alter the conclusions of the General Plan EIR
regarding those previously evaluated alternatives. The second section
evaluates additional alternatives based upon the identification of impacts
associated with the GHG Reduction Plan. The comment relates to the
analysis of alternatives in the earlier General Plan EIR, and not the SEIR. The
comment does not raise any environmental issues relating to the analysis
in this EIR.

Response 1-42:

As the comment is referring to the County General Plan EIR only and not
the SEIR, the comment does not raise any environmental issues relating to
the analysis in this EIR.

Response 1-43:

This comment also relates to the alternatives analysis in the General Plan
EIR, not this SEIR.

Response 1-44:

The comment is noted. The commenter is on the notice lists for this project.
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LETTER 2

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

Response 2-1:

The comment is noted and no further response is required. The comment
does not raise any substantial issues regarding the adequacy of the SEIR
under CEQA.

Response 2-2:

The commenter recommends revisions to two mitigation measures related
to bird safety and agriculture usage. The commenter is referred to Section
3.0, Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR, for the revised text to these mitigation
measures.

Response 2-3:

The comment is noted and no further response is required. The comment
does not raise any substantial issues regarding the adequacy of the SEIR
under CEQA.

Response 2-4:

The comment is noted and no further response is required. The comment
does not raise any substantial issues regarding the adequacy of the SEIR
under CEQA.
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3.0 MINOR REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT SEIR
3.1

INTRODUCTION

This section includes minor edits to the Draft SEIR. These modifications resulted in response to
comments received during the Draft SEIR public review period as well as staff-initiated changes.
Revisions herein do not result in new significant environmental impacts, do not constitute
significant new information, nor do they alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis.
Changes are provided in revision marks (underline for new text and strike out for deleted text).

3.2

MINOR CHANGES AND EDITS TO THE DRAFT SEIR

SECTION 2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Pages 2.0-6 is revised as follows:

2.4.1

General Plan Amendment

The County proposes to amend its General Plan to include a policy and programs addressing
the County’s intent to reduce GHG emissions that are reasonably attributable to: (1) the
County’s internal activities, services, and facilities; and (2) private industry and development that
is located within the area subject to the County’s land use and building permit authority.
The General Plan Amendment would add a policy (Policy CO 4.13) to the General Plan Air
Quality Section of the Conservation Element specifically calling for the reduction of greenhouse
gas emissions. Policy CO 4.13 is proposed as follows:
CO 4.13

Reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions within the County boundaries.

1. Emission Inventories. The County will prepare GHG emissions inventories produced by:
(1) the County’s operational activities, services, and facilities, over which the County has
direct responsibility and control; and (2) private industry and development that is located
within the area subject to the County’s discretionary land use authority, including:
a) An baseline inventory of current GHG emissions based on year 2007 conditions;
b) A projected inventory for year 2020.
Pages 2.0-13 through 2.0-15 are revised as follows:
Emissions Reduction Measures
The GHG emissions reduction measures identified in the GHG Plan include existing and proposed
state, regional, county, and other local measures that would reduce GHG emission in the
internal and external categories. Reduction measures have been organized into a classification
system that recognizes both the origin of the measures, i.e., state, regional, or local, and also
whether the measure is quantifiable in terms of calculating a volume of emission reduction. The
emissions reduction measures are organized as follows, for each sector:
•

Reduction Class 1 (R1) includes adopted, implemented, and proposed state and
regional measures that do not require additional County action and that will result in
GHG reductions for the County’s land use authority area and internal operations. These
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measures may require County action to achieve the GHG reductions, but that action is
limited and compulsory.
•

Reduction Class 2 (R2) includes all quantifiable measures that have been implemented
or will be implemented by the County, as well as any additional quantifiable measures
that require County action and will further reduce the GHG emissions for the County’s
LUA area and internal operations. R2 also includes any state and regional measures that
require substantial action by the County to achieve the expected GHG reductions.
includes measures currently implemented or in the process of implementation by the
County, as well as any additional quantifiable measures that require County action and
will further reduce the GHG emissions for the County’s land use authority area and
internal operations. R2 also includes any state and regional measures that require
substantial action by the County to achieve the expected GHG reductions.
The R2 measures include specific quantifiable measures as well as reductions achieved
through the development review process.
Measurable reductions of GHG emissions will be achieved through the County’s
development review process (DRP) by applying appropriate reduction requirements as
part of the discretionary approval of new development projects. Through the DRP, the
County will implement CEQA requiring new development projects to quantify project
GHG emissions and adopt feasible mitigation to reduce project emissions below a level
of significance. Mitigation of GHG emissions impacts through the Development Review
Process provides one of the most substantial reduction strategies for reducing External
Emissions. The CEQA process for evaluating GHG impacts and determining significance
will be achieved through a streamlined process as follows:
a. Exemptions. Projects determined to be exempt from CEQA will not require further
environmental review.
b. Regulatory Agency Performance Standards. When, and if, the South Coast Air Quality
Management District or the Mojave Basin Air Quality Management District adopts
standards, the County may use such standards as a threshold of significance, if
appropriate to do so. The County anticipates that it will use this approach with
smaller development projects so that projects that fall below the air districts’
thresholds will not require further evaluation.
c. Projects Using Screening Table. The County has developed a screening table as a
tool to assist with calculating GHG reduction measures and the determination of a
significance finding. Projects that garner a specified number of points (e.g., 100) or
greater would not require quantification of project-specific GHG emissions. The point
system will be devised to correspond to a reduction of GHG emissions for new
development of 31 percent compared to unmitigated emissions. Consistent with the
CEQA Guidelines, such projects will be determined to have a less than significant
individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions. It is expected that energy
efficiency will be a likely strategy that many project proponents will include in their
reduction strategy to meet the County requirements because energy efficiency is
often the most cost-effective approach to reducing GHG emissions.
d. Projects Not Using Screening Table. Projects that do not garner the specified number
of points with use of the screening table will be required to quantify project-specific
GHG emissions or otherwise demonstrate that project-specific GHG emissions will be
reduced or mitigated by at least (a specified percentage) compared to unmitigated
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emissions. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, such projects will be determined to
have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions.
e. Projects Requiring an EIR. This process shall not be construed as limiting the County’s
authority to require an EIR, if needed, and adopt a statement of overriding
considerations for projects with significant GHG impacts. The County will monitor the
emissions reductions from new development, calculate those emissions, and make
any needed modifications to the County’s reduction strategies to enable the County
to reach its 2020 target.
The R2 measures include specific quantifiable measures as well as reductions achieved
through the development review process.
Measurable reductions of GHG emissions will be achieved through the County’s GHG
Development Review Process (DRP) by applying appropriate reduction requirements as
part of the discretionary approval of new development projects.
Through its
development review process, the County will implement CEQA by requiring new
development projects to quantify project GHG emissions and adopt feasible mitigation
to reduce project emissions below a level of significance.
Mitigation of GHG emissions impacts through the DRP provides one of the most
substantial reduction strategies for reducing external emissions. The DRP procedures for
evaluating GHG impacts and determining significance for CEQA purposes will be
streamlined by (1) applying a uniform set of performance standards to all development
projects, and (2) utilizing Screening Tables to mitigate project GHG emissions. Projects will
have the option of preparing a project-specific technical analysis to quantify and
mitigate GHG emissions. A review standard of 3,000 metric tons per years (MTY) will be
used to identify projects that require the use of Screening Tables or a project-specific
technical analysis to quantify and mitigate project emissions. The review standard of
3,000 MTY and the Screening Tables are described in Appendix F.
As part of the implementation of the County GHG Plan, a uniform set of performance
standards will be applied to development projects. These performance standards will be
added to the County Development Code to ensure consistent application during
development review. The complete Development Review Process, including the use of
performance standards, for assessing and mitigating GHG emissions is outlined below.
a) County Performance Standards. All development projects, including those otherwise
determined to be exempt from CEQA will be subject to applicable Development
Code provisions, including the GHG performance standards, and state requirements,
such as the California Building Code requirements for energy efficiency. With the
application of the GHG performance standards, projects that are exempt from
CEQA and small projects that do not exceed 3,000 MTCO2e per year will be
considered to be consistent with the Plan and determined to have a less than
significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions. (See Appendix F for
a full description of the Performance Standards and the methodology relating to the
3,000 MTCO2e per year level.)
b) Regulatory Agency Performance Standards. When, and if, South Coast Air Quality
Management District or Mojave Basin Air Quality Management District adopts
standards, the County will consider such guidance and incorporate all applicable
standards.
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c) Projects Using Screening Table. For projects exceeding 3,000 MTCO2e per year of
GHG emissions, the County will use Screening Tables as a tool to assist with
calculating GHG reduction measures and the determination of a significance
finding. Projects that garner a 100 or greater points would not require quantification
of project specific GHG emissions. The point system was devised to ensure project
compliance with the reduction measures in the GHG Plan such that the GHG
emissions from new development, when considered together with those from existing
development, will allow the County to meet its 2020 target and support longer-term
reductions in GHG emissions beyond 2020. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines,
such projects are consistent with the Plan and therefore will be determined to have a
less than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions. (See
Appendix F for a full description of the Screening Tables and methodology.)
d) Projects Not Using Screening Tables. Projects exceeding 3,000 MTY of GHG emissions
that do not use the Screening Tables, will be required to quantify project-specific
GHG emissions or otherwise demonstrate that project specific GHG emissions
achieve the equivalent level of GHG emissions efficiency as a 100-point project.
Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, such projects are consistent with the Plan and
therefore will be determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative
impact for GHG emissions. (See Appendix F for a full description of this alternative
GHG mitigation analysis and methodology.)
e) Residential Projects Located Outside City Sphere of Influence. Residential Projects (or
mixed use projects with a residential component) in excess of 250 dwelling units that
are located in unincorporated area not within a City Sphere of Influence (SOI) will not
be eligible to use the Screening Tables or rely on the Plan for a determination of less
than significant on individual or cumulative impact for GHG emissions. These projects
must perform an independent project-specific evaluation of GHG emissions and
present project-specific conclusions regarding significance of GHG emissions
impacts. (See Appendix F for a full description of the mitigation analysis and
methodology for these projects)
f)

Projects Requiring EIR. This process shall not be construed as limiting the County’s
authority to require an EIR and if needed to adopt a statement of overriding
consideration for projects with significant GHG Impacts.

The County will monitor the emissions reductions from new development, calculate those
emissions and make any needed modifications to the County’s reduction strategies to
enable the County to reach its 2020 target.
•

Reduction Class 3 (R3) includes additional measures that were not used to demonstrate
achievement of the proposed County 2020 GHG emissions reduction target. For these
measures, emissions reductions have either not been quantified due to a lack of
available data or protocols required for quantification or because of uncertainty
regarding the County’s jurisdictional control over relevant emissions sources. Some of
these measures are quantifiable but require additional refinement and are therefore not
included in R1 or R2.
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Pages 2.0-36 through 2.0-38 are revised as follows:

2.4.3

Development Code Amendment

The project to be considered in the Draft SEIR will also include an amendment to the
Development Code codifying the process for evaluating GHG emissions reduction as part of the
development review process for new development projects. Chapter 85.03 of Division 5, Permit
Application and Review Procedure of the Development Code (specifically Section 85.03.040) is
proposed to be amended to include the following language:
(a) Applications subject to CEQA. All land use applications that are subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) shall be reviewed by the Department in compliance
with the County Environmental Review Guidelines.
(b) Environmental findings required. Before taking an action to approve a land use
application that is subject to CEQA, the Planning Agency shall make one or more
environmental findings. The environmental finding(s) is required in addition to the findings
specified in this Development Code for each application type.
(c) Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Review. All land use applications that are subject to
CEQA review shall have the potential impacts of the project’s GHG emissions evaluated
pursuant to the procedures entitled Review of GHG Emissions, Land Use Service
Department Standard Policy/Procedures Manual, Section 9 (Environmental Review
Guidelines). [proposed amendment in italic text]
In addition, the Development Code will be amended in Chapter 84.29 and 84.30 of
Division 4, Standards for Specific Land Uses and Activities, to incorporate the mitigation
measures identified in this SEIR and GHG Performance Standards, respectively. Chapter
84.29 will incorporate additional mitigation measures, as revised in the FSEIR, as specific
standards for various renewal energy generating facilities. Chapter 84.30 is being added
as a new chapter of standards for GHG emissions reductions.

2.5

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS, PERMITS, AND APPROVALS

Concurrent with the adoption of the General Plan Amendment and the GHG Plan, the County
will amend its General Plan to incorporate the above identified policy to reflect the County’s
intent to reduce GHG emissions that are reasonably attributable to the County’s discretionary
land use decisions and the County’s internal governmental operations. The project to be
considered in the Draft SEIR also includes an amendment to the Development Code
implementing GHG emissions reduction measures, as part of the development review process
for new development projects.
Adoption of the General Plan Amendment and the associated GHG Plan and Development
Code amendments does not require action by any other agencies.

2.6

APPLICATION OF THE GHG PLAN TO FUTURE CEQA REVIEWS AND SPECIFIC PROJECTS

One of the objectives of the proposed Project is to adopt a GHG Plan that satisfies the
requirements of Section 15183.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, which sets forth standards for using a
greenhouse gas reduction plan to address the GHG emissions of specific projects. Under this
Guideline, compliance with the GHG Plan can be used in appropriate situations to determine
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the significance of a project’s effects relating to greenhouse gas emissions, thus providing
streamlined CEQA analysis of future projects that are consistent with the approved GHG Plan.
Guideline section 15183.5(b) reads as follows:
(b) Plans for the Reduction of Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Public agencies may choose to
analyze and mitigate significant greenhouse gas emissions in a plan for the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions or similar document. A plan to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions may be used in a cumulative impacts analysis as set forth below. Pursuant to
sections 15064(h)(3) and 15130(d), a lead agency may determine that a project’s
incremental contribution to a cumulative effect is not cumulatively considerable if the
project complies with the requirements in a previously adopted plan or mitigation
program under specified circumstances.
(1) Plan Elements. A plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions should:
(A) Quantify greenhouse gas emissions, both existing and projected over a specified
time period, resulting from activities within a defined geographic area;
(B) Establish a level, based on substantial evidence, below which the contribution to
greenhouse gas emissions from activities covered by the plan would not be
cumulatively considerable;
(C) Identify and analyze the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from specific actions
or categories of actions anticipated within the geographic area;
(D) Specify measures or a group of measures, including performance standards, that
substantial evidence demonstrates, if implemented on a project-by-project basis,
would collectively achieve the specified emissions level;
(E) Establish a mechanism to monitor the plan’s progress towards achieving the level
and to require amendment if the plan is not achieving specified levels;
(F) Be adopted in a public process following environmental review.
(2) Use the Later Activities. A plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, once
adopted following certification of an EIR or adoption of an environmental document,
may be used in the cumulative impacts analysis of later projects. An environmental
document that relies on a greenhouse gas reduction plan for a cumulative impacts
analysis must identify those requirements specified in the plan that apply to the
project, and, if those requirements are not otherwise binding and enforceable,
incorporate those requirements as mitigation measures applicable to the project. If
there is substantial evidence that the effects of a particular project may be
cumulative considerable, notwithstanding the project’s compliance with the
specified requirements in the plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, an
EIR must be prepared for the project.
The provisions of the GHG Plan and the appendices that support the Plan comply with these
provisions by providing a quantified inventory of greenhouse gas emissions, and by providing a
level based on substantial evidence below which activities subject to the plan will not make a
cumulatively considerable contribution to greenhouse gas impacts. That level is based on the
State’s AB 32 goals. The GHG Plan and associated documents also identify and analyze the
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emissions associated with specific actions, and set forth performance standards to achieve the
specified emissions goals. The analysis in the GHG Plan and the supporting documents
demonstrates that this level will be achieved by these measures. Finally, the GHG Plan including
monitoring, and the Plan will be adopted in a public process following environmental review.
The County intends to use the GHG Plan to streamline the review of future projects by using the
GHG Emissions Screening Tables, included as Appendix F in the GHG Plan. The Screening Tables
will serve as a tool to assist with calculating GHG reduction and aid in the determination of a
significance finding. Projects that garner a specified number of points (e.g.100) or greater would
not require quantification of project specific GHG emissions. The point system is devised to
correspond to a reduction of GHG emissions for new development of 31 percent compared to
unmitigated emissions. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(3) and 15064.4,
such projects will be determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative
impact for GHG emissions.
Projects that do not use the screening table, will be required to quantify project specific GHG
emissions or otherwise demonstrate that project specific GHG emissions will be reduced or
mitigated by at least 31% compared to unmitigated emissions. Consistent with the CEQA
Guidelines, projects that can provide this demonstration will be determined to have a less than
significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions. In some cases, projects may not
be able to demonstrate a 31 percent reduction, thus resulting in a preliminary determination of a
significant impact on GHG emissions that will require preparation of an EIR to analyze the
project’s impacts and possible mitigation.
The provisions of the GHG Plan and the appendices that support the Plan comply with these
provisions by providing a quantified inventory of currently existing and projected greenhouse
gas emissions resulting from activities within a defined geographic area of the County. The GHG
Plan and associated documents also identify and analyze the emissions associated with specific
actions, and set forth performance standards to achieve the specified emissions goals. The
GHG Plan establishes a GHG emissions reduction target for 2020 of 15% below 2007 emissions,
consistent with AB 32 and sets the County on a path to achieve more substantial long term
reduction in the post-2020 period. Achieving this level of emissions will ensure that the
contribution to greenhouse gas emissions from activities covered by the GHG Plan will not be
cumulatively considerable. The analysis in the GHG Plan and the supporting documents
demonstrates that this level will be achieved by the identified mitigation measures. The Plan also
includes requirements to monitor progress towards achieving the specified emissions goals, and
provisions for amendment of the Plan if it is not making sufficient progress towards reaching
those goals. Finally, the GHG Plan, including monitoring, will be adopted in a public process
following environmental review.
Screening Tables, in the form presented in Appendix F of the GHG Plan, will serve as a tool to
assist with implementing applicable mitigation based on calculated GHG reduction and they
will aid in the determination of a significance finding. The Screening Tables incorporate a point
system that is based on calculated emission reductions for various GHG mitigation using
accepted emission factors. The point system is designed to ensure compliance with the
reduction measures in the GHG Plan such that the GHG emissions from new development, when
considered together with those from existing development, will allow the County to meet its
GHG emissions reduction target. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(3) and
15064.4, such projects are consistent with the Plan and therefore will be determined to have a
less than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions.
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Projects that do not use the Screening Tables, will be required to quantify project specific GHG
emissions or otherwise demonstrate that project specific GHG emissions will be consistent with
the reduction measures in the GHG Plan and achieve the equivalent level of GHG emissions
efficiency reduction as a 100-point project, which will allow the County to achieve the GHG
reduction targets in the GHG Plan. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, projects that can
demonstrate this level of reduction or greater, will be determined to have a less than significant
individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions. In some cases, projects may not be able
to achieve sufficient reductions in GHG emissions (identified through the use of the Screening
Tables or through project-specific quantification), thus resulting in a preliminary determination of
a significant impact on GHG emissions that will require preparation of an EIR to analyze the
project’s impacts and possible mitigation.
Monitoring of Plan implementation in order to track progress, to determine whether emissions are
being reduced as forecasted, and to provide a platform for future revisions to the plan, if
necessary, is a critical activity. In order to retain the benefits of CEQA streamlining and tiering of
the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions for future projects as described in the CEQA Guidelines
Section 15183.5 above, the Plan must include a mechanism to monitor the plan’s progress
towards achieving the level of proposed emissions reductions and to require amendment if the
plan is not achieving specified levels. Monitoring is more fully described in section GHG 5.7
below and the process for amending the Plan is described in section GHG 5.9.
Consequently, the County, through CEQA and the County Development Code, will ensure that
new development within the County’s LUA area meets the requirements set forth in this Plan. This
Plan represents a local plan to reduce GHG emissions 15% below 2007 emissions by 2020
consistent with AB 32, and constitutes an “adopted list of regulations and requirements to
implement a local plan” as specified in the CEQA Guidelines. Furthermore, the Plan contains an
analysis that extends beyond 2020 to 2030 with consideration of the trajectory of reductions
needed to provide substantial reductions by 2050 (see Appendix E), consistent with CARB’s
recommendations for looking forward in its Scoping Plan.
The Plan does not allow larger residential or mixed-use projects outside a City Sphere of
Influence (SOI) to use the Screening Tables or rely on this Plan for a determination that the
project’s individual or cumulative GHG impacts are less than significant. This provision ensures
land use commitments outside of SOIs do not impede the expected emissions trajectory to midcentury and are not likely to conflict with the long term goal of substantial reductions through
2050. This provision is an interim procedure that will be re-examined in a major Plan update and
amendment anticipated to occur in 2015 following a new emissions inventory and incorporation
of the SCS and Regional GHG reduction measures.
Residential projects (or mixed use projects with a residential component) that exceed 250
dwellings units that are located in unincorporated areas not within a City SOI will not be eligible
to use the Screening Tables or rely on this Plan for a determination of less than significant on
individual or cumulative GHG impacts. (See Appendix F for a full description of the limitations
and uses of the Screening Table)
Residential Projects outside of a City SOI that exceed 250 dwelling units will be required to
prepare a project specific GHG emissions analysis that includes a robust assessment of emissions,
appropriate mitigation measures, and analysis of the issues associated with land use
intensification and VMT generation on a project and regional basis. The analysis must produce
an assessment that allows for a determination of whether the specific project causes
cumulatively considerable GHG impacts. These projects will not qualify for the tiering and
streamlining benefits otherwise provided by this Plan as allowed by CEQA Guidelines Section
General Plan Amendment and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
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15183.5 due to the inability to adequately analyze and incorporate programmatic mitigation
that comprehensively addresses the issues of GHG emissions for regionally significant residential
projects beyond the 2020 analysis horizon. It is anticipated that upon completion of the
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) by Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) and the Regional GHG Reduction Plan currently under preparation by the San
Bernardino County Association of Governments (SANBAG), adequate methodology for
quantification of regional VMT and more comprehensive mitigation will provide suitable
planning tools that can be incorporated into this Plan through a future amendment. Both the
SCS and the Regional GHG Reduction Plan are intended to satisfy the requirements of SB 375
and allow better forecasts of GHG emissions for future years as well as providing a regional
strategy for reducing GHG emissions.

SECTION 3.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
Page 3.2.15 is revised as follows:
MM 3.2.1

Development Code Chapter 84.29 (Renewable Energy Generation
Facilities) shall be amended to include the following standard:
Work with transmission line providers and developers to design and
cite supporting off-site facilities such as transmission lines, in a manner
that will allow for continued use of adjoining agricultural operations as
long as the agricultural operations do not interfere with the
transmission right-or-way.

SECTION 3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Page 3.4.20 is revised as follows:
MM 3.4.1a

Development Code Chapter 84.29 (Renewable Energy Generation
Facilities) shall be amended to include the following standard for
transmission line design:
Transmission lines and all electrical components shall be designed,
installed, and maintained to reduce the likelihood of large bird
electrocutions and collisions and each line will be evaluated for
potential collision risks.

SECTION 3.11 CLIMATE CHANGE
Pages 3.11-18 through 3.11-20 are revised as follows:

Emissions Reduction Measures
The GHG emissions reduction measures identified in the GHG Plan include existing and proposed
state, regional, county, and other local measures that would reduce GHG emission in the
internal and external categories. Reduction measures have been organized into a classification
system that recognizes both the origin of the measures, i.e., state, regional, or local, and also
whether the measure is quantifiable in terms of calculating a volume of emission reduction. The
emissions reduction measures are organized as follows, for each sector:
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•

Reduction Class 1 (R1) includes adopted, implemented, and proposed state and
regional measures that do not require additional County action and that will result in
GHG reductions for the County’s land use authority area and internal operations. These
measures may require County action to achieve the GHG reductions, but that action is
limited and compulsory.

•

Reduction Class 2 (R2) includes all quantifiable measures that have been implemented
or will be implemented by the County, as well as any additional quantifiable measures
that require County action and will further reduce the GHG emissions for the County’s
LUA area and internal operations. R2 also includes any state and regional measures that
require substantial action by the County to achieve the expected GHG reductions.
includes measures currently implemented or in the process of implementation by the
County, as well as any additional quantifiable measures that require County action and
will further reduce the GHG emissions for the County’s land use authority area and
internal operations. R2 also includes any state and regional measures that require
substantial action by the County to achieve the expected GHG reductions.
The R2 measures include specific quantifiable measures as well as reductions achieved
through the development review process.
Measurable reductions of GHG emissions will be achieved through the County’s
development review process (DRP) by applying appropriate reduction requirements as
part of the discretionary approval of new development projects. Through the DRP, the
County will implement CEQA requiring new development projects to quantify project
GHG emissions and adopt feasible mitigation to reduce project emissions below a level
of significance. Mitigation of GHG emissions impacts through the Development Review
Process provides one of the most substantial reduction strategies for reducing External
Emissions. The CEQA process for evaluating GHG impacts and determining significance
will be achieved through a streamlined process as follows:
a. Exemptions. Projects determined to be exempt from CEQA will not require further
environmental review.
b. Regulatory Agency Performance Standards. When, and if, the South Coast Air Quality
Management District or the Mojave Basin Air Quality Management District adopts
standards, the County may use such standards as a threshold of significance, if
appropriate to do so. The County anticipates that it will use this approach with
smaller development projects so that projects that fall below the air districts’
thresholds will not require further evaluation.
c. Projects Using Screening Table. The County has developed a screening table as a
tool to assist with calculating GHG reduction measures and the determination of a
significance finding. Projects that garner a specified number of points (e.g., 100) or
greater would not require quantification of project-specific GHG emissions. The point
system will be devised to correspond to a reduction of GHG emissions for new
development of 31 percent compared to unmitigated emissions. Consistent with the
CEQA Guidelines, such projects will be determined to have a less than significant
individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions. It is expected that energy
efficiency will be a likely strategy that many project proponents will include in their
reduction strategy to meet the County requirements because energy efficiency is
often the most cost-effective approach to reducing GHG emissions.
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d. Projects Not Using Screening Table. Projects that do not garner the specified number
of points with use of the screening table will be required to quantify project-specific
GHG emissions or otherwise demonstrate that project-specific GHG emissions will be
reduced or mitigated by at least (a specified percentage) compared to unmitigated
emissions. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, such projects will be determined to
have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions.
e. Projects Requiring an EIR. This process shall not be construed as limiting the County’s
authority to require an EIR, if needed, and adopt a statement of overriding
considerations for projects with significant GHG impacts. The County will monitor the
emissions reductions from new development, calculate those emissions, and make
any needed modifications to the County’s reduction strategies to enable the County
to reach its 2020 target.
The R2 measures include specific quantifiable measures as well as reductions achieved
through the development review process.
Measurable reductions of GHG emissions will be achieved through the County’s GHG
Development Review Process (DRP) by applying appropriate reduction requirements as
part of the discretionary approval of new development projects.
Through its
development review process, the County will implement CEQA by requiring new
development projects to quantify project GHG emissions and adopt feasible mitigation
to reduce project emissions below a level of significance.
Mitigation of GHG emissions impacts through the DRP provides one of the most
substantial reduction strategies for reducing external emissions. The DRP procedures for
evaluating GHG impacts and determining significance for CEQA purposes will be
streamlined by (1) applying a uniform set of performance standards to all development
projects, and (2) utilizing Screening Tables to mitigate project GHG emissions. Projects will
have the option of preparing a project-specific technical analysis to quantify and
mitigate GHG emissions. A review standard of 3,000 metric tons per years (MTY) will be
used to identify projects that require the use of Screening Tables or a project-specific
technical analysis to quantify and mitigate project emissions. The review standard of
3,000 MTY and the Screening Tables are described in Appendix F.
As part of the implementation of the County GHG Plan, a uniform set of performance
standards will be applied to development projects. These performance standards will be
added to the County Development Code to ensure consistent application during
development review. The complete Development Review Process, including the use of
performance standards, for assessing and mitigating GHG emissions is outlined below.
a) County Performance Standards. All development projects, including those otherwise
determined to be exempt from CEQA will be subject to applicable Development
Code provisions, including the GHG performance standards, and state requirements,
such as the California Building Code requirements for energy efficiency. With the
application of the GHG performance standards, projects that are exempt from
CEQA and small projects that do not exceed 3,000 MTCO2e per year will be
considered to be consistent with the Plan and determined to have a less than
significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions. (See Appendix F for
a full description of the Performance Standards and the methodology relating to the
3,000 MTCO2e per year level.)
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b) Regulatory Agency Performance Standards. When, and if, South Coast Air Quality
Management District or Mojave Basin Air Quality Management District adopts
standards, the County will consider such guidance and incorporate all applicable
standards.
c) Projects Using Screening Table. For projects exceeding 3,000 MTCO2e per year of
GHG emissions, the County will use Screening Tables as a tool to assist with
calculating GHG reduction measures and the determination of a significance
finding. Projects that garner a 100 or greater points would not require quantification
of project specific GHG emissions. The point system was devised to ensure project
compliance with the reduction measures in the GHG Plan such that the GHG
emissions from new development, when considered together with those from existing
development, will allow the County to meet its 2020 target and support longer-term
reductions in GHG emissions beyond 2020. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines,
such projects are consistent with the Plan and therefore will be determined to have a
less than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions. (See
Appendix F for a full description of the Screening Tables and methodology.)
d) Projects Not Using Screening Tables. Projects exceeding 3,000 MTY of GHG emissions
that do not use the Screening Tables, will be required to quantify project-specific
GHG emissions or otherwise demonstrate that project specific GHG emissions
achieve the equivalent level of GHG emissions efficiency as a 100-point project.
Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, such projects are consistent with the Plan and
therefore will be determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative
impact for GHG emissions. (See Appendix F for a full description of this alternative
GHG mitigation analysis and methodology.)
e) Residential Projects Located Outside City Sphere of Influence. Residential Projects (or
mixed use projects with a residential component) in excess of 250 dwelling units that
are located in unincorporated area not within a City Sphere of Influence (SOI) will not
be eligible to use the Screening Tables or rely on the Plan for a determination of less
than significant on individual or cumulative impact for GHG emissions. These projects
must perform an independent project-specific evaluation of GHG emissions and
present project-specific conclusions regarding significance of GHG emissions
impacts. (See Appendix F for a full description of the mitigation analysis and
methodology for these projects)
f)

Projects Requiring EIR. This process shall not be construed as limiting the County’s
authority to require an EIR and if needed to adopt a statement of overriding
consideration for projects with significant GHG Impacts.

The County will monitor the emissions reductions from new development, calculate those
emissions and make any needed modifications to the County’s reduction strategies to
enable the County to reach its 2020 target.
•

Reduction Class 3 (R3) includes additional measures that were not used to demonstrate
achievement of the proposed County 2020 GHG emissions reduction target. For these
measures, emissions reductions have either not been quantified due to a lack of
available data or protocols required for quantification or because of uncertainty
regarding the County’s jurisdictional control over relevant emissions sources. Some of
these measures are quantifiable but require additional refinement and are therefore not
included in R1 or R2.
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RELATIONSHIP OF REDUCTION STRATEGY TO REDUCTION MEASURES
The reduction strategies discussed in the GHG Plan (reduction strategies) correspond to the
reduction measures described in Appendix A for the External Inventory and Appendix B for
the Internal Inventory (reduction measures). For purposes of this GHG Plan, the term
―reduction strategy‖ and ―reduction measure‖ have the same meaning. Following the
description of each County implemented GHG Plan reduction strategy, is a specific
reference to the corresponding reduction measure found in the Appendices. Where the
reduction strategy is quantified, the amount of emissions reduction and methodology is set
forth in the Appendices A and B.
The reduction strategies are consistent with one or more existing County General Plan
policies and programs and/or Development Code requirements. Relevant County General
Plan policies are identified under each sector and listed in Appendix C.
REDUCTION MEASURE CLASSIFICATION
The emission reduction measures included in this Plan include existing and proposed state,
regional, county, and other local measures that will result in GHG emissions reductions in
the County’s External and Internal inventories. The emission reduction measures are
organized as follows, for each sector:
1.

Reduction Class 1 (R1) includes all adopted, implemented, and proposed state and
regional measures that do not require additional County action and that will result
in quantifiable GHG reductions for the County’s LUA 3 area and internal
operations. These measures may require County action to achieve the GHG
reductions, but that action is limited and compulsory.

2.

Reduction Class 2 (R2) includes all quantifiable measures that have been
implemented or will be implemented by the County, as well as any additional
quantifiable measures that require County action and will further reduce the GHG
emissions for the County’s LUA area and internal operations. R2 also includes any
state and regional measures that require substantial action by the County to achieve
the expected GHG reductions.
The R2 measures include specific quantifiable measures as well as reductions
achieved through the development review process.

Measurable reductions of GHG emissions will be achieved through the County’s GHG
Development Review Process (DRP) by applying appropriate reduction requirements as
part of the discretionary approval of new development projects. Through its development
review process, the County will implement CEQA requiring new development projects to
quantify project GHG emissions and adopt feasible mitigation to reduce project emissions
below a level of significance. Mitigation of GHG emissions impacts through the DRP
3

The County’s discretionary land use authority as well as its ministerial building permit authority are
collectively referred to herein as ―Land Use Authority‖ or ―LUA.‖
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provides one of the most substantial reduction strategies for reducing external emissions.
The CEQA process DRP procedures for evaluating GHG impacts and determining
significance for CEQA purposes will be streamlined byas follows: (1) applying a uniform
set of performance standards to all development projects, and (2) utilizing Screening Tables
to mitigate project GHG emissions. Projects will have the option of preparing a
project-specific technical analysis to quantify and mitigate GHG emissions. A review
standard of 3,000 metric tons per years (MTY) will be used to identify projects that require
the use of Screening Tables or a project-specific technical analysis to quantify and mitigate
project emissions. The review standard of 3,000 MTY and the Screening Tables are
described in Appendix F.
As part of the implementation of the County GHG Plan, a uniform set of performance
standards will be applied to development projects. These performance standards will be
added to the County Development Code to ensure consistent application during
development review. The complete Development Review Process, including the use of
performance standards, for assessing and mitigating GHG emissions is outlined below.
a) County Performance Standards. All development projects, including those
otherwise determined to be exempt from CEQA will be subject to applicable
Development Code provisions, including the GHG performance standards,
and state requirements, such as the California Building Code requirements for
energy efficiency. With the application of the GHG performance standards,
projects that are exempt from CEQA and small projects that do not exceed
3,000 MTCO2e per year will be considered to be consistent with the Plan and
determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact
for GHG emissions. (See Appendix F for a full description of the Performance
Standards and the methodology relating to the 3,000 MTCO2e per year level.)
a) Exemptions. Projects determined to be exempt from CEQA will not require
further environmental review. (However, exempt projects will be subject to
applicable Development Code provisions and state requirements, such as the
California Building Code requirements for energy efficiency.)
b) Regulatory Agency Performance Standards. When, and if, South Coast Air
Quality Management District or Mojave Basin Air Quality Management
District adopts standards, the County will consider such guidance and
incorporate all applicable standards, the County may use such standard as a
threshold of significance, if appropriate to do so. The County anticipates that
it will use this approach with smaller development projects so that projects
that fall below the air districts threshold will not require further evaluation.
c) Projects Using Screening Tables. For projects exceeding 3,000 MTCO2e per
year of GHG emissions, Tthe County will develop a Screening Tables as a tool
to assist with calculating GHG reduction measures and the determination of a
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significance finding4. Projects that garner a 100 or greater points would not
require quantification of project specific GHG emissions. The point system
will be devised to ensure project compliance with the reduction measures in
the GHG Plan such that the GHG emissions from new development, when
considered together with those from existing development, will allow the
County to meet its 2020 target and support longer-term reductions in GHG
emissions beyond 2020correspond to a reduction of GHG emissions for new
development of 31 percent compared to unmitigated emissions. Consistent
with the CEQA Guidelines, such projects are consistent with the Plan and
therefore will be determined to have a less than significant individual and
cumulative impact for GHG emissions. It is expected that energy efficiency
will be a likely strategy that many project proponents will include in their
reduction strategy to meet the County requirements because energy efficiency
is often the most cost-effective approach to reducing GHG emissions.(See
Appendix F for a full description of the Screening Tables and methodology.)
d) Projects Not Using Screening Tables. Projects exceeding 3,000 MTY of GHG
emissions that do not use the screening Screening tableTables, will be
required to quantify project specific GHG emissions or otherwise demonstrate
that project specific GHG emissions achieve the equivalent level of GHG
emissions efficiency as a 100-point project.will be reduced or mitigated by at
least 31% compared to unmitigated emissions. Consistent with the CEQA
Guidelines, such projects are consistent with the Plan and therefore will be
determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact
for GHG emissions. (See Appendix F for a full description of the Screening
Tables.)
d)e) Residential Projects Located Outside City Sphere of Influence. Residential
Projects (or mixed use projects with a residential component) in excess of 250
dwelling units that are located in unincorporated area not within a City Sphere
of Influence (SOI) will not be eligible to use the Screening Tables or rely on
the Plan for a determination of less than significant on individual or
cumulative impact for GHG emissions. These projects must perform an
independent project-specific evaluation of GHG emissions and present
project-specific conclusions regarding significance of GHG emissions
impacts. (See Appendix F for a full description of the mitigation analysis and
methodology for these projects.)
e)f) Projects Requiring EIR. This process shall not be construed as limiting the
County’s authority to require an EIR and if needed to adopt a statement of
overriding consideration for projects with significant GHG Impacts.

4

The Screening Tables attached as Appendix F to this Plan, is are substantially similar to the Screening
Tables to be used by the County.
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The County will monitor the emissions reductions from new development, calculate those
emissions and make any needed modifications to the County’s reduction strategies to
enable the County to reach its 2020 target.
3.

Reduction Class 3 (R3) includes all other measures that have been implemented or
will be implemented by the County which were not quantified, but are included in
the County’s GHG Plan. These measures are either facilitative in nature or there
are methodological issues that prevent their quantification at this time. The R3
measures were not used to demonstrate achievement of the proposed County
2020 GHG emissions reduction target. Some of these measures (such as
education or financing programs) are necessary to facilitate their success, but do
not have separately quantifiable benefit from the R2 measures they support.
Other measures may contribute to additional GHG reductions, but lack data or
protocols for quantification.

No federal measures were relied upon to achieve the reduction targets included in this plan
due to the uncertainty surrounding federal action at this time.
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(Measure R3E1, Appendix A)
b. Solar Hot Water Incentives. The County will participate in the California Solar

Initiative (CSI) Thermal Program established in January 2010 by the California
Public Utilities Commission to provide incentives for the installation of solar
water heating systems in new and existing homes and business in the territories
of Southern California Edison, Southern California Gas Company, and Pacific
Gas and Electric Company. In accordance with AB 1470, the statewide
incentive program to encourage the installation of 200,000 solar water-heating
systems will run through 2017, or until the program funds are exhausted. The
County will facilitate participation in this program by providing access to
information about the program and waiving permit fees6.
(Measure R2E5, Appendix A)
8.

Funding for Retrofits – Energy Efficiency Financing. The County will pursue
grants and financing options for energy efficiency retrofits and renewable energy
improvements and increase community awareness of these options.
a. AB 811-Type Program. The County will pursue implementation of a Property
Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) type financing program, providing capital for
energy efficient retrofits and renewable energy improvements that are
permanently fixed to real property. With the adoption of AB 811 in September
2008, the California Legislature authorized local governments to create
programs providing an option whereby property owners can finance renewable
energy generation and energy efficiency improvements through low-interest
loans that would be repaid as an item on the property owner’s tax bill. One
advantage of the program for a homeowner is that the payments stay with the
property and not with the owner if the property is sold prior to the repayment of
the retrofit lien.7
(Measure R3E4, R3E12, Appendix A)
b. Other Financing Options. The County will continue to explore additional
financing options for energy efficiency and renewable energy retrofits.
(Measure R3E4, R3E12, Appendix A)

6

7

The waiver of permit fees is limited to a maximum of $5,000 per project and a maximum total of $45,000
per fiscal year for the entire program.
AB 811 financing districts for residential retrofits are currently constrained by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac
mortgage requirements. It is presumed that this constraint can be lifted in the future and/or other alternative
financing mechanisms will be available to implement this GHG Reduction Plan for residential retrofits.
There is no current constraint for AB 811 type programs for commercial mortgages; as such the County can
commence toward developing such a program upon adoption of this plan.
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portfolio standard, transmission and distribution support systems, or the use of feed-in
tariffs. These measures are more specifically described in Appendix A.
GHG 4.2.2.4 SUMMARY
USE

OF

REDUCTION MEASURES

RELATING TO

BUILDING ENERGY

Total estimated GHG percent reductions and quantities from the energy efficiency and
renewable energy reduction measures (both R1 and R2) are presented below in Table 4-3.
Emission reductions for each measure are applied to the 2020 unmitigated projected
emissions for the appropriate emission quantity affected by that measure. Reductions
attributed to these measures from the unmitigated 2020 building energy use emissions will
be 33.3 percent.
Table 4-3: External GHG Emission Reductions from Implementation of Building Energy
(Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy) Strategies
GHG reductions
Reduction Classification
and Reduction Measure
R1: Existing and proposed state and regional building
energy measures that do not require County action
R1E1: RPS – 33 percent by 2020
R1E2: AB 1109 Residential Lighting
R1E3: AB 1109 Commercial/Outdoor Lighting
R1E4: Electricity Energy Efficiency (AB 32)
R1E5: Natural Gas Energy Efficiency (AB 32)
R1E6: Increased Combined Heat and Power (AB 32)
R1E7: Industrial Boiler Efficiency Measures (AB 32)

Emission
Reduction from
2020 unmitigated
levels

104,236
23,473
14,814
106,925
9,429
63,881
12,488

R2: Existing and new building energy measures that require County action
R2E1: Residential Energy Efficiency Retrofits
17,350
R2E2: Commercial Energy Efficiency Retrofits
8,540
R2E3: Residential Renewable Energy Incentives
21,351
R2E4: Warehouse Renewable Incentive Program
6,786
R2E5: Solar Hot Water Incentives
11,907
R2E6: New Residential Energy Efficiency (through DRP)
9,460
R2E7: New Commercial Energy Efficiency (though DRP)
35,342
R2E8: New Home Renewable Energy (through DRP)
2,239
R2E9: New Commercial/Industrial Renewable Energy (through
DRP)
25,392
R2E10: Commercial/Industrial Rehabilitation/Expansion
Renewable Energy (through DRP)
21,086
Total
494,699
R3: Existing and new building energy measures—
reductions not quantified or relied upon to achieve reduction goal
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Percent Reduction
from 2020
unmitigated levels

7.0
1.6
1.0
7.2
0.6
4.3
0.8
1.2
0.6
1.4
0.5
0.8
0.6
2.4
0.2
1.7
1.4
33.3
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GHG 4.2.4.1

BACKGROUND

The County’s General Plan and Development Code contain policies and programs that
guide development and also support the County’s efforts to reduce GHG emissions
reductions. The following General Plan (GP) policies, while not specifically quantifiable in
terms of the amount of GHG reduction, effectively contribute to the County’s reduction
efforts.
The County is committed to ensuring good air quality for its residents, businesses, and
visitors to reduce impacts on human health and the economy. In addition to continued
coordination with the South Coast Air Quality Management District and Mojave Desert Air
Quality Management District to improve air quality through reduction in pollutants from
the region (CO 4.2), the County is committed to establishing special performance standards
for industrial uses to control industrial odors, air pollution, dust, and other nuisances
(LU1.2(2)).
GHG 4.2.4.2

STATIONARY SOURCE
GHG GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGIES

In addition to the General Plan policies described above, new industrial developments
subject to County discretionary review authority, will be required to mitigate GHG
emissions through the Development Review Process.
GHG 4.2.4.3

SUMMARY OF STATE ACTIONS TO REDUCE GHG EMISSIONS RELATING
TO STATIONARY (INDUSTRIAL) SOURCES

The State Legislature took action relative to stationary sources through the adoption of AB
32 in 2006. The actions directed through adoption of AB 32 included reducing combustion
emissions from oil and gas extraction, replacing internal combustion engines over 50
horsepower with electric motors, adoption of a cap and trade program including the cement
sector which will help to reduceing GHG emissions from cement production at cement
manufacturing facilities by reducing the carbon intensity standard, reducing process
emissions from cement production in California, and adoption of a per capita water use
reduction goal to comply with the governors Executive Order S-14-08. These and other
measures are more specifically described in Appendix A. Reduced emissions in 2020
would be approximately 26 percent lower than 2007 emissions.
4.2.4.4

SUMMARY OF REDUCTIONS RELATING TO STATIONARY SOURCES

With implementation of all State GHG reduction strategies the total emissions reductions
related to Stationary Sources are projected to decrease by 1,049,067 MTCO2e, which is a 33
percent reduction from 2020 business as usual projections.
Total estimated GHG percent reductions and quantities from the reduction measures
included in Reduction Classifications R1 and R2 are presented below in Table 4-6.
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Table 4-6: External GHG Emission Reductions from Implementation of Stationary Source
Strategies
GHG Reductions from 2020 unmitigated Industrial
Stationary Source Emissions (MTCO2e)
Reduction Classification and
Reduction Measure

Emission Reduction
from 2020 unmitigated
R1: Existing and proposed state and regional stationary
source measures that do not require County action
R1I1: Oil and Gas Extraction Combustion
49
Related GHG Emission Reduction
R1I2: Stationary Internal Combustion Engine
736
electrification
R1I3: Reduce Carbon Intensity Standard forat
69,909
Cement Plants (Through Cap and Trade
Program)
R1I4: Reduce Carbon Intensity Standard forat
732,086
Concrete Batch Plants (Through Cap
and Trade Program)
R1I5: Waste Reduction in Concrete Use
246,288
(Through Cap and Trade Program)
R2: Existing and new stationary source measures
that require County action
Development Review Process for new
industrial and commercial projects
Total

Percent Reduction
from 2020
unmitigated

0.002
0.02
2.2

23.1

7.8

N/A

N/A

1,049,067

33.1

With the implementation of these emission reduction strategies included in this Plan, by
2020 stationary source emissions will be approximately 28 percent lower than 2007
emissions. Figure 4-6 below, graphically depicts this reduction.
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GHG 5.5.2

Other Regional Cooperation Opportunities

There are other substantial opportunities for regional collaboration that will be essential to
implementation of this Reduction Plan. These opportunities include, but are by no means limited
to the following:


Energy Efficiency. There may be opportunities for regional energy efficiency
programs that can reduce program implementation and administration costs and that
could leverage combined sources of financing to the benefit of the County and the
San Bernardino cities.



Alternative Energy. There may be opportunities for cross-jurisdictional cooperation
on community-scale alternative energy installations (wind, solar, etc.).



Land Use and Transportation. The County already coordinates with the San
Bernardino cities in planning for their spheres of influence, and works with regional
transportation planning agencies and providers. In order to fully implement General
Plan policies promoting transit and mixed use development, continued coordination
will be necessary to promote transit-oriented development throughout the region by
supporting transit funding and development, by promoting adequate densities to
support transit in those portions of the County where it is feasible, and to coordinate
land use planning with the cities. With SB 375 and its linkage to transportation
funding, it will be crucial for the San Bernardino cities and the County to develop a
shared vision of how land use and transportation can be consistent with the next
Regional Transportation Plan and the required Sustainable Communities Strategy.



Waste/Landfills. As described above and in Appendix A, this Plan includes the
adoption of a 75 percent diversion goal by the cities in San Bernardino in addition to
County adoption of such a goal. The County and the cities need to coordinate to
provide the facilities, programs, and incentives so that these goals could be achieved
by 2020 and to avoid inefficiencies in implementation



Water. While the County can continue to influence water efficiency through
requirements for new development, as well as cooperation with water purveyors to
promote conservation in indoor and outdoor water use from existing developments.

GHG 5.6

DEVELOPMENT PROJECT REVIEW

The County will establish procedures to implement the Development Review Process (DRP) for
evaluating new projects (as defined by CEQA) in the County’s LUA area for consistency with
this Plan, CEQA guidelines, and any applicable state, regional and local plans to reduce GHG
emissions. The CEQA Guidelines encourages programmatic GHG mitigation strategies
including reliance on adopted regional blueprint plans, GHG reduction plans, and general plans
that meet regional and local GHG emissions targets and that have also undergone CEQA review.
The County, as lead agency, determines significance of a project’s generation of GHG emissions
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and has the authority to make this determination based upon a project’s compliance with this
Plan.
An important administrative objective of the County in adopting a GHG Plan is that it satisfies
the requirements of Section 15183.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, which sets forth standards for
using a greenhouse gas reduction plan to address the GHG emissions of specific projects. Under
this Guideline, compliance with the GHG Plan can be used in appropriate situations to determine
the significance of a project’s effects relating to greenhouse gas emissions, thus providing
streamlined CEQA analysis of future projects that are consistent with the approved GHG Plan.
Guideline section 15183.5(b) reads as follows:
(b) Plans for the Reduction of Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Public agencies may choose to
analyze and mitigate significant greenhouse gas emissions in a plan for the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions or similar document. A plan to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions may be used in a cumulative impacts analysis as set forth below. Pursuant to
sections 15064(h)(3) and 15130(d), a lead agency may determine that a project’s
incremental contribution to a cumulative effect is not cumulatively considerable if the
project complies with the requirements in a previously adopted plan or mitigation
program under specified circumstances.
(1) Plan Elements. A plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions should:
(A) Quantify greenhouse gas emissions, both existing and projected over a specified
time period, resulting from activities within a defined geographic area;
(B) Establish a level, based on substantial evidence, below which the contribution to
greenhouse gas emissions from activities covered by the plan would not be
cumulatively considerable;
(C) Identify and analyze the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from specific actions
or categories of actions anticipated within the geographic area;
(D) Specify measures or a group of measures, including performance standards, that
substantial evidence demonstrates, if implemented on a project-by-project basis,
would collectively achieve the specified emissions level;
(E) Establish a mechanism to monitor the plan’s progress towards achieving the
level and to require amendment if the plan is not achieving specified levels;
(F) Be adopted in a public process following environmental review.
(2) Use the Later Activities. A plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, once
adopted following certification of an EIR or adoption of an environmental document,
may be used in the cumulative impacts analysis of later projects. An environmental
document that relies on a greenhouse gas reduction plan for a cumulative impacts
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analysis must identify those requirements specified in the plan that apply to the
project, and, if those requirements are not otherwise binding and enforceable,
incorporate those requirements as mitigation measures applicable to the project. If
there is substantial evidence that the effects of a particular project may be cumulative
considerable, notwithstanding the project’s compliance with the specified
requirements in the plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, an EIR must
be prepared for the project.
The provisions of the GHG Plan and the appendices that support the Plan comply with these
provisions by providing a quantified inventory of currently existing and projected greenhouse
gas emissions resulting from activities within a defined geographic area of the County. The
GHG Plan and associated documents also identify and analyze the emissions associated with
specific actions, and set forth performance standards to achieve the specified emissions goals.
The GHG Plan establishes a GHG emissions reduction target for 2020 of 15% below 2007
emissions, consistent with AB 32 and sets the County on a path to achieve more substantial long
term reduction in the post-2020 period. Achieving this level of emissions will ensure that the
contribution to greenhouse gas emissions from activities covered by the GHG Plan will not be
cumulatively considerable. The analysis in the GHG Plan and the supporting documents
demonstrates that this level will be achieved by the identified mitigation measures. The Plan
also includes requirements to monitor progress towards achieving the specified emissions goals,
and provisions for amendment of the Plan if it is not making sufficient progress towards reaching
those goals. Finally, the GHG Plan, including monitoring, will be adopted in a public process
following environmental review.
Screening Tables, in the form presented in Appendix F, will serve as a tool to assist with
implementing applicable mitigation based on calculated GHG reduction and aid in the
determination of a significance finding. The Screening Tables incorporate a point system that is
based on calculated emission reductions for various GHG mitigation using accepted emission
factors. The point system is designed to ensure compliance with the reduction measures in the
GHG Plan such that the GHG emissions from new development, when considered together with
those from existing development, will allow the County to meet its GHG emissions reduction
target. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(3) and 15064.4, such projects
are consistent with the Plan and therefore will be determined to have a less than significant
individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions.
Projects that do not use the Screening Tables, will be required to quantify project specific GHG
emissions or otherwise demonstrate that project specific GHG emissions will be consistent with
the reduction measures in the GHG Plan and achieve the equivalent level of GHG emissions
efficiency as a 100-point project, which will allow the County to achieve the GHG reduction
targets in the GHG Plan. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, projects that can demonstrate
this level of reduction or greater will be determined to have a less than significant individual and
cumulative impact for GHG emissions. In some cases, projects may not be able to achieve
sufficient reductions in GHG emissions (identified through the use of the Screening Tables or
through project-specific quantification), thus resulting in a preliminary determination of a
significant impact on GHG emissions that will require preparation of an EIR to analyze the
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project’s impacts and possible mitigation.
Monitoring of Plan implementation in order to track progress, to determine whether emissions
are being reduced as forecasted, and to provide a platform for future revisions to the plan, if
necessary, is a critical activity. In order to retain the benefits of CEQA streamlining and tiering
of the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions for future projects as described in the CEQA
Guidelines Section 15183.5 above, the Plan must include a mechanism to monitor the plan’s
progress towards achieving the level of proposed emissions reductions and to require amendment
if the plan is not achieving specified levels. Monitoring is more fully described in section GHG
5.7 below and the process for amending the Plan is described in section GHG 5.9.
Consequently, the County, through CEQA and the County Development Code, will ensure that
new development within the County’s LUA area meets the requirements set forth in this Plan.
This Plan represents a local plan to reduce GHG emissions 15% below 2007 emissions by 2020
consistent with AB 32, and constitutes an ―adopted list of regulations and requirements to
implement a local plan‖ as specified in the CEQA Guidelines. Furthermore, the Plan contains an
analysis that extends beyond 2020 to 2030 with consideration of the trajectory of reductions
needed to provide substantial reductions by 2050 (see Appendix E), consistent with CARB’s
recommendations for looking forward in its Scoping Plan.
The Plan does not allow larger residential or mixed-use projects outside a City Sphere of
Influence (SOI) to use the Screening Tables or rely on this Plan for a determination that the
project’s individual or cumulative GHG impacts are less than significant. This provision ensures
land use commitments outside of SOIs do not impede the expected emissions trajectory to midcentury and are not likely to conflict with the long term goal of substantial reductions through
2050. This provision is an interim procedure that will be re-examined in a major Plan update and
amendment anticipated to occur in 2015 following a new emissions inventory and incorporation
of the SCS and Regional GHG reduction measures.
Residential projects (or mixed use projects with a residential component) that exceed 250
residential units that are located in unincorporated areas not within a City SOI will not be eligible
to use the Screening Tables or rely on this Plan for a determination of less than significant on
individual or cumulative GHG impacts. (See Appendix F for a full description of the limitations
and uses of the Screening Table.)
Residential Projects outside of a City SOI that exceed 250 residential units will be required to
prepare a project specific GHG emissions analysis that includes a robust assessment of
emissions, appropriate mitigation measures, and analysis of the issues associated with land use
intensification and VMT generation on a project and regional basis. The analysis must produce
an assessment that allows for a determination of whether the specific project causes cumulatively
considerable GHG impacts. These projects will not qualify for the tiering and streamlining
benefits otherwise provided by this Plan as allowed by CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 due to
the inability to adequately analyze and incorporate programmatic mitigation that
comprehensively addresses the issues of GHG emissions for regionally significant residential
projects beyond the 2020 analysis horizon.
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It is anticipated that upon completion of the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) by
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and the Regional GHG Reduction
Plan currently under preparation by the San Bernardino County Association of Governments
(SANBAG), adequate methodology for quantification of regional VMT and more comprehensive
mitigation will provide suitable planning tools that can be incorporated into this Plan through a
future amendment. Both the SCS and the Regional GHG Reduction Plan are intended to satisfy
the requirements of SB 375 and allow better forecasts of GHG emissions for future years as well
as providing a regional strategy for reducing GHG emissions.
According to the CEQA Guidelines, new projects must be considered by the County with regards
to their potential environmental impacts from GHG emissions. Based on the discretion of the
lead agency, CEQA documents must characterize the environmental impacts associated with
GHG emissions resulting from the project, compare GHG emissions to a threshold of
significance, and ensure that the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to
implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions.
This Plan represents a local plan to reduce GHG emissions by 2020 pursuant to AB 32, and
constitutes an adopted list of regulations and requirements to implement this local plan.
Consequently, the County, through CEQA and the County Development Code, will ensure that
new development within the County’s LUA area meets the requirements set forth in this Plan.
The County will partner with CARB, local air districts, and other local, state, and federal
agencies to implement the reduction measures and programs specified in this Plan. In addition,
some air quality management districts have created programs to ensure local GHG reduction
projects can be used as CEQA mitigation, and CEQA Guidelines support the use of GHG
reduction plans as mitigation of GHG emissions under CEQA.

GHG 5.7

MONITORING AND INVENTORYING AND REPORTING

The GRT will establish a process for of monitoring the implementation of the GHG Reduction
Plan and adjusting amending the plan as opportunities arise. The Land Use Services Department
(LUSD) will compile the monitoring results and report to the Board of Supervisors on Plan
implementation progress. The LUSD anticipates will incorporateing annual monitoring results
with the required annual reporting procedures for implementation of the County General Plan.
The County will conduct periodic comprehensive reviews on a four year schedule that will
involve an appropriate level of re-inventorying emissions sources in order to get a more complete
understanding of GHG conditions at that time and the results of the GHG Emissions Reduction
program. (See Section GHG 5.3) A four year interval for ―re-inventorying‖ will be
synchronized with the reduction measure phasing. Phases 1 and 2 will be concluded in 2014 and
thus, re-inventorying (the inventory will be completed in 2015) at this point will provide an
important milestone assessment in the progress that the County is making with Plan
implementation. The next inventory would be completed to coincide with the 2020 target date
and implementation of the Phase 3 reduction measures. This inventory will provide a more
comprehensive assessment of the Plan’s success while providing a basis for adjusting the Plan
for the 2030 target. As the GHG Plan is implemented and as technology changes, for example,
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energy consumption, vehicle efficiency, waste diversion amounts, and methane recovery
amounts will change. If promising new strategies emerge, the County will evaluate how to
incorporate these strategies into the GHG Reduction Plan. Further, state and federal action will
also result in changes which will influence the level of the County emissions.
Monitoring the Development Review Process: As noted in Section GHG 5.6 above,
monitoring of Plan implementation in order to track progress, to determine whether emissions
are being reduced as forecasted, and to provide a platform for future revisions to the plan, if
necessary, is essential to retain the benefits of CEQA streamlining and tiering of the analysis of
greenhouse gas emissions as described in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. The LUSD
will use development permit tracking to monitor and evaluate the utility and effectiveness of the
Screening Tables as the tables are applied to new development permits. Use of the Screening
Tables will facilitate calculation of project GHG emissions, with and without mitigation. The
quantified emissions can be recorded and tracked with the County’s permit tracking software.
As part of the Department’s annual monitoring review an assessment will be made as to the
function of the Screening Tables and the effectiveness of mitigation. Recommendations for
changes to the DRP process will be made by the Department Director and approved by the CEO.
These changes will be part of the amendment process for the GHG Emissions Reduction Plan
described in section GHG 5.9.
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GHG 5.8

ADDITIONAL PLANNING ACTIVITIES

GHG 5.8.1 Addressing SB 375
Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) (codified at Government Code Sections 65080, 65400, 65583,
65584.01, 65584.01, 65584.04, 65584.04, 65587, 65588, 14522.1, 14522.2, 65080.01 and Public
Resources Code Sections 21061.3, 21159.28, and Chapter 4.2), signed in September 2008, aligns
regional transportation planning efforts, regional GHG reduction targets, and land use and
housing allocation. SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to adopt a
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) or Alternative Planning Strategy (APS), which will
prescribe land use allocation in that MPO’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). CARB, in
consultation with MPOs, will provide each affected region with reduction targets for GHGs
emitted by passenger cars and light trucks in the region for the years 2020 and 2035. These
reduction targets will be updated every eight years, but can be updated every four years if
advancements in emissions technologies affect the reduction strategies to achieve the targets.
CARB is also charged with reviewing each MPO’s SCS or APS for consistency with its assigned
targets. If MPOs do not meet the GHG reduction targets, transportation projects would not be
eligible for funding programmed after January 1, 2012. For the southern California region, the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the MPO responsible for preparing
the SCS.
One of the challenges in addressing the reduction of GHG emissions in response to SB 375 is the
regional interconnectedness of various emission sources. On road transportation emissions are
particularly hard to reduce because of that regional interconnectedness. Most of the vehicle trips
and vehicle miles traveled within Unincorporated San Bernardino County originate and/or
terminate in the cities within the County. To address this issue and provide additional GHG
reduction opportunities, the County proposed to the San Bernardino County Association of
Governments (SANBAG) that a collaborative regional effort in reducing GHG emissions be
undertaken. The proposal was to collaborate with the cities within the County, SANBAG and
SCAG in addressing regional sources of GHG emissions. The result is the SANBAG Regional
GHG Reduction Plan. One aspect of the SANBAG Regional GHG Reduction Plan is the
regional traffic modeling effort being coordinated with SCAG in the demonstration of
sustainable community strategies (SCS) for the region. The regional traffic modeling effort
includes all of San Bernardino Valley as well as the Victor Valley area of the High Desert region
of San Bernardino County.
The regional collaborative approach to analyzing and reducing on road transportation related
emissions provides quantification of GHG reductions due to County land use policies focusing
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land use development and increased densities within the cities’ spheres of influence (SOI) that
was not possible during the drafting of the San Bernardino County GHG Reduction Plan. In
addition, this regional approach allows for quantification of reductions associated with transit
oriented development (TOD) and mixed land use intensification along transit lines within the
cities and proposed transit lines in the unincorporated areas of the County (see GHG Reduction
Measure R3T4); regional employment based trip reduction programs (see GHG Reduction
Measure R3T5); Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) applications (see GHG Reduction
Measure R3T8); and others.
The SANBAG Regional GHG Reduction Plan will be able to quantify many of the R3 measures
in the San Bernardino County GHG Reduction Plan that were unquantifiable at the time the San
Bernardino County Plan was drafted. Once on road transportation reductions are quantified in
the SANBAG Regional GHG Reduction Plan, additional reduction quantification will be
possible as an update to the San Bernardino County GHG Reduction Plan.
Additionally, the SANBAG regional effort looks past 2020 toward achieving the 2035 reduction
target in SB 375, which will yield additional on road transportation reduction quantification
related to our region’s portion of the SCAG SCS. The SCS for SCAG is anticipated to be
adopted in March 2012. The SANBAG Regional GHG Reduction Plan is proposed to be
adopted this fall, in 2011. However, the draft SCS will be out in September 2011. The
SANBAG Regional GHG Reduction Plan will include elements of the SCS that pertain to our
region through coordination with SCAG even though the SANBAG Plan precedes the adoption
of that SCS strategy. Both regional programs will provide protocols and mitigation measures that
will be needed to fully implement GHG Reduction Measure R3T10 (Land Use Strategies to
Reduce Reliance on Automobile Use).
The County anticipates that both the SCAG SCS and SANBAG Regional GHG Reduction Plan
will have implications for land use and land use designations in the unincorporated area of San
Bernardino County under the County’s LUA. The SANBAG GHG Plan is expected to focus on
VMT reduction and travel scheduling, while the SCS is anticipated to emphasize Smart Growth
concepts such transit oriented development, compact development, mixed use development that
positions residential land uses closer to job centers, and walkable community design. While the
current County General Plan embraces all of these smart growth principles and aspirations for
VMT reduction, the land use designations may require substantial analysis and modification to
affect the GHG reduction strategies that may emerge from the SANBAG GHG Plan. Land use
designations and zoning changes were not part of the 2007 General Plan Update, however, they
will likely need to be re-assessed in the next update to respond to the SCAG and SANBAG
programs. When the regional strategies are completed by SCAG and SANBAG, the County will
engage in re-evaluating the County General Plan from a land use standpoint with focused
consideration of its implications for amending the GHG Plan. The County believes that from a
cost-effective and efficiency perspective, a land use analysis and prospective GHG Plan
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amendment to include the regional strategies should occur in conjunction with the first emissions
re-inventorying effort to be completed within four years of Plan adoption provided the regional
strategies have been finalized and adopted by the time of that first emissions re-inventory.

GHG 5.8.1 2 Beyond 2020
In order to assess whether implementing this plan achieves the State’s long-term climate goals,
one must look beyond 2020 to see whether the emissions reduction measures set the County on a
trajectory needed to comply with State mandates. Governor Schwarzenegger’s Executive Order
S-3-05 calls for an 80 percent reduction below 1990 GHG emissions levels by 2050. This results
in a 2050 statewide target of about 85 MMTCO2e (total emissions), as compared to the 1990
level (also the 2020 target) of 427 MMTCO2e. Assuming that San Bernardino County’s 2020
goal of 15% below 2007 levels (approximately 5.3 MMTCO2e, for External Emissions and 0.3
MMTCO2e for Internal Emissions) is roughly equivalent to 1990 levels, the 2050 County goal to
match the S-3-05 goals would be approximately 1 MMTCO2e in 2050.
Full implementation of CARB’s Scoping Plan and the County’s GHG Reduction Plan will put
the County on a path toward these required long-term reductions. Figure E-1, Appendix E,
depicts what an emissions trajectory might look like; assuming San Bernardino County follows a
linear path from the 2020 reduction target to a 2050 goal matching that in S-03-05. While the
measures needed to meet the 2050 goal are too far in the future to define in detail, one can
examine the policies needed to keep us on track through at least 2030.
To stay on course toward the 2050 target, the County’s greenhouse gas emissions need to be
reduced to approximately 3.9 MMTCO2e by 2030. This translates to an average reduction of 2.7
percent per year between 2020 and 2030. An additional challenge comes from the fact that the
population in unincorporated San Bernardino County will grow further between 2020 and 2030.
To counteract this trend, per-capita emissions must decrease at an average rate of slightly less
than 3.1 percent per year during the 2020 to 2030 period. These reductions are possible. The
measures needed are logical expansions of the programs recommended in the CARB Scoping
Plan at the state level and the measures included in the San Bernardino GHG Reduction Plan at
the local level that get the County to the 2020 goal.
As described above under the discussion of GHG Reduction Goals, 2020 is only a milestone in
GHG reduction planning. Executive Order S-03-05 calls for a reduction of GHG emissions to a
level 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. The 2050 target is consistent with the estimated
reductions needed to stabilize atmospheric levels of CO2 at 450 parts per million (ppm). Thus,
there will be a need to start planning ahead for the post-2020 period. The County will commence
planning for the post-2020 period starting in 2017, at the approximate midway point between
plan implementation and the reduction target and after development of key ordinances and
implementation of cost-effective measures. At that point, the County will have implemented the
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first two phases of this GHG Plan and will have a better understanding of the effectiveness and
efficiency of different reduction strategies and approaches. Further, the state’s regulations under
AB 32 would have been fully in force since 2012; federal programs and policies for the near
term are likely to be well underway; market mechanisms like a cap and trade system are likely to
be in force and will be influencing energy and fuel prices; and continuing technological change
in the fields of energy efficiency, alternative energy generation, vehicles, fuels, methane capture,
and other areas will have occurred. The County will then be able to take the local, regional,
state, and federal context into account. Further, starting in 2017 will allow for development of
the post-2020 plan so that it can be ready for full implementation, including potential new
policies, revisions to the General Plan (as necessary), programs, ordinances, and financing by
2020.
The new plan will include a specific target for GHG reductions for 2030, 2040, and 2050. The
targets will be consistent with broader state and federal reduction targets and with the scientific
understanding of the needed reductions by 2050. The County will target adoption of the new
plan by January 1, 2020.

GHG 5.9 Amending the GHG Plan
The GHG Emissions Reduction Plan is viewed by the County as a dynamic program that
requires implementation, monitoring, evaluation and adaptation. A critical provision of any
dynamic program anticipates amendments that will result in adaptation based on the experience
gained from the evaluation of implementation and monitoring. The County GHG Plan will be
amended as needed to achieve the 2020 reduction target of 15% below 2007 emission levels and
to incorporate future reduction strategies, such as those that are anticipated to result from
regional scale reduction planning required by SB 375. Amendments will also be necessary to
incorporate new or improved methodologies and protocols for measuring emission generation
and mitigation reductions. The County anticipates that both major and minor amendments will be
needed as Plan implementation progresses over time. Major amendments will require review by
the County GRT (GHG Reduction Team), Planning Commission and adoption by the Board of
Supervisors. Minor amendments can be accomplished upon review and recommendation by the
GRT and approval by the CEO.
The GHG model for the County GHG Plan forecasts that GHG emissions in the jurisdictional
area addressed in this Plan will be reduced by 260,692 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
(MTCO2e) for the Internal Inventory and 2,290,874 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
(MTCO2e) for the External Inventory compared to the unmitigated projections in 2020. Based
on comprehensive updates to the GHG inventory, the County will evaluate whether the actual
GHG emissions from activities over which the County has jurisdictional and operational control
reflect the reductions anticipated by the model. If sufficient reductions are not achieved by the
2015 re-inventory, the County will reevaluate and adjust the measures and overall targets to
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reach the established 2020 target. A second re-inventory is planned to coincide with an
evaluation in 2020 as to Plan success. A second major amendment may be necessary at this
point to ensure that emission reductions are on track to maintain a trajectory post 2020, to
provide substantial reductions by 2050.
Minor Amendments are anticipated as part of the Department’s annual monitoring review of the
Development Review Process (DRP). An assessment will be made as to the function of the
Screening Table and the effectiveness of mitigation. Recommendations for changes to the DRP
process will be made by the Department Director, reviewed by the GRT and approved by the
CEO.
Major Amendments will be more comprehensive and are anticipated to occur in conjunction with
the four year interval for re-inventorying that will be synchronized with the reduction measure
phasing. At a minimum, two major amendments are anticipated to be required between the date
of Plan adoption and 2020. Implementation Phases 1 and 2 (described in section GHG 5.3) will
be concluded in 2014 with re-inventorying completed in 2015. At this point, an important
milestone assessment in the progress that the County is making with Plan implementation will
occur. By this time, regional emissions reduction strategies resulting from SB 375 should be
completed. Results from monitoring, re-inventorying and new regional reduction strategies will
provide the appropriate data for a comprehensive amendment in.
The next inventory is intended to be completed at a point that coincides with the 2020 target date
and implementation of the Phase 3 reduction measures. This inventory will provide a more
comprehensive assessment of the Plan’s success while providing a basis for adjusting the Plan
for the 2035 target.
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Methodology for Estimating External Reduction Measures
GHG Effectiveness
Introduction
The GHG Reduction Plan relies on a multiple sector multiple measure approach to support
reduction of GHG emissions in the County. Both state and local emission reduction measures
are taken into account. For the local measures, the County has identified a variety of reduction
approaches and strategies including mandatory measures, incentive-based measures, a
Development Review Process, outreach, education, and regional cooperation.
This section provides information on calculations of GHG emissions reductions for the following
sectors in the County’s GHG Reduction Plan for the External Inventory: residential, commercial,
and industrial energy use; Transportation (on-road and off-road) and Land Use; Solid Waste
Management; industrial fuel combustion; Agriculture; and Water Conservation. External
emission reductions are defined in relation to the 2020 unmitigated emissions level for the
County’s LUA area. In the text that follows, LUA area and ―External‖ are used interchangeably
to describe emissions from sources in or associated with the unincorporated County.
Emission reductions for the R1 measures were based on CARB methodology, as presented in the
AB 32 Scoping Plan. In certain cases, CARB’s calculations were modified to better estimate
reductions for the unincorporated County, as described below. R2 measures were calculated
using County-specific assumptions, where available, and custom methodologies for each sector
of emission reductions presented below. The reduction methodologies for each emissions sector
are based on a combination of widely accepted protocols established by USEPA, CCAR, CARB,
and other relevant protocols, as appropriate, or on scientific studies. The following section
presents the major assumptions and calculation methodologies used to estimate emission
reductions for the GHG Reduction Plan.

Development Review Process
For existing development, the GHG Reduction Plan relies on state measures that are mandatory
and local measures that are primarily incentives-based. In some cases, the County and other
agencies will be implementing state mandates, such as for urban water use efficiency through
regional cooperation and incentives and other measures for existing development.
In the aggregate, new development, subject to County discretionary permit authority, will reduce
emissions by 31 percent compared to unmitigated conditions through the County’s Development
Review Process (DRP). With this 31 percent GHG reduction and the GHG reduction
effectiveness of all other measures in the GHG Reduction Plan, the County will reach its
reduction target. The County will develop a screening table with a point system that takes into
account a wide range of potential measures that new development could implement in order to
achieve the overall 31 percent reduction level (Screening Table)7. The state measures and
mandatory local measures (such as water conservation requirements) and other local action (such
7

The Screening Table attached as Appendix F to the GHG Reduction Plan is substantially similar to the Screening
Table that will be utilized by the County.
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as the County’s municipal waste measures) will be included in the Screening Table such that
where these measures apply to a specific development; they can be counted toward the 31
percent requirement. The County’s Screening Table will be based on a 100 point system that
corresponds to a 31 percent reduction in GHG emissions.
Beyond the state measures and the mandatory local measures, the County intends to leave the
specific choice of reduction measures to the individual project proponent to facilitate the
adoption of the most feasible, effective, and cost efficient measures relevant to each specific
project. Through the County’s Development Review Process each new project will be reviewed
in order to assure that the identified measures are feasible, relevant to the project, committed to
by the proponent, funded, and have a definite schedule for their implementation. Using this
approach, the precise amount of GHG emissions reductions cannot be estimated for new
development on a measure by measure basis. Rather, the analysis examined feasible scenarios of
reductions that would result from new development utilizing different reduction strategies
relating to energy efficiency, and alternative energy features.
The County will monitor the emissions reductions from new development, calculate those
emissions and make any needed modifications to the County’s reduction strategies to enable the
County to reach its 2020 target.
Residential projects (or mixed use projects with a residential component) of 250 dwelling units
or greater that are located in unincorporated area not within a City Sphere of Influence will not
be eligible to use the Screening Table. Residential Projects outside of a City Sphere of Influence
must perform an independent project-specific evaluation of GHG emissions as described below.
(See Appendix F for a full description of the limitations and uses of the Screening Tables)
Residential Projects of 250 dwelling units or greater that are located outside of a City Sphere of
Influence will be required to prepare a project specific GHG emissions analysis that includes a
robust assessment of emissions, appropriate mitigation measures, and the issues associated with
land use intensification and VMT generation on a project and regional basis. The analysis must
produce an assessment that allows for a determination of whether the specific project causes
cumulatively considerable GHG impacts. Residential Projects of 250 dwelling units or greater
that are located outside of a City Sphere of Influence will not qualify for the tiering and
streamlining benefits otherwise provided by this Plan as allowed by CEQA Guidelines Section
15183.5 due to the inability to adequately analyze and incorporate programmatic mitigation that
comprehensively addresses the issues of GHG emissions regionally significant residential
projects beyond the 2020 analysis horizon. It is anticipated that upon completion of the
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) by Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) and the Regional GHG Reduction Plan currently under preparation by the San
Bernardino County Association of Governments (SANBAG), adequate methodology for
quantification of regional VMT and more comprehensive mitigation will provide suitable
planning tools that can be incorporated into this Plan through a future amendment. Both the SCS
and the Regional GHG Reduction Plan are intended to satisfy the requirements of SB 375 and
allow better forecasts of GHG emissions to 2035 as well as providing a regional strategy for
reducing GHG emissions.

March September 2011

A-40

Building Energy Reduction Measures
This section provides information on calculations of GHG emission reductions attributable to R1
and R2 measures for building energy use for the County. Total estimated GHG percent
reductions and quantities from the reduction measures included in Reduction Scenarios R1 and
R2 are presented below in Table A-18. Emission reductions for each measure are applied to the
2020 unmitigated projected emissions for the appropriate emission quantity affected by that
measure. Reductions attributed to these measures from the 2020 unmitigated building energy
use emissions will be 27 percent by year 2020. .
Table A-18: External GHG Emission Reductions from Building Energy Measures
GHG reductions
Reduction Classification
and Reduction Measure

Emission Reduction
from 2020 Unmitigated

Percent Reduction from
2020 Unmitigated

R1: Existing and proposed state and regional building energy measures that do not require County action
RE1B: RPS – 33 percent by 2020

104,236

7.0

R1E2: AB 1109 Residential Lighting

23,473

1.6

R1E3: AB 1109 Commercial/Outdoor Lighting

14,814

1.0

R1E4: Electricity Energy Efficiency (AB 32)

106,925

7.2

R1E5: Natural Gas Energy Efficiency (AB 32)

9,429

0.6

R1E6: Increased Combined Heat and Power (AB 32)

63,881

4.3

R1E7: Industrial Boiler Efficiency Measures (AB 32)

12,488

0.8

R2E1: Residential Energy Efficiency Retrofits

17,350

1.2

R2E2: Commercial Energy Efficiency Retrofits

8,540

0.6

R2E3: Residential Retrofit Renewable Energy Incentives

21,351

1.4

R2E4: Warehouse Renewable Energy Incentive Program

6,786

0.5

R2E5: Solar Hot Water Incentives

11,907

0.8

R2E6: New Residential Energy Efficiency (through DRP)

9,460

0.6

R2E7: New Commercial Energy Efficiency (though DRP)

35,342

2.4

R2E8: New Home Renewable Energy (though DRP)

2,239

0.2

R2E9: New Commercial/Industrial Renewable Energy (through DRP)

25,392

1.7

R2E10: Commercial/Industrial Rehabilitation/Expansion Renewable
Energy (through DRP)

21,086

1.4

Total

494,699

33.3

R2: Existing and new building energy measures that require County action

R3: Existing and new building energy measures—reductions not quantified or relied upon to achieve reduction goal
R3E1: Green Building Development Facilitation and Streamlining
R3E2: Green Building Training
R3E3: Community Building Energy Efficiency & Conservation for Existing Buildings
R3E4: Energy Efficiency Financing
R3E5: Heat Island Mitigation Plan
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This measure would result in a 0.6 percent reduction from total 2020 unmitigated building sector
emissions.
R1E6: Increased Combined Heat and Power (AB32)
This measure captures the reduction in building electricity emissions associated with the increase
of combined heat and power activities, as outlined in CARB’s AB32 Scoping Plan. The Scoping
Plan suggests that increased combined heat and power systems, which capture ―waste heat‖
produced during power generation for local use, will offset 30,000 GWh State-wide in 2020.
Approaches to lowering market barriers include utility-provided incentive payments, a possible
CHP portfolio standard, transmission and distribution support systems, or the use of feed-in
tariffs. By 2020, this requirement will reduce emissions in California by approximately 6.7
MMTCO2e, representing 7.6 percent of emissions from all electricity in the State.17
The following assumptions were used to calculate emission reductions attributed to this measure:


The percent reduction of the State’s emissions from increased combined heat and power is
equal to the percent reduction of the County’s emissions from this measure (7.6 percent).

This measure would result in a 4.3 percent reduction in total 2020 unmitigated building sector
emissions.
R1E7: Industrial Efficiency Measures (AB32)
This measure captures the reduction in industrial building energy emissions associated with the
energy efficiency measures for industrial sources included in CARB’s AB32 Scoping Plan.
CARB proposes the following possible State-wide measures:
Oil and gas extraction
GHG leak reduction from oil and gas transmission
Refinery flare recovery process improvements
Removal of methane exemption from existing refinery regulations
By 2020, this requirement will reduce emissions in California by approximately 1.0 MMTCO2e,
representing 3.9 percent of emissions from all industrial natural gas combustion in the State18.
The following assumptions were used to calculate emission reductions attributed to this measure:


The percent reduction of the State’s emissions from industrial efficiency measures is equal
to the percent reduction of the County’s industrial emissions from this measure (3.9
percent).

This measure would result in a 3.9 percent reduction from 2020 unmitigated industrial natural
gas emissions, or a 0.8 percent reduction in total 2020 unmitigated building sector emissions.

R2 Building Energy Reduction Measures
This section describes the methodology used to calculate GHG emission reductions for the R2
measures that have been implemented or will be implemented by the County resulting in
quantifiable GHG reductions for residential, commercial, or industrial building energy usage.
17
18

California Air Resources Board 2008a, 2009a.
California Air Resources Board 2008a, 2009a.
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Each measure accounts for emission reductions achieved with R1 Building Energy measures and
any preceding R2 Building Energy measures, thereby eliminating any potential double counting
of emission reductions. For example the reductions due to the state Title 24 Energy Efficiency
Standards were subtracted from 2020 unmitigated emissions before analyzing the effects of the
proposed measures below.
As discussed above, the County will also be implementing the DRP that will result in a total
reduction of 31 percent of those emissions attributable to the new development that occurs within
the County’s LUA area, compared to projected 2020 unmitigated emissions. The County’s
approach will not mandate that new development implement specific energy efficiency features
beyond the State’s Title 24 or renewable energy measures in order to meet the 31 percent
requirement, but it is likely that many new development projects will select these features to
achieve their reductions given that they are feasible using current technology and are under the
direct control of a project proponent. For purposes of this analysis, Measures R2E6, R2E7,
R2E8, R2E9, and R2E10, or their equivalent (in terms of energy savings and GHG emission
reductions, are collectively referred to as ―DRP Measures‖), are assumed to be implemented as
part of the Development Review Process. The County is not mandating a specific level of
energy efficiency; however, to calculate emission reductions specific assumptions were assumed
for each DRP Measures as described below. Many of the DRP Measures, including the specific
assumptions used to calculate emissions are feasible and highly cost-effective. Consequently, it
is likely that new development will meet or exceed the level of energy efficiency predicted
below. These actions would occur in addition to all other Building/Energy reduction measures
presented in the Building/Energy sector.
GHG emission reductions for the majority of the following measures are estimated based on their
estimated energy savings. A description of each measure is followed by the resulting GHG
reductions.
R2E1: Residential Energy Efficiency Retrofits
This measure involves a County program for residential energy efficient retrofits. Retrofits
would include various energy efficiency upgrades, including improvements to HVAC systems,
water heating systems, or the building envelope (windows/insulation). This measure will be
implemented through a combination of County permitting for major renovations and incentives
for homeowners to voluntarily retrofit their properties. The incentives will include financing
mechanisms, such as AB 811 type programs19, and grants - , such as Energy Efficiency
Conservation Block Grant funding20,; and, the County’s Green County program, for waiving
permit fees. The County will also increase community awareness of retrofit potential, engage in
efforts to encourage a qualified retrofit workforce and remove regulatory and procedural barriers,
if any, to implementing green building practices.

19

AB 811 financing programs districts for residential retrofits are currently impracticable due to Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac mortgage constraints. However, if these constraints are removed, then the County intends to create an
AB 811 programdistrict, likely in concert with a regional or state-wide group of municipalities, for residential
retrofits.
20
AB 811 financing districts for residential retrofits are currently impracticable due to Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac
mortgage constraints. However, if these constraints are removed, then the County intends to create an AB 811
district, likely in concert with a regional or state-wide group of municipalities, for residential retrofits.
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Improving energy efficiency by 15 percent may be achieved through a menu of options
including, but not limited to, the following.


Replace old, inefficient appliances with new, more efficient ones.



Replace inefficient air conditioning and heating units with more efficient ones.



Replace old, inefficient insulation and windows with new, efficient insulation and topquality and insulating windows.



Install solar panels and solar water heaters.



Replace inefficient and incandescent lighting with compact fluorescent and LED lighting.



Weatherize existing buildings to improve energy efficiency.

The amount of residences retrofit by 2020 was estimated based on the methodology of the Green
Building in North America report from the Commission for Environmental Cooperation21. This
report examined a ―Deep Green‖ scenario: an aggressive yet technically achievable retrofit
scenario based on a ―defensible, robust modeling platform.‖ In this scenario 90 percent of the
existing residential buildings in 2005 undergo a retrofit or major renovation by 2030. Using a
linear regression to determine their retrofit rate, and then applying this rate to the County’s
timespan (2007 to 2020), determines that 47 percent of residential buildings will be retrofit by
2020. Because this measure is voluntary, a reduced penetration rate was also incorporated into
the calculation, reducing the percent of residential buildings retrofit from 47 to 20 percent.


Twenty (20) percent of residential dwellings existing in 2007 will be retrofit or renovated
by 2020.



All residential buildings affected by this measure would be 20 percent more energy
efficient, resulting in a 20 percent decrease in energy use and associated GHG emissions.

This measure would result in a 1.2 percent reduction in total 2020 unmitigated building sector
emissions.
R2E2: Commercial Energy Efficiency Retrofits
This measure involves a program for commercial energy efficient retrofits. Retrofits would
include various energy efficiency upgrades, including improvements to HVAC systems, water
heating systems, or the building envelope (windows/insulation). This measure will be
implemented through a combination of County permitting for major renovations and incentives
for building owners to voluntarily retrofit their commercial properties. The incentives will
include the availability of financing mechanisms, such as an AB 811 type program22 and Energy
Efficiency Conservation Block Grant funding,;23 and , the County’s Green County program, for
waiving permit fees. The County will also increase community awareness of retrofit potential,
engage in efforts to encourage a qualified retrofit workforce and remove regulatory and
procedural barriers, if any, to implementing green building practices.
Improving energy efficiency may be achieved through a menu of options including, but not
21

Commission for Environmental Cooperation 2008.
Assuming mortgage financing constraints can be overcome.Current mortgage constraints with Fannie Mae/
Freddie Mac do not apply to commercial mortgages. As such, the County can pursue establishment of an AB
811-type program upon program adoption.
23
AB 811 financing districts are currently impracticable due to Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac mortgage constraints.
22
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limited to, the options listed under measure R2E1 above.
The amount of commercial buildings retrofit by 2020 was estimated based on the methodology
of the Green Building in North America report from the Commission for Environmental
Cooperation24. This report examined a ―Deep Green‖ scenario: an aggressive yet technically
achievable retrofit scenario based on a ―defensible, robust modeling platform.‖ In this scenario
90 percent of the existing commercial buildings in 2005 undergo a retrofit or major renovation
by 2030. Using a linear regression to determine their retrofit rate, and then applying this rate to
the County’s timespan (2007 to 2020), determines that 47 percent of commercial buildings will
be retrofit by 2020. Because this measure is voluntary, a reduced penetration rate was also
incorporated into the calculation, reducing the percent of residential buildings retrofit from 47 to
20 percent.
The following assumptions were used to calculate emission reductions attributed to this measure:


Twenty (20) percent of commercial buildings existing in 2007 will be retrofit or renovated
by 2020.



All commercial buildings affected by this measure would be 20 percent more energy
efficient, resulting in a 20 percent decrease in energy use and associated GHG emissions.



This measure would result in a 0.6 percent reduction in total 2020 unmitigated building
sector emissions.

R2E3: Residential Retrofit Renewable Energy Incentives
This measure involves the installation of solar photovoltaic panels, during a retrofit or major
renovation of residential dwellings. The retrofit rate for residential buildings was determined
using the Green Building in North America methodology, as described above for measure R2E1.
Incentives are available to homeowners through the California Energy Commission’s California
Solar Initiative; new incentives would come from renewable energy financing (see discussion of
R3E12 below). The County’s incentives to a building owner who voluntarily retrofits his
building will also include: the availability of financing mechanisms, such as an AB 811 type
program25 and Energy Efficiency Conservation Block Grant funding; 26 incentives from the
CEC’s Solar Initiative, possible partnership with Southern California Edison and the CPUC, and,
the County’s Green County program, for waiving permit fees. The County will also increase
community awareness of retrofit potential, engage in efforts to encourage a qualified retrofit
workforce and remove regulatory and procedural barriers, if any, to implementing green building
practices.

The following assumptions were used to calculate emission reductions attributed to this measure:


Twenty (20) percent of residential dwellings existing in 2007 will be retrofit or renovated
by 2020.



Solar energy would reduce the homes projected electricity use by 51 percent.

24

Commission for Environmental Cooperation 2008.
Assuming mortgage financing constraints can be overcome.
26
AB 811 financing districts are currently impracticable due to Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac mortgage constraints
but the County intends to pursue an AB-811 type program once these constraints are removed..
25
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Energy emission reductions from the Development Review Process occur consistent with
the estimates for strategy R2E6.



This measure would result in a 1.4 percent reduction in total 2020 unmitigated building
sector emissions.

R2E4: Warehouse Renewable Energy Incentive Program
The County will promote and encourage participation in an incentive program, for installation of
solar photovoltaic panels on new warehouse development projects. Possible approaches to the
incentive program include, to be developinged through a partnership between Southern
California Edison and California Public Utilities Commission, or establishing a separate program
through leveraging other private or public funding sources.
This program would require that the solar photovoltaic panels offset at least 50 percent of a
warehouse’s electricity use.
The following assumptions were used to calculate emission reductions attributed to this measure:


This measure would only affect emissions from commercial warehouse space electricity
use. Based on CBECS warehousing data, this was calculated to be 40 percent of the
County’s external electricity emissions associated with buildings27.



Twenty-five (25) percent of unmitigated 2020 emissions from commercial warehousing
would be affected by this program.



Installation of solar photovoltaic panels will offset 50 percent of a warehouse’s electricity
use.



Reductions consistent with that estimated for strategy R2E7 and measure R2E2 have been
implemented.

This program would result in a 0.5 percent reduction in total 2020 unmitigated building sector
emissions.
R2E5: Solar Hot Water Incentives
The County will encourage participation in the California Solar Initiative (CSI) Thermal
Program established in January 2010 by the California Public Utilities Commission to provide
incentives for the installation of solar water heating systems in new and existing homes and
business in the territories of Southern California Edison, Southern California Gas Company, and
Pacific Gas and Electric Company. In accordance with AB 1470, the statewide incentive
program to encourage the installation of 200,000 solar water-heating systems will run through
2017, or until the program funds are exhausted. The County will facilitate participation in this
program by providing access to information about the program and waiving permit fees.
The following assumptions were used to calculate emission reductions attributed to this measure:


27

This measure would affect all emissions from water heating. However, industrial water
heating emissions were not included in this measure due to the lack of a detailed
breakdown of emissions by energy usage (e.g., heating, lighting, water heating, etc.) for
industrial emissions.
Energy Information Administration 2003.
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Stationary Source Measures
This section provides information on calculations of GHG emission reductions related to R1 and
R2 for industrial fuel combustion for the County. These emission reductions do not include
measures that reduce natural gas combustion in the industrial sector; they only include reductions
attributed to combustion associated with other fuels, such as diesel and propane, and reduction in
fugitive process emissions, such as CO2 released during cement manufacture Total estimated
GHG percent reductions and quantities from the reduction measures included in Reduction
Classifications R1 and R2 are presented below in Table A-21.
Table A-21. External GHG Emission Reductions from Stationary Source Measures
GHG Reductions (MTCO2e)
Reduction Classification and
Reduction Measure

Emission Reduction
from 2020 Unmitigated

Percent Reduction from
2020 Unmitigated

R1: Existing and proposed state and regional stationary source measures that do not require County action
R1I1: Oil and Gas Extraction Combustion Related
GHG Emission Reduction

49

0.002

R1I2: Stationary Internal Combustion Engine
electrification

736

0.02

R1I3: Reduction in Carbon Intensity Standard forat
Cement Plants (Through Cap and Trade
Program)

69,909

2.2

R1I4: Reduction in Carbon Intensity Standard for at
Concrete Batch (Through Cap and Trade
Program)Plants

732,086

23.1

R1I5: Waste Reduction in Concrete Use (Through Cap
and Trade Program)

246,288

7.8

R2: Existing and new stationary source measures that require County action
N/A
Total
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Figure A-8. External GHG Emission Reductions from Stationary Sources
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With the implementation of the emission reduction measures included in this Plan, stationary
source emissions will be reduced by 33 percent from 2020 unmitigated projections. Reduced
emissions in 2020 will be approximately 28 percent lower than 2007 emissions.

R1 Stationary Source Measures
This section describes the methodology used to calculate GHG emission reductions for the
existing and proposed national, state, or regional industrial fuel combustion measures that will
result in future GHG reductions for the stationary source sector and do not require significant
County action.
The cement facility reductions evaluated in this plan include reductions in the cement/concrete
sector expected due to the ARB’s proposed carbon intensity factor and improved energy
efficiencystate cap and trade program (R1I3, and R1I4, R 1I5). These reduction measures were
evaluated as part of ARB’s proposed cap and trade program. Similar versions of these measures
were included in CARB’s Final Early Action List adopted in 2007, with a schedule for
implementation of the two cement items in 2009 and 2010. Volume 2 of the Scoping Plan states
that the cement industry is susceptible to leakage, or shifting of source emissions to outside
California, and intends to regulate the industry under cap and trade or a complementary measure:
The cement industry is an example of a sector that may be susceptible to this type of leakage,
and the Scoping Plan included consideration of a measure to institute an intensity standard at
concrete batch plants that would consider this type of life-cycle emissions. ARB will evaluate
whether this type of intensity standard could be incorporated into the cap-and-trade program or
instituted as a complementary measure during the cap and-trade rulemaking.
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R1I1: Oil and Gas Extraction Combustion Related GHG Emission Reduction
This AB 32 measure would reduce combustion emissions from oil and gas extraction. By 2020,
this requirement will reduce emissions in California by approximately 1.8 MMTCO2e,
representing 13 percent of combustion emissions from oil and gas extraction in the State83. San
Bernardino County has very little Oil and Gas production and reductions are minor.
This regulation will result in a 13 percent reduction from 2020 unmitigated combustion
emissions from oil and gas extraction and a 0.001 percent reduction of total 2020 unmitigated
industrial stationary source emissions.
R1I2: Stationary Internal Combustion Engine Electrification
This AB 32 measure would affect owners and operators of industrial and commercial engines
over 50 horsepower used as primary power sources by replacing internal combustion engines
with electric motors. By 2020, this requirement will reduce emissions in California by
approximately 0.3 MMTCO2e, representing 0.5 percent of combustion emissions from industrial
sources (non-coal) in the State84.
This regulation will result in a 0.5 percent reduction from 2020 unmitigated combustion
emissions from industrial sources and a 0.02 percent reduction of total 2020 unmitigated
industrial stationary source emissions.
R1I3:Reduction in Carbon Intensity Standard for Cement Manufacturingers
This AB 32ARB is planning to implement a cap and trade program that will include the cement
sector and will incentivize reduction in carbon intensity in cement manufacturing. measure
would reduce emissions from cement production at cement manufacturing facilities in California.
During development of the AB 32 Scoping Plan, ARB originally evaluated an approach to
mandate reduction in carbon intensity at cement plants. By 2020, this requirement would
havewill reduced emissions in California by approximately 1.55 MMTCO2e; representing 10.6
percent of total emissions for California cement plants in 202085. This requirementmeasure
would have requireds a carbon intensity standard (CIF) of 0.8 metric ton CO2 per metric ton of
cement used in California. The unmitigated CIF for cement produced in California is 0.895.
Reduction of carbon intensity would be The reduction in the CIF is achieved through use of
alternative fuels or energy efficiency measures.
Based on data from CARB, the CIF for cement produced in the County is 0.819, which is
slightly above the originally proposed standard.
ARB ultimately decided that reducing greenhouse gas emissions from the wide variety of
sources could be best be accomplished though a cap-and-trade program along with a mix of
complementary strategies that combine market-based regulatory approaches, other regulations,
voluntary measures, fees, policies, and programs. Thus, ARB decided to address cement
manufacturing emissions through the cap and trade program instead of via a specific mandate.
ARB will monitor cement manufacturing emissions and other emissions to ensure that the State
83

California Air Resources Board 2008a, 2009a. CARB assumes a 2 percent growth rate in cement production from
2004 (11.92 MMT) to 2020. Projected 2020 emissions were calculated as follows: 0.895 * (11.92) * (1.02) 16 =
14.65 MMTCO2e.
84
California Air Resources Board 2008a, 2009a.
85
California Air Resources Board 2008a, 2009a.
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meets the 2020 limit on greenhouse gas emissions. Thus, cap-and-trade will be the first approach
to promoting reductions in the cement industry, but ARB will retain the authority (given to it by
AB32) to later evaluate whether specific cement industry GHG regulation (such as a cement
intensity standard like that mentioned above) should be instituted as a complementary measure.
Thus, although it is difficult to precisely predict the changes in the cement carbon intensity that
will occur due to cap-and-trade, change something along the lines of that assumed in the original
cement intensity standard would be necessary to support reaching the overall AB 32 reduction
target.
Thus it was assumed that cap and trade would result in a reduction in cement manufacturing
emissions equivalent to that which would have resulted from implementation of a fixed carbon
intensity standard which is This regulation will result in a 2.3 percent reduction from 2020
unmitigated cement plant emissions and a 2.1 percent reduction of total 2020 unmitigated
industrial stationary source emissions.
R1I4: Reduction in Carbon Intensity Standard for Concrete Batch Plants
CARB is planning to implement a cap and trade program that will include the concrete sector
and will incentivize reduction in carbon intensity for concrete production.
During development of the AB 32 Scoping Plan, ARB originally evaluated an approach to
mandate reduction in carbon intensity at concrete batch plants. This AB 32 measure would
reduce process emissions from cement production in California. By 2020, this requirement
would haveill reduced emissions in California by approximately 3.3 MMTCO2e; representing
22.3 percent of total emissions for California cement plants in 202086. This measure would have
requireds a CIF of 0.6 metric ton CO2 per metric ton of cementious material used. As noted
above, ARB had originally proposed a separateThe unmitigated CIF for cement produced in
California iofs 0.8 after implementation of the above measure. Further reductions The reduction
iin the CIF for concrete batch plants can be achieved by using alternative fuels, increasing energy
efficiency in the cement production process, or by adding materials such as supplementary
cementious materials (SCMs) to replace cement in the concrete blend. This measure also
requires that cement used to manufacture concrete must meet a 25 percent blend of by 2015.
As noted above, ARB decided to include the concrete sector in the cap and trade program instead
of proposing a fixed CIF standard for concrete production. ARB will monitor concrete
production emissions and other emissions to ensure that the State meets the 2020 limit on
greenhouse gas emissions. Thus, cap-and-trade will be the first approach to promoting reductions
in concrete production, but ARB will retain the authority (given to it by AB32) to later evaluate
whether specific regulation (such as a cement intensity standard like that described above)
should be instituted as a complementary measure. Thus, although it is difficult to precisely
predict the changes in the concrete production carbon intensity that will occur due to cap-andtrade, change something along the lines of that assumed in the carbon intensity standard would
be necessary to support reaching the overall AB 32 reduction target.
Thus it was assumed that cap and trade would result in a reduction in cement manufacturing
emissions equivalent to that which would have resulted from implementation of a fixed carbon
intensity standard which The following assumptions were used to calculate emission reductions
attributed to this measure:
86

California Air Resources Board 2008a, 2009a.
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The CIF for cement produced in the County is 0.8, equivalent to that assumed by ARB in
the Scoping Plan for State-wide cement production after measure R1I3 is implemented.
This regulation willwould result in a 25.0 percent reduction from 2020 unmitigated cement plant
emissions and a 21.8 percent reduction of total 2020 unmitigated industrial stationary source
emissions.
R1I5: Waste Reduction in Concrete Use
As noted, above, CARB is planning to implement a cap and trade program that will include the
cement sector and will incentivize reduction in carbon intensity for cement production.
During development of the AB 32 Scoping Plan, ARB originally evaluated an approach to
mandate waste reduction for cement production. This AB 32 measure would reduce emissions
from cement production at cement plants in California. By 2020, this requirement would haveill
reduced emissions in California by approximately 1.2 MMTCO2e; representing eight (8) percent
of emissions from cement production in the State87. According to the ARB, approximately five
(5) to eight (8) percent of concrete made in California each year is returned to the cement plant
waste. This measure requires a 100 percent reduction in wasted cement, which is equivalent to
an eight (8) percent reduction in cement manufacturing.
As noted above, ARB decided to include the cement sector in the cap and trade program instead
of proposing a fixed waste reduction mandate. ARB will monitor cement manufacturing
emissions and other emissions to ensure that the State meets the 2020 limit on greenhouse gas
emissions. Thus, cap-and-trade will be the first approach to promoting reductions in cement
production, but ARB will retain the authority (given to it by AB32) to later evaluate whether
specific regulation (such as a waste reduction mandate described above) should be instituted as a
complementary measure. Thus, although it is difficult to precisely predict the changes in the
cement carbon intensity that will occur due to cap-and-trade, change something along the lines of
that assumed in the originally proposed waste reduction measure would be necessary to support
reaching the overall AB 32 reduction target.
The following assumptions were used to calculate emission reductions attributed to this measure:


The current amount of wasted cement in the County is eight (8) percent, equivalent to that
assumed by ARB in the Scoping Plan for State-wide cement production.



In 2020, there will be a 100 percent reduction in wasted cement, which will result in an
eight (8) percent decrease in cement production, equivalent to that assumed by ARB in the
Scoping Plan for State-wide cement production.

Thus it was assumed that cap and trade would result in a reduction in cement manufacturing
emissions equivalent to that which would have resulted from implementation of a waste
reduction mandate which would This regulation will result in an eight (8) percent reduction from
2020 unmitigated cement plant emissions and a 7.2 percent reduction of total 2020 unmitigated
industrial stationary source emissions.

87

California Air Resources Board 2008a, 2009a.
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R2 Stationary Source Measures
There are currently no R2 measures that were evaluated for industrial fuel combustion, because
the County may have limited control over this sector, other than its land use authority over new
Stationary Source development projects. Emission reductions related to new stationary source
development will be accomplished through the County’s DRP.

R3 Stationary Source Measures
No R3 measures are identified for this sector.
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Introduction
The San Bernardino County GHG Emissions Reduction Plan (GHG Plan) includes reducing 159,423 Metric
Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalents (MTCO2e) per year from new development by 2020 as compared to
the 2020 unmitigated conditions.
Mitigation of GHG emissions impacts through the GHG Development Review Process (DRP) provides one
of the most substantial reduction strategies for reducing external emissions. The DRP procedures for
evaluating GHG impacts and determining significance for CEQA purposes will be streamlined by (1)
applying a uniform set of performance standards to all development projects, and (2) utilizing Screening
Tables to mitigate project GHG emissions. Projects will have the option of preparing a project-specific
technical analysis to quantify and mitigate GHG emissions. A review standard of 3,000 MTCO2e per year
will be used to identify projects that require the use of Screening Tables or a project-specific technical
analysis to quantify and mitigate project emissions. The review standard of 3,000 MTCO2e per year and
the performance standard are described in Attachment 1, and the Screening Tables & methodology are
described in Attachment 2, the methodology for determining unmitigated and mitigated emission is
described in Attachment 3.
As part of the implementation of the County GHG Plan, a uniform set of performance standards will be
applied to development projects. These performance standards will be added to the County
Development Code to ensure consistent application during development review. The complete
Development Review Process, including the use of performance standards, for assessing and mitigating
GHG emissions is outlined below.
a) County Performance Standards. All development projects, including those otherwise
determined to be exempt from CEQA will be subject to applicable Development Code
provisions, including the GHG performance standards, and state requirements, such as the
California Building Code requirements for energy efficiency. With the application of the GHG
performance standards, projects that are exempt from CEQA and small projects that do not
exceed 3,000 MTCO2e PER YEAR will be considered to be consistent with the Plan and
determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG
emissions. (See Attachment 1 hereto, for description of the performance standards and the
methodology relating to the 3,000 MTCO2e per year level)
b) Regulatory Agency Performance Standards. When, and if, South Coast Air Quality
Management District or Mojave Basin Air Quality Management District adopts standards, the
County will consider such guidance and incorporate all applicable standards.
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c) Projects Using Screening Table. For projects exceeding 3,000 MTCO2e per year of GHG
emissions, the County will use Screening Tables as a tool to assist with calculating GHG
reduction measures and the determination of a significance finding. Projects that garner a
100 or greater points would not require quantification of project specific GHG emissions. The
point system was devised to ensure to Project compliance with the reduction measures in
the GHG Plan such that the GHG emissions from new development, when considered
together with those existing development, will allow the County to meet its 2020 target and
support reductions in GHG emissions beyond 2020. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines,
such projects are consistent with the Plan and therefore will be determined to have a less
than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions. (See Attachment 2
hereto, for a full description of the Screening Tables and methodology.)
d) Projects Not Using Screening Tables. Projects exceeding 3,000 MTY of GHG emissions that do
not use the Screening Tables, will be required to quantify project-specific GHG emissions and
achieve the equivalent level of GHG emissions efficiency as a 100-point project. Consistent
with the CEQA Guidelines, such projects are consistent with the Plan and therefore will be
determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG
emissions. (See Attachment 3 hereto for a description of this alternative GHG mitigation
analysis and methodology.)
e) Residential Projects Located Outside City Sphere of Influence. Residential Projects (or mixed
use projects with a residential component) in excess of 250 residential dwelling units that are
located in unincorporated area not within a City Sphere of Influence (SOI) will not be eligible
to use the Screening Tables or rely on the Plan for a determination of less than significant on
individual or cumulative impact for GHG emissions. These projects must perform an
independent project-specific evaluation of GHG emissions as described in Attachments 1 and
3 hereto, and present project-specific conclusions regarding significance of GHG emissions
impacts. (See Attachments 1 and 3 hereto for a full description of the mitigation analysis and
methodology for these projects.)
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Summary
In total, Projects that emit 3,000 MTCO2e or more per year are anticipated to reduce a total of
approximately 150,600 MTCO2e per year as compared to the 2020 unmitigated scenario. To summarize
the GHG Reductions:
Performance Standards are expected to reduce
5,282.3 MTCO2e per year
Small accessory renewable energy projects are expected to reduce
8,628.0 MTCO2e per year
Projects demonstrating consistency with the GHG Plan will reduce
150,600.0 MTCO2e per year
Total:
164,510.3 MTCO2e per year
Note the anticipated reductions, including those attributable to small accessory renewable energy
projects described in Attachment 4 hereto, exceed the GHG Plan reductions required for new
development by approximately 5,088 MTCO2e per year.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

3

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROECESS

ATTACHMENT 1:
a. Performance Standards
b. Projects Emitting 3,000 MTCO2e Per Year or Less
c. Residential Projects Outside of City Spheres of Influence
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS
The GHG reducing performance standards were developed by the County to improve the
energy efficiency, water conservation, vehicle trip reduction potential, and other GHG reducing
impacts from all new development approved within the unincorporated portions of San
Bernardino County. As such, the following Performance Standards establish the minimum level
of compliance that development must meet to assist in meeting the 2020 GHG reduction target
identified in the in the County GHG Emissions Reduction Plan. These Performance Standards
apply to all Projects, including those that are exempt under CEQA, and will be included as
Conditions of Approval for development projects.
The following are the Performance Standards (Conditions of Approval) used for Industrial,
Commercial and Residential projects in the County:
COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL PROJECTS
1. GHG – Operational Standards. The developer shall implement the following as greenhouse
gas (GHG) mitigation during the operation of the approved project:
a) Waste Stream Reduction. The “developer” shall provide to all tenants and project
employees County-approved informational materials about methods and need to
reduce the solid waste stream and listing available recycling services.
b) Vehicle Trip Reduction. The “developer” shall provide to all tenants and project
employees County-approved informational materials about the need to reduce
vehicle trips and the program elements this project is implementing. Such
elements may include: participation in established ride-sharing programs,
creating a new ride-share employee vanpool, designating preferred parking
spaces for ride sharing vehicles, designating adequate passenger loading and
unloading for ride sharing vehicles with benches in waiting areas, and/or
providing a web site or message board for coordinating rides.
c) Provide Educational Materials. The developer shall provide to all tenants and
staff education materials and other publicity about reducing waste and available
recycling services. The education and publicity materials/program shall be
submitted to County Planning for review and approval. The developer shall also
provide to all tenants and require that the tenants shall display in their stores
current transit route information for the project area in a visible and convenient
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location for employees and customers. The specific transit routes displayed shall
include Omni Trans Route 8, San Bernardino-Mentone-Yucaipa.
d) Landscape Equipment.
The developer shall require in the landscape
maintenance contract and/or in onsite procedures that a minimum of 20% of the
landscape maintenance equipment shall be electric-powered.
2. GHG – Construction Standards. The “developer” shall submit for review and obtain approval
from County Planning of a signed letter agreeing to include as a condition of all
construction contracts/subcontracts requirements to reduce GHG emissions and
submitting documentation of compliance. The developer/construction contractors shall
do the following:
a) Implement the approved Coating Restriction Plans.
b) Select construction equipment based on low GHG emissions factors and high-energy
efficiency. All diesel/gasoline-powered construction equipment shall be replaced,
where possible, with equivalent electric or CNG equipment.
c) Grading contractor shall provide the implement the following when possible:
1) training operators to use equipment more efficiently.
2) identifying the proper size equipment for a task can also provide fuel savings and
associated reductions in GHG emissions
3) replacing older, less fuel-efficient equipment with newer models
4) use GPS for grading to maximize efficiency
d) Grading plans shall include the following statements:
“All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and maintained in
accordance with the manufacturers specifications prior to arriving on site and
throughout construction duration.”
“All construction equipment (including electric generators) shall be shut off by
work crews when not in use and shall not idle for more than 5 minutes.”
e) Schedule construction traffic ingress/egress to not interfere with peak-hour traffic
and to minimize traffic obstructions. Queuing of trucks on and off site shall be firmly
discouraged and not scheduled. A flagperson shall be retained to maintain efficient
traffic flow and safety adjacent to existing roadways.
f) Recycle and reuse construction and demolition waste (e.g. soil, vegetation, concrete,
lumber, metal, and cardboard) per County Solid Waste procedures.
g) The construction contractor shall support and encourage ridesharing and transit
incentives for the construction crew and educate all construction workers about the
required waste reduction and the availability of recycling services.
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
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3. GHG – Design Standards. The developer shall submit for review and obtain approval from
County Planning that the following measures have been incorporated into the design of
the project. These are intended to reduce potential project greenhouse gas (GHGs)
emissions. Proper installation of the approved design features and equipment shall be
confirmed by County Building and Safety prior to final inspection of each structure.
a) Title 24 + 5%. The Developer shall document that the design of the proposed
structures exceeds the current Title 24 energy-efficiency requirements by a minimum
of five percent. County Planning shall coordinate this review with the County
Building and Safety. Any combination of the following design features may be used
to fulfill this mitigation, provided that the total increase in efficiency meets or
exceeds the cumulative goal (105%+ of Title 24) for the entire project (Title 24, Part 6
of the California Code of Regulations; Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and
Non Residential Buildings, as amended October 1, 2005; Cool Roof Coatings
performance standards as amended September 11, 2006):
Incorporate dual paned or other energy efficient windows,
Incorporate energy efficient space heating and cooling equipment,
Incorporate energy efficient light fixtures, photocells, and motion detectors,
Incorporate energy efficient appliances,
Incorporate energy efficient domestic hot water systems,
Incorporate solar panels into the electrical system,
Incorporate cool roofs/light colored roofing,
Incorporate other measures that will increase energy efficiency.
Increase insulation to reduce heat transfer and thermal bridging.
Limit air leakage throughout the structure and within the heating and cooling
distribution system to minimize energy consumption.
b) Plumbing. All plumbing shall incorporate the following:
All showerheads, lavatory faucets, and sink faucets shall comply with the
California Energy Conservation flow rate standards.
Low flush toilets shall be installed where applicable as specified in California
State Health and Safety Code Section 17921.3.
All hot water piping and storage tanks shall be insulated. Energy efficient boilers
shall be used.
c) Lighting. Lighting design for building interiors shall support the use of:
Compact fluorescent light bulbs or equivalently efficient lighting.
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Natural day lighting through site orientation and the use of reflected light.
Skylight/roof window systems.
Light colored building materials and finishes shall be used to reflect natural and
artificial light with greater efficiency and less glare.
A multi-zone programmable dimming system shall be used to control lighting to
maximize the energy efficiency of lighting requirements at various times of the
day.
Provide a minimum of 2.5 percent of the project’s electricity needs by on-site
solar panels.
d) Building Design. Building design and construction shall incorporate the following
elements:
Orient building locations to best utilize natural cooling/heating with respect to
the sun and prevailing winds/natural convection to take advantage of shade, day
lighting and natural cooling opportunities.
Utilize natural, low maintenance building materials that do not require finishes
and regular maintenance.
Roofing materials shall have a solar reflectance index of 78 or greater.
All supply duct work shall be sealed and leak-tested. Oval or round ducts shall be
used for at least 75 percent of the supply duct work, excluding risers.
Energy Star or equivalent appliances shall be installed.
A building automation system including outdoor temperature/humidity sensors
will control public area heating, vent, and air conditioning units
e) Landscaping. The developer shall submit for review and obtain approval from
County Planning of landscape and irrigation plans that are designed to include
drought tolerant and smog tolerant trees, shrubs, and groundcover to ensure the
long-term viability and to conserve water and energy. The landscape plans shall
include shade trees around main buildings, particularly along southern and western
elevations, where practical.
f) Irrigation. The developer shall submit irrigation plans that are designed, so that all
common area irrigation areas shall be capable of being operated by a computerized
irrigation system, which includes either an on-site weather station, ET gauge or ETbased controller capable of reading current weather data and making automatic
adjustments to independent run times for each irrigation valve based on changes in
temperature, solar radiation, relative humidity, rain and wind. In addition, the
computerized irrigation system shall be equipped with flow sensing capabilities, thus
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automatically shutting down the irrigation system in the event of a mainline break or
broken head. These features will assist in conserving water, eliminating the potential
of slope failure due to mainline breaks and eliminating over-watering and flooding
due to pipe and/or head breaks.
g) Recycling. Exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste shall be provided.
Where recycling pickup is available, adequate recycling containers shall be located in
public areas. Construction and operation waste shall be collected for reuse and
recycling.
h) Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program. The project shall include
adequate bicycle parking near building entrances to promote cyclist safety, security,
and convenience. Preferred carpool/vanpool spaces shall be provided and, if
available, mass transit facilities shall be provided (e.g. bus stop bench/shelter). The
developer shall demonstrate that the TDM program has been instituted for the
project or that the buildings will join an existing program located within a quarter
mile radius from the project site that provides a cumulative 20% reduction in
unmitigated employee commute trips. The TDM Program shall publish ride-sharing
information for ride-sharing vehicles and provide a website or message board for
coordinating rides. The Program shall ensure that appropriate bus route information
is placed in each building.
4. GHG – Installation/Implementation Standards. The developer shall submit for review and
obtain approval from County Planning of evidence that all applicable GHG performance
standards have been installed, implemented properly and that specified performance
objectives are being met to the satisfaction of County Planning and County Building and
Safety. These installations/ procedures include the following:
a) Design features and/or equipment that cumulatively increases the overall
compliance of the project to exceed Title 24 minimum standards by five percent.
b) All interior building lighting shall support the use of fluorescent light bulbs or
equivalent energy-efficient lighting.
c) Installation of both the identified mandatory and optional design features or
equipment that have been constructed and incorporated into the facility/structure.
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RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS
1. GHG – Operational Standards. The developer shall implement the following as greenhouse
gas (GHG) mitigation during the operation of the approved project:
a) Waste Stream Reduction. The “developer” shall provide to all tenants and
project employees County-approved informational materials about methods and
need to reduce the solid waste stream and listing available recycling services.
b) Vehicle Trip Reduction. The “developer” shall provide to all tenants and
homeowners County-approved informational materials about the need to
reduce vehicle trips and the program elements this project is implementing.
Such elements may include: participation in established ride-sharing programs,
creating a new ride-share employee vanpool, and/or providing a web site or
message board for coordinating rides.
c) Provide Educational Materials. The developer shall provide to all tenants and
employees education materials and about reducing waste and available recycling
services. The education materials shall be submitted to County Planning for
review and approval.
d) Landscape Equipment. The developer shall require in the landscape maintenance
contract and/or in onsite procedures that a minimum of 20% of the landscape
maintenance equipment shall be electric-powered.
2. GHG – Construction Standards. The developer shall submit for review and obtain approval
from County Planning of a signed letter agreeing to include as a condition of all construction
contracts/subcontracts requirements to reduce impacts to GHG and submitting
documentation of compliance. The developer/construction contractors shall do the
following:
a) Implement both the approved Coating Restriction Plans.
b) Select construction equipment based on low-emissions factors and high-energy
efficiency. All diesel/gasoline-powered construction equipment shall be replaced,
where possible, with equivalent electric or CNG equipment.
c) Grading plans shall include the following statements:
“All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and maintained in
accordance with the manufacturers specifications prior to arriving on site and
throughout construction duration.”
“All construction equipment (including electric generators) shall be shut off by
work crews when not in use and shall not idle for more than 5 minutes.”
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d) Schedule construction traffic ingress/egress to not interfere with peak-hour traffic
and to minimize traffic obstructions. Queuing of trucks on and off site shall be firmly
discouraged and not scheduled. A flagperson shall be retained to maintain efficient
traffic flow and safety adjacent to existing roadways.
e) Recycle and reuse construction and demolition waste (e.g. soil, vegetation, concrete,
lumber, metal, and cardboard) per County Solid Waste procedures.
f) The construction contractor shall support and encourage ridesharing and transit
incentives for the construction crew and educate all construction workers about the
required waste reduction and the availability of recycling services.
3. GHG – Design Standards. The developer shall submit for review and obtain approval from
County Planning that the following measures have been incorporated into the design of the
project. These are to reduce potential project impacts on green house gases (GHGs): Proper
installation of the approved design features and equipment shall be confirmed by County
Building and Safety prior to final inspection of each structure.
a) Title 24 + 5%. The Developer shall document that the design of the proposed
structures exceeds the current Title 24 requirements by a minimum of five percent.
County Planning shall coordinate this review with the County Building and Safety.
Any combination of the following design features may be used to fulfill this
mitigation, provided that the total increase in efficiency meets or exceeds the
cumulative goal (105%+ of Title 24) for the entire project (Title 24, Part 6 of the
California Code of Regulations; Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Non
Residential Buildings, as amended October 1, 2005; Cool Roof Coatings performance
standards as amended September 11, 2006):
Incorporate dual paned or other energy efficient windows,
Incorporate energy efficient space heating and cooling equipment,
Incorporate energy efficient light fixtures, photocells, and motion detectors,
Incorporate energy efficient appliances,
Incorporate energy efficient domestic hot water systems,
Incorporate solar panels into the electrical system,
Incorporate cool roofs/light colored roofing,
Incorporate other measures that will increase energy efficiency.
Increase insulation to reduce heat transfer and thermal bridging.
Limit air leakage throughout the structure and within the heating and cooling
distribution system to minimize energy consumption.
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b) Plumbing. All plumbing shall incorporate the following:
All showerheads, lavatory faucets, and sink faucets shall comply with the
California Energy Conservation flow rate standards.
Low flush toilets shall be installed where applicable as specified in California
State Health and Safety Code Section 17921.3.
All hot water piping and storage tanks shall be insulated. Energy efficient boilers
shall be used.
If possible, utilize grey water systems and dual plumbing for recycled water.
c) Lighting. Lighting design for building interiors shall support the use of:
Compact fluorescent light bulbs or equivalently efficient lighting.
Natural day lighting through site orientation and the use of reflected light.
Skylight/roof window systems.
Light colored building materials and finishes shall be used to reflect natural and
artificial light with greater efficiency and less glare.
A multi-zone programmable dimming system shall be used to control lighting to
maximize the energy efficiency of lighting requirements at various times of the
day.
The developer shall ensure that a minimum of 2.5 percent of the project’s
electricity needs is provided by on-site solar panels.
d) Building Design. Building design and construction shall incorporate the following
elements:
Orient building locations to best utilize natural cooling/heating with respect to
the sun and prevailing winds/natural convection to take advantage of shade, day
lighting and natural cooling opportunities.
Utilize natural, low maintenance building materials that do not require finishes
and regular maintenance..
Roofing materials shall have a solar reflectance index of 78 or greater.
All supply duct work shall be sealed and leak-tested. Oval or round ducts shall be
used for at least 75 percent of the supply duct work, excluding risers.
Energy Star or equivalent equipment shall be installed.
A building automation system including outdoor temperature/humidity sensors
will control public area heating, vent, and air conditioning units
e) Landscaping. The developer shall submit for review and obtain approval from
County Planning of landscape and irrigation plans that are designed to include
drought tolerant and smog tolerant trees, shrubs, and groundcover to ensure the
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long-term viability and to conserve water and energy. The landscape plans shall
include shade trees around main buildings, particularly along southern and western
elevations, where practical.
f) Irrigation. The developer shall submit irrigation plans that are designed, so that all
common area irrigation areas shall be capable of being operated by a computerized
irrigation system, which includes either an on-site weather station, ET gauge or ETbased controller capable of reading current weather data and making automatic
adjustments to independent run times for each irrigation valve based on changes in
temperature, solar radiation, relative humidity, rain and wind. In addition, the
computerized irrigation system shall be equipped with flow sensing capabilities, thus
automatically shutting down the irrigation system in the event of a mainline break or
broken head. These features will assist in conserving water, eliminating the potential
of slope failure due to mainline breaks and eliminating over-watering and flooding
due to pipe and/or head breaks.
g) Recycling. Exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste shall be provided.
Adequate recycling containers shall be located in public areas. Construction and
operation waste shall be collected for reuse and recycling.
h) Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program. The project shall include
adequate bicycle parking near building entrances to promote cyclist safety, security,
and convenience. If available, mass transit facilities shall be provided (e.g. bus stop
bench/shelter). The developer shall publish ride-sharing information for ride-sharing
vehicles and provide a website or message board for coordinating rides. The
Program shall ensure that appropriate bus route information is available to tenants
and homeowners.
4. GHG – Installation/Implementation Standards. The developer shall submit for review and
obtain approval from County Planning of evidence that all applicable GHG performance
standards have been installed, implemented properly and that specified performance
objectives are being met to the satisfaction of County Planning and County Building and
Safety. These installations/ procedures include the following:
a) Design features and/or equipment that cumulatively increases the overall
compliance of the project to exceed Title 24 minimum standards by five percent.
b) All interior building lighting shall support the use of fluorescent light bulbs or
equivalent energy-efficient lighting.
c) Installation of both the identified mandatory and optional design features or
equipment that have been constructed and incorporated into the facility/structure.
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3,000 MTCO2e Emission Level
The County determined the size of development that is too small to be able to provide the level of GHG
emission reductions expected from the Screening Tables or alternate emission analysis method
(described in Attachment D) based upon the 90th percentile capture rate concept. To do this the County
determined the GHG emission amount allowed by a project such that 90 percent of the emissions on
average from projects would exceed that level and be “captured” by the Screening Table or alternate
emission analysis method.
In determining this level of emissions the County used the database of Projects kept by the Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research (OPR). That database contained 798 Projects, 60 of which were
extremely large General Plan Updates, Master Plans, or Specific Plan Projects. The 60 very large projects
were removed from the database in order not to skew the emissions value, leaving a net of 738 Projects.
In addition, 27 projects were found to be outliers that would skew the emission value to high, leaving
711 as the sample population to use in determining the 90th percentile capture rate. Note that while the
OPR database is a statewide database and may not exactly reflect emissions within the County, this
method was considered conservative because development projects within unincorporated San
Bernardino County tend to have higher energy consumption rates and have longer commute distances
than the statewide average. As such, using the statewide database may produce an emissions value for
the 90th percentile capture rate that may capture more than 90 percent of emissions.
The analysis of the 738 Projects within the sample population combined commercial, residential, and
mixed use projects. Also note that the sample of projects included warehousing and other industrial
land uses but did not include industrial processes (i.e. oil refineries, heavy manufacturing, electric
generating stations, mining operations, etc.). Emissions from each of these Projects were calculated by
SCAQMD and provide a consistent method of emissions calculations across the sample population
further reducing potential errors in the statistical analysis. In calculating the emissions from Projects
within the sample population, construction period GHG emissions were amortized over 30-years (the
average economic life of a development project). Direct GHG emissions were calculated using URBEMIS
and indirect electricity/water use GHG emissions calculated separately and added to the URBEMIS
output.
This analysis determined that the 90th percentile ranged from 2,983-3,143 MTCO2e per year. The
3,000 MTCO2e per year value was chosen as the medial value within that range and is used in defining
small projects that must include the Performance Standards as described in this Attachment B, but do
not need to use the Screening Tables or alternative GHG mitigation analysis described in Attachment D.
The database is summarized in the spreadsheet shown on the following pages.
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Insert OPR Spreadsheet here
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Large Residential Projects Located Outside a City
Sphere of Influence
Residential Projects outside of a City Sphere of Influence that exceed 250 residential units will be
required to prepare a project-specific GHG emissions analysis that includes a robust assessment of
emissions, appropriate mitigation measures, and the issues associated with land use intensification and
VMT generation on a project and regional basis. The analysis must produce an assessment that allows
for a determination of whether the specific project causes cumulatively considerable GHG impacts.
Residential Projects outside of a City Sphere of Influence that exceed 250 residential units will not
qualify for the tiering and streamlining benefits otherwise provided by this Plan as allowed by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15183.5 due to the inability to adequately analyze and incorporate programmatic
mitigation that comprehensively addresses the issues of GHG emissions for regionally significant
residential projects beyond the 2020 analysis horizon. It is anticipated that upon completion of the
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) by Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and
the Regional GHG Reduction Plan currently under preparation by the San Bernardino County Association
of Governments (SANBAG), adequate methodology for quantification of regional VMT and more
comprehensive mitigation will provide suitable planning tools that can be incorporated into this Plan
through a future amendment. Both the SCS and the Regional GHG Reduction Plan are intended to
satisfy the requirements of SB 375 and allow better forecasts of GHG emissions in future years, as well
as providing a regional strategy for reducing GHG emissions. This provision provides a mechanism to
ensure that these types of land use commitments outside of SOIs do not impede the expected emissions
trajectory to mid-century and are not likely to conflict with the long term goal of GHG emissions
reductions through 2050. This provision is an interim procedure that will be re-examined in a major Plan
update and amendment anticipated to occur in 2015 following a new emissions inventory and
incorporation of the SCS and Regional GHG reduction measures.
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(Insert table here)
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ATTACHMENT 2:
a. Screening Tables
b. Methodology for the Development and Application of the
Screening Tables
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Screening Tables
The purpose of the Screening Tables is to provide guidance in measuring the reduction of greenhouse
gas emissions attributable to certain design and construction measures incorporated into development
projects. The analysis, methodology is based upon the GHG Plan, which includes GHG emission
inventories, a year 2020 emission reduction target, the goals and policies to reach the target, together
with the Programmatic EIR prepared for the GHG Plan.

Instructions for Residential, Commercial, or
industrial Projects
The Screening Table assigns points for each option incorporated into a project as mitigation or a project
design feature (collectively referred to as “feature”). The point values correspond to the minimum
emissions reduction expected from each feature. The menu of features allows maximum flexibility and
options for how development projects can implement the GHG reduction measures. Projects that
garner at least 100 points will be consistent with the reduction quantities anticipated in the County’s
GHG Plan. As such, those projects that garner a total of 100 points or greater would not require
quantification of project specific GHG emissions reductions. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines, such
projects would be determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG
emissions.

Instructions for Mixed Use Projects
Mixed use projects provide additional opportunities to reduce emissions by combining complimentary
land uses in a manner that can reduce vehicle trips. Mixed use projects also have the potential to
complement energy efficient infrastructure in a way that reduces emissions. For mixed use projects fill
out both Screening Table 1 and Table 2, but proportion the points identical to the proportioning of the
mix of uses. As an example, a mixed use project that is 50% commercial uses and 50% residential uses
will show ½ point for each assigned point value in Table 1 and Table 2. Add the points from both tables.
Mixed use projects that garner at least 100 points will be consistent with the reduction quantities in the
County’s GHG Plan and are considered less than significant for GHG emissions.
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Instructions for All Projects
Those Projects that garner 100 points using the Screening Tables have provided the “fair share”
contribution of reductions and are considered consistent with the GHG Plan.
Those Projects that do not garner 100 points using the screening tables will need to provide additional
analysis to determine the significance of GHG emissions. The following tables provide a menu of
performance standards/options related to GHG mitigation measures and design features that can be
used to demonstrate consistency with the reduction measures and GHG reduction quantities in the GHG
Plan.
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Table 1: Screening Table for Implementation of GHG Reduction Measures for
Residental Development

Feature

Assigned Point
Values

Description

Reduction Measure R2E6: Energy Efficiency for New Residential
Building Envelope
Insulation

Windows

Doors

Air Infiltration

Thermal
Storage of
Building

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Modestly Enhanced Insulation (5% > Title 24)

3 points

Enhanced Insulation (15%> Title 24)

7 points

Greatly Enhanced Insulation (20%> Title 24)

9 points

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Modestly Enhanced Window Insulation (5% > Title 24)

3 points

Enhanced Window Insulation (15%> Title 24)

7 points

Greatly Enhanced Window Insulation (20%> Title 24)

9 points

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Modestly Enhanced Insulation (5% > Title 24)

3 points

Enhanced Insulation (15%> Title 24)

7 points

Greatly Enhanced Insulation (20%> Title 24)

9 points

Minimizing leaks in the building envelope is as important as the insulation
properties of the building. Insulation does not work effectively if there is
excess air leakage.
Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Modest Building Envelope Leakage (5% > Title 24)

3 points

Reduced Building Envelope Leakage (15%> Title 24)

7 points

Minimum Building Envelope Leakage (20% > Title 24)

9 points

Thermal storage is a design characteristic that helps keep a constant
temperature in the building. Common thermal storage devices include
strategically placed water filled columns, water storage tanks, and thick
masonry walls.
Thermal storage designed to reduce heating/cooling by 5⁰F within the
building

5 points

Thermal storage to reduce heating/cooling by 10⁰F within the building

10 points

Note: Engineering details must be provided to substantiate the efficiency of
the thermal storage device.
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Feature

Assigned Point
Values

Description

Indoor Space Efficiencies
Heating/
Cooling
Distribution
System

Space Heating/
Cooling
Equipment

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Modest Distribution Losses (5% > Title 24)

3 points

Reduced Distribution Losses (15%> Title 24)

7 points

Greatly Reduced Distribution Losses (20%> Title 24)

9 points

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Efficiency HVAC (5% > Title 24)

3 points

High Efficiency HBAC (15%> Title 24)

7 points

Very High Efficiency HBAC (20%> Title 24)

9 points

Building Envelope
Water Heaters

Daylighting

Artificial
Lighting

Appliances

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Efficiency Water Heater (Energy Star conventional that is 5% > Title 24)

3 points

High Efficiency Water Heater (Conventional water heater that is 15%>
Title 24)

7 points

High Efficiency Water Heater (Conventional water heater that is 20%>
Title 24)

9 points

Solar Water Heating System (this option also implements R2E5)

12 points

Daylighting is the ability of each room within the building to provide outside
light during the day reducing the need for artificial lighting during daylight
hours.
All peripheral rooms within the living space have at least one window
(required)

0 points

All rooms within the living space have daylight (through use of windows, solar
tubes, skylights, etc.) such that each room has at least 800 lumens of light
during a sunny day

3 points

All rooms daylighted to at least 1,000 lumens

5 points

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Efficient Lights (5% > Title 24)

3 points

High Efficiency Lights (LED, etc. 15%> Title 24)

7 points

Very High Efficiency Lights (LED, etc. 20%> Title 24)

9 points

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Efficient Appliances (5% > Title 24)

3 points

High Efficiency Energy Star Appliances (15%> Title 24)

7 points

Very High Efficiency Appliances (20%> Title 24)

9 points
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Feature

Assigned Point
Values

Description

Miscellaneous Residential Building Efficiencies
Building
Placement

North/South alignment of building or other building placement such that the
orientation of the buildings optimizes natural heating, cooling, and lighting.

3 point

Independent
Energy
Efficiency
Calculations

Provide point values based upon energy efficiency modeling of the Project.
Note that engineering data will be required documenting the energy
efficiency and point values based upon the proven efficiency beyond Title 24
Energy Efficiency Standards.

TBD

Other

This allows innovation by the applicant to provide design features that
increases the energy efficiency of the project not provided in the table. Note
that engineering data will be required documenting the energy efficiency of
innovative designs and point values given based upon the proven efficiency
beyond Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards.

TBD

Existing
Residential
Retrofits

The applicant may wish to provide energy efficiency retrofit projects to
existing residential dwelling units to further the point value of their project.
Retrofitting existing residential dwelling units within the unincorporated
County is a key reduction measure that is needed to reach the reduction goal.
The potential for an applicant to take advantage of this program will be
decided on a case by case basis and must have the approval of the San
Bernardino County Land Use Services Department. The decision to allow
applicants to ability to participate in this program will be evaluated based
upon, but not limited to the following;

TBD

Will the energy efficiency retrofit project benefit low income or
disadvantaged residents?
Does the energy efficiency retrofit project fit within the overall assumptions
in Reduction Measure R2E3?
Does the energy efficiency retrofit project provide co-benefits important to
the County?
Point value will be determined based upon engineering and design criteria of
the energy efficiency retrofit project.

Reduction Measure R2E8: New Home Renewable Energy
Photovoltaic

Solar Photovoltaic panels installed on individual homes or in collective
neighborhood arrangements such that the total power provided augments:
Solar Ready Homes (sturdy roof and electric hookups)

2 points

10 percent of the power needs of the project

7 points

20 percent of the power needs of the project

12 points

30 percent of the power needs of the project

17 points

40 percent of the power needs of the project

23 points

50 percent of the power needs of the project

28 points

60 percent of the power needs of the project

34 points

70 percent of the power needs of the project

40 points

80 percent of the power needs of the project

46 points

90 percent of the power needs of the project

52 points

100 percent of the power needs of the project

58 points
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Feature
Wind turbines

Assigned Point
Values

Description
Some areas of the County lend themselves to wind turbine applications.
Analysis of the areas capability to support wind turbines should be evaluated
prior to choosing this feature.
Individual wind turbines at homes or collective neighborhood arrangements
of wind turbines such that the total power provided augments:

Off-site
renewable
energy project

10 percent of the power needs of the project

7 points

20 percent of the power needs of the project

12 points

30 percent of the power needs of the project

17 points

40 percent of the power needs of the project

23 points

50 percent of the power needs of the project

28 points

60 percent of the power needs of the project

34 points

70 percent of the power needs of the project

40 points

80 percent of the power needs of the project

46 points

90 percent of the power needs of the project

52 points

100 percent of the power needs of the project

58 points

The applicant may submit a proposal to supply an off-site renewable energy
project such as renewable energy retrofits of existing homes that will help
implement R2E6, or the Warehouse Renewable Energy Incentive Program
(R2E3).

TBD

These off-site renewable energy retrofit project proposals will be determined
on a case by case basis and must be accompanied by a detailed plan that
documents the quantity of renewable energy the proposal will generate.
Point values will be determined based upon the energy generated by the
proposal.
Other
Renewable
Energy
Generation

The applicant may have innovative designs or unique site circumstances (such
as geothermal) that allow the project to generate electricity from renewable
energy not provided in the table. The ability to supply other renewable
energy and the point values allowed will be decided based upon engineering
data documenting the ability to generate electricity.

TBD

Reduction Measure R2WC1: Per Capita Water Use Reduction Goal
Irrigation and Landscaping
Water Efficient
Landscaping

Limit conventional turf to < 20% of each lot (required)

0 points

Eliminate conventional turf from landscaping

3 points

Eliminate turf and only provide drought tolerant plants

4 points

Xeroscaping that requires no irrigation

6 points
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Feature

Assigned Point
Values

Description

Water Efficient
irrigation
systems

Drip irrigation

1 point

Smart irrigation control systems combined with drip irrigation (demonstrate
20 reduced water use)

5 points

Recycled Water

Graywater (purple pipe) irrigation system on site

5 points

Storm water
Reuse Systems

Innovative on-site stormwater collection, filtration and reuse systems are
being developed that provide supplemental irrigation water and provide
vector control. These systems can greatly reduce the irrigation needs of a
project. Point values for these types of systems will be determined based
upon design and engineering data documenting the water savings.

TBD

Potable Water
Showers

Toilets

Faucets

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

EPA High Efficiency Showerheads (15% > Title 24)

3 points

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

EPA High Efficiency Toilets (15% > Title 24)

3 points

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

EPA High Efficiency faucets (15% > Title 24)

3 points

Reduction Measure R2T5: Renewable Fuel/Low Emissions Vehicles
Electric Vehicle
Recharging

Provide circuit and capacity in garages of residential units for installation of
electric vehicle charging stations

1 point

Install electric vehicle charging stations in the garages of residential units

8 points

Reduction Measure R2T7: Bicycle/Pedestrian Infrastructure
Sidewalks

Bicycle paths

Provide sidewalks on one side of the street (required)

0 points

Provide sidewalks on both sides of the street

1 point

Provide pedestrian linkage between residential and commercial uses within 1
mile

3 points

Provide bicycle paths within project boundaries

TBD

Provide bicycle path linkages between residential and other land uses

2 points

Provide bicycle path linkages between residential and transit

5 points
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Feature

Assigned Point
Values

Description

Reduction Measure R2T6: Vehicle Trip Reduction Measures
Mixed Use

Mixes of land uses that complement one another in a way that reduces the
need for vehicle trips can greatly reduce GHG emissions. The point value of
mixed use projects will be determined based upon a TIA demonstrating trip
reductions and/or reductions in vehicle miles traveled. Suggested ranges:

TBD

Diversity of land uses complementing each other (2-28 points)
Increased destination accessibility other than transit (1-18 points)
Increased transit accessibility (1-25 points)
Infill location that reduces vehicle trips or VMT beyond the measures
described above (points TBD based on traffic data).
Residential
Near Local
Retail
(Residential
only Projects)

Having residential developments within walking and biking distance of local
retail helps to reduce vehicle trips and/or vehicle miles traveled.

Other Trip
Reduction
Measures

Other trip or VMT reduction measures not listed above with TIA and/or other
traffic data supporting the trip and/or VMT for the project.

TBD

The point value of residential projects in close proximity to local retail will be
determined based upon traffic studies that demonstrate trip reductions
and/or reductions in vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
TBD

Reduction Measure R2W5: Construction and Demolition Debris Diversion Program
Recycling of
Construction/
Demolition
Debris

Recycle 2% of debris (required)

0 points

Recycle 5% of debris

1 point

Recycle 8 % of debris

2 points

Recycle 10% of debris

3 points

Recycle 12% of debris

4 points

Recycle 15% of debris

5 points

Recycle 20% of debris

6 points

Reduction Measure R2W6: 75 Percent Solid Waste Diversion Program
Recycling

County initiated recycling program diverting 75% of waste requires
coordination in neighborhoods to realize this goal. The following recycling
features will help the County fulfill this goal:
Provide greenwaste composing bins at each residential unit

3 points

Multi-family residential projects that provide dedicated recycling bens
separated by types of recyclables combined with instructions/education
program explaining how to use the bens and the importance or recycling.

2 points

Total Points Earned by Residential Project:
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Table 2: Screening Table for Implementation of GHG Reduction Measures for
Commercial Development

Feature

Assigned
Point Values

Description

Reduction Measure R2E7: Energy Efficiency for Commercial Development
Building Envelope
Insulation

Windows

Doors

Air Infiltration

Thermal
Storage of
Building

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Modestly Enhanced Insulation (5% > Title 24)

4 points

Enhanced Insulation (15%> Title 24)

8 points

Greatly Enhanced Insulation (20%> Title 24)

12 points

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Modestly Enhanced Window Insulation (5% > Title 24)

4 points

Enhanced Window Insulation (15%> Title 24)

8 points

Greatly Enhanced Window Insulation (20%> Title 24)

12 points

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Modestly Enhanced Insulation (5% > Title 24)

4 points

Enhanced Insulation (15%> Title 24)

8 points

Greatly Enhanced Insulation (20%> Title 24)

12 points

Minimizing leaks in the building envelope is as important as the insulation
properties of the building. Insulation does not work effectively if there is
excess air leakage.
Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Modest Building Envelope Leakage (5% > Title 24)

4 points

Reduced Building Envelope Leakage (15%> Title 24)

8 points

Minimum Building Envelope Leakage (20% > Title 24)

12 points

Thermal storage is a design characteristic that helps keep a constant
temperature in the building. Common thermal storage devices include
strategically placed water filled columns, water storage tanks, and thick
masonry walls.
Thermal storage designed to reduce heating/cooling by 5⁰F within the
building

6 points

Thermal storage to reduce heating/cooling by 10⁰F within the building

12 points

Note: Engineering details must be provided to substantiate the efficiency of
the thermal storage device.
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Feature

Assigned
Point Values

Description

Indoor Space Efficiencies
Heating/
Cooling
Distribution
System

Space Heating/
Cooling
Equipment

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Modest Distribution Losses (5% > Title 24)

4 points

Reduced Distribution Losses (15%> Title 24)

8 points

Greatly Reduced Distribution Losses (15%> Title 24)

12 points

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Efficiency HVAC (5% > Title 24)

4 points

High Efficiency HBAC (15%> Title 24)

8 points

Very High Efficiency HBAC (20%> Title 24)

12 points

Building Envelope
Commercial
Heat Recovery
Systems

Heat recovery strategies employed with commercial laundry, cooking
equipment, and other commercial heat sources for reuse in HVAC air intake
or other appropriate heat recovery technology. Point values for these types
of systems will be determined based upon design and engineering data
documenting the energy savings.

Water Heaters

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Efficiency Water Heater (Energy Star conventional that is 5% > Title 24)

4 points

High Efficiency Water Heater (Conventional water heater that is 15%>
Title 24)

8 points

High Efficiency Water Heater (Conventional water heater that is 20%>
Title 24)

12 points

Solar Water Heating System (commercial only-this reduction feature also
implements R2E10

14 points

Daylighting

Artificial
Lighting

TBD

Daylighting is the ability of each room within the building to provide outside
light during the day reducing the need for artificial lighting during daylight
hours.
All peripheral rooms within building have at least one window or skylight

1 points

All rooms within building have daylight (through use of windows, solar tubes,
skylights, etc.) such that each room has at least 800 lumens of light during a
sunny day

5 points

All rooms daylighted to at least 1,000 lumens

7 points

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Efficient Lights (5% > Title 24)

4 points

High Efficiency Lights (LED, etc. 15%> Title 24)

6 points

Very High Efficiency Lights (LED, etc. 20%> Title 24)

8 points
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Feature

Appliances

Assigned
Point Values

Description

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

Efficient Appliances (5% > Title 24)

4 points

High Efficiency Energy Star Appliances (15%> Title 24)

8 points

Very High Efficiency Appliances (20%> Title 24)

12 points

Miscellaneous Commercial Building Efficiencies
Building
Placement

North/South alignment of building or other building placement such that the
orientation of the buildings optimizes conditions for natural heating, cooling,
and lighting.

4 point

TBD
Other

This allows innovation by the applicant to provide design features that
increases the energy efficiency of the project not provided in the table. Note
that engineering data will be required documenting the energy efficiency of
innovative designs and point values given based upon the proven efficiency
beyond Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards.

TBD
Existing
Commercial
building
Retrofits

The applicant may wish to provide energy efficiency retrofit projects to
existing residential dwelling units to further the point value of their project.
Retrofitting existing commercial buildings within the unincorporated County
is a key reduction measure that is needed to reach the reduction goal. The
potential for an applicant to take advantage of this program will be decided
on a case by case basis and must have the approval of the San Bernardino
County Land Use Services Department. The decision to allow applicants to
ability to participate in this program will be evaluated based upon, but not
limited to the following:
Will the energy efficiency retrofit project benefit low income or
disadvantaged communities?
Does the energy efficiency retrofit project fit within the overall assumptions
in Reduction Measure R2E4?
Does the energy efficiency retrofit project provide co-benefits important to
the County?
Point value will be determined based upon engineering and design criteria of
the energy efficiency retrofit project.
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Feature

Assigned
Point Values

Description

Reduction Measure R2E9 and R2E10: New Commercial/Industrial Renewable Energy
Photovoltaic

Wind turbines

Off-site
renewable
energy project

Solar Photovoltaic panels installed on commercial buildings or in collective
arrangements within a commercial development such that the total power
provided augments:
Solar Ready Roofs (sturdy roof and electric hookups)

2 points

10 percent of the power needs of the project

7 points

20 percent of the power needs of the project

13 points

30 percent of the power needs of the project

19 points

40 percent of the power needs of the project

25 points

50 percent of the power needs of the project

31 points

60 percent of the power needs of the project

37 points

70 percent of the power needs of the project

43 points

80 percent of the power needs of the project

49 points

90 percent of the power needs of the project

55 points

100 percent of the power needs of the project

60 points

Some areas of the County lend themselves to wind turbine applications.
Analysis of the areas capability to support wind turbines should be evaluated
prior to choosing this feature. Wind turbines as part of the commercial
development such that the total power provided augments:
10 percent of the power needs of the project

7 points

20 percent of the power needs of the project

13 points

30 percent of the power needs of the project

19 points

40 percent of the power needs of the project

25 points

50 percent of the power needs of the project

31 points

60 percent of the power needs of the project

37 points

70 percent of the power needs of the project

43 points

80 percent of the power needs of the project

49 points

90 percent of the power needs of the project

55 points

100 percent of the power needs of the project

60 points

The applicant may submit a proposal to supply an off-site renewable energy
project such as renewable energy retrofits of existing residential that will
help implement R2E1, existing commercial/industrial that will help
implement R2E2, or the Warehouse Renewable Energy Incentive Program
(R2E4). These off-site renewable energy retrofit project proposals will be
determined on a case by case basis accompanied by a detailed plan
documenting the quantity of renewable energy the proposal will generate.
Point values will be based upon the energy generated by the proposal.
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Feature
Other
Renewable
Energy
Generation

Assigned
Point Values

Description
The applicant may have innovative designs or unique site circumstances
(such as geothermal) that allow the project to generate electricity from
renewable energy not provided in the table. The ability to supply other
renewable energy and the point values allowed will be decided based upon
engineering data documenting the ability to generate electricity.

TBD

Reduction Measure R2E7: Warehouse Renewable Energy Incentive Program
Warehouse
Photovoltaic

This measure is for warehouse projects and involves partnership with
Sothern California Edison and California Public Utilities Commissions to
develop an incentive program for solar installation on new and retrofit
existing warehouses. A mandatory minimum solar requirement for new
warehouse space. Solar Photovoltaic panels installed on warehouses or in
collective arrangements within a logistics/warehouse complex such that the
total power provided augments:
Solar Ready Roof (sturdy roof and electric hookups)

2 points

10 percent of the power needs of the project

4 points

20 percent of the power needs of the project

5 points

30 percent of the power needs of the project

7 points

40 percent of the power needs of the project

9 points

50 percent of the power needs of the project

11 points

60 percent of the power needs of the project

13 points

70 percent of the power needs of the project

15 points

80 percent of the power needs of the project

17 points

90 percent of the power needs of the project

19 points

100 percent of the power needs of the project

21 points

Reduction Measure R2WC-1: Per Capita Water Use Reduction Goal
Irrigation and Landscaping
Water Efficient
Landscaping

Limit conventional turf to < 20% of each lot (required)

0 points

Eliminate conventional turf from landscaping

3 points

Eliminate turf and only provide drought tolerant plants

4 points

Xeroscaping that requires no irrigation

6 points

Water Efficient
irrigation
systems

Drip irrigation

1 point

Smart irrigation control systems combined with drip irrigation (demonstrate
20 reduced water use)

5 points

Recycled
Water

Graywater (purple pipe) irrigation system on site

5 points
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Feature
Storm water
Reuse Systems

Assigned
Point Values

Description
Innovative on-site stormwater collection, filtration and reuse systems are
being developed that provide supplemental irrigation water and provide
vector control. These systems can greatly reduce the irrigation needs of a
project. Point values for these types of systems will be determined based
upon design and engineering data documenting the water savings.

TBD

Potable Water
Showers

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

EPA High Efficiency Showerheads (15% > Title 24)

3 points

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

EPA High Efficiency Toilets/Urinals (15% > Title 24)

3 points

Waterless Urinals (note that commercial buildings having both waterless
urinals and high efficiency toilets will have a combined point value of 6
points)

3 points

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

EPA High Efficiency faucets (15% > Title 24)

3 points

Commercial
Dishwashers

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

EPA High Efficiency dishwashers (20% water savings)

4 points

Commercial
Laundry
Washers

Title 24 standard (required)

0 points

EPA High Efficiency laundry (15% water savings)

3 points

EPA High Efficiency laundry Equipment that captures and reuses rinse water
(30% water savings)

6 points

Establish an operational program to reduce water loss from pools, water
features, etc., by covering pools, adjusting fountain operational hours, and
using water treatment to reduce draw down and replacement of water.
Point values for these types of plans will be determined based upon design
and engineering data documenting the water savings.

TBD

Toilets

Faucets

Commercial
Water
Operations
Program

Reduction Measure R2T1: Anti-Idling Enforcement
Commercial
Vehicle Idling
Restrictions

All commercial vehicles are restricted to 5-minutes or less per trip on site and
at loading docks (required of all commercial projects)
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Feature

Assigned
Point Values

Description

Reduction Measure R2T2: Employment Based Trip and VMT Reduction Policy
Compressed
Work Week

Car/Vanpools

Employee
Bicycle/
Pedestrian
Programs

Reduce the number of days per week that employees need to be on site will
reduce the number of vehicle trips associated with commercial/industrial
development. Compressed work week such that full time employees are on
site:
5 days per week

0 points

4 days per week on site

4 points

3 days per week on site

8 points

Car/vanpool program

1 point

Car/vanpool program with preferred parking

2 points

Car/vanpool with guaranteed ride home program

3 points

Subsidized employee incentive car/vanpool program

5 points

Combination of all the above

6 points

Complete sidewalk to residential within ½ mile

1 point

Complete bike path to residential within 3 miles

1 point

Bike lockers and secure racks

1 point

Showers and changing facilities

2 points

Subsidized employee walk/bike program

3 points

Note combine all applicable points for total value
Shuttle/Transit
Programs

Local transit within ¼ mile

1 point

Light rail transit within ½ mile

3 points

Shuttle service to light rail transit station

5 points

Guaranteed ride home program

1 points

Subsidized Transit passes

2 points

Note combine all applicable points for total value
CRT

Employer based Commute Trip Reduction (CRT). CRTs apply to commercial,
offices, or industrial projects that include a reduction of vehicle trip or VMT
goal using a variety of employee commutes trip reduction methods. The
point value will be determined based upon a TIA that demonstrates the
trip/VMT reductions. Suggested point ranges:

TBD

Incentive based CRT Programs (1-8 points)
Mandatory CRT programs (5-20 points)

Other Trip
Reductions

Other trip or VMT reduction measures not listed above with TIA and/or
other traffic data supporting the trip and/or VMT for the project.
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Feature

Assigned
Point Values

Description

Reduction Measure R2T4: Signal Synchronization and Intelligent Traffic Systems
Signal
improvements

Signal synchronization-1 point per signal

1 point/signal

Traffic signals connected to ITS

3 points/ signal

Reduction Measure R2T5: Renewable Fuel/Low Emissions Vehicles
Electric Vehicle
Recharging

Provide circuit and capacity in garages/parking areas for installation of
electric vehicle charging stations.
Install electric vehicle charging stations in garages/parking areas

2 points/area
8 points/station

Reduction Measure R2T6: Vehicle Trip Reduction Measures
Mixed Use

Mixes of land uses that complement one another in a way that reduces the
need for vehicle trips can greatly reduce GHG emissions. The point value of
mixed use projects will be determined based upon traffic studies that
demonstrate trip reductions and/or reductions in vehicle miles traveled

TBD

Local Retail
Near Residential
(Commercial
only Projects)

Having residential developments within walking and biking distance of local
retail helps to reduce vehicle trips and/or vehicle miles traveled.

TBD

The point value of residential projects in close proximity to local retail will
be determined based upon traffic studies that demonstrate trip reductions
and/or reductions in vehicle miles traveled

Reduction Measure R2W5: Construction and Demolition Debris Diversion Program
Recycling of
Construction/
Demolition
Debris

Recycle 2% of debris (required)

0 points

Recycle 5% of debris

1 point

Recycle 8 % of debris

2 points

Recycle 10% of debris

3 points

Recycle 12% of debris

4 points

Recycle 15% of debris

5 points

Recycle 20% of debris

6 points

Reduction Measure R2W6: 75 Percent Solid Waste Diversion Program
Recycling

County initiated recycling program diverting 75% of waste requires
coordination with commercial development to realize this goal. The
following recycling features will help the County fulfill this goal:
Provide separated recycling bins within each commercial building/floor and
provide large external recycling collection bins at central location for
collection truck pick-up

2 points

Provide commercial/industrial recycling programs that fulfills an on-site goal
of 75% diversion of solid waste

5 points

Total Points Earned by Commercial/Industrial Project:
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METHODS SUMMARY FOR SCREENING TABLES
The point values in the Screening Tables were derived from the projected emissions reductions that
each of the R2 reduction measures within the San Bernardino County GHG Reduction Plan (GHG Plan)
would achieve. The GHG Plan shows the reduced emissions for each of the reduction measures in
aggregate terms, meaning that the total emission reductions afforded each measure is based on both
changes in existing land use activities as well as how new development is designed and built. In order to
correctly allocate the emission reductions within the Screening Table, the amount of emission
reductions afforded new development had to be segregated out of the aggregate total in a manner that
is described below. Once the process of segregating new development out of the aggregate reduction
totals was completed, the points were then proportion by residential unit or square feet of
commercial/industrial uses. This was accomplished by taking the predicted growth in households and
commercial/industrial uses by the year 2020 and assigned the appropriate proportion of the total R2
reduction quantities for new development to the residential, commercial, and industrial land use sectors
within the Screening Table. The result is point values that are allocated by residential unit or
commercial/industrial square footage (measured in 1000 sq.ft.). Because of this, the size of the project
is not relevant to the Screening Table. Regardless of size, each project needs to acheive 100 points to
demonstrate consistency with the GHG Plan. Efficiency, not size of the Project is critical. The following
emission factor can be used in determining the amount of emissions reduced per point in the Screening
Table:
The respective calculated emission values are in metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (MTCO2e)
For Residential Projects:

0.092 MTCO2e per Point per Residential Unit
For Commercial and Industrial Projects:

0.691 MTCO2e per Point per 1,000 Square Feet of gross Commercial/Industrial building area
Note that the Screening Table and point values are best used for typical development projects
processed by the County. Examples of typical development projects include residential subdivisions,
multi-family residential apartments, condominiums and townhouses, retail commercial, big box retail,
office buildings, business parks, and typical warehousing. Mixed use projects can use the Screening
Tables following the instructions. Transit oriented development (TOD), and infill projects are able to use
the Screening Tables, but the Screening Table points are likely to underestimate total emission
reductions afforded these types of projects. Note that the Screening Tables include the opportunity to
custom develop points (using the factors above) in order to account for the predicted reductions in
vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled within a project specific traffic study and GHG analysis. TOD and
infill projects can be more accurately assessed and allocated points using this method.
However, more unusual types of industrial projects such as cement manufacturing, metal foundries,
refrigerant manufacturing, electric generating stations, and oil refineries cannot use the Screening
Tables because the emission sources for those types of uses were not contemplated in the table.
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DEVELOPMENT OF THE POINT VALUES
The first step in developing the point system was the need to determine the total reductions afforded
the GHG Plan. Figure 1 below shows the total emission reductions achieved by the GHG Plan. In total
2,290,874MMTCO2e will be reduced as a result of the GHG Plan.

Figure 1

Water
Conservation
(10,193)

Solid
Waste/Landfills
(206,960)

Building Energy
Use (494,698)

Transportation
(528,423)

Stationary Source
(1,049,068)

Agriculture
(1,531)

The next step in developing the point system is to segregate out the State efforts in reducing GHG
emissions within the County. Table 1 shows the reductions allocated to State measures and County
strategies.
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Table 1
Sector
Building Energy -Energy Efficiency
and Alternative Energy
Transportation and Land Use
Solid Waste/Landfills
Stationary Source
Agriculture & Resource Conservation
Water Conservation
Total

State Strategies

2020 Reduction (MTCO2e)
County Strategies

Total

335,246

159,452

494,699

486,157
0
1,049,068
1,531
10,193
1,882,195

42,266
206,960
0
0
0
408,678

528,423
206,960
1,049,068
1,531
10,193
2,290,874

As shown in Table 1, 408,678 MMTCO2e are reduced by the County’s R2 measures. This amount
includes reductions afforded existing building retrofits, other changes to activities associated with
existing land uses, as well as reductions associated with new development.
The next step is to segregate out of the County strategies total the amount of emissions that will be
reduced within new development.
Table 2 on the next page summarizes the reduction in emissions afforded new development from the R2
measures. Table 2 shows 159,423 MTCO2e being reduced from new development as a result of the
County strategies (R2 measures in the GHG Plan). Within the 138,377 MTCO2e of new development
reductions afforded County strategies, 117,385 MTCO2e of emissions reduced is accomplished through
new Commercial and Industrial Projects, and 42,038 MTCO2e of emissions reduced is accomplished
through new residential projects.
The County predicts that 5,083 new residential units will be needed by 2020 to accommodate the
population growth by 2020 and 18,873 new jobs will be generated due to growth. A total of
approximately 1,887,300 square feet of new commercial and industrial buildings within the
unincorporated County area is needed to accommodate anticipated job growth. This estimate is based
on the relationship between past growth in employment to the average growth in commercial/industrial
building area for San Bernardino County.
Dividing the 42,038 MTCO2e reductions of emissions afforded the R2 measures for new residential
development by the anticipated net of 4,575 new residential units that will be built yields 9.2 MTCO2e
per residential unit that needs to be reduced to fulfill the anticipated reductions of the GHG Plan. That
amount equals 100 points, producing the following equation for the point value:
0.083 MTCO2e per Point per Residential Unit
A similar process was used to derive the point value for new commercial/Industrial development
dividing 117,384.9 MTCO2e reductions of emissions afforded the R2 measures for new
commercial/industrial development by the anticipated net of 1,698,570 square feet of new
commercial/industrial buildings that will be built yields 6.91 MTCO2e per 100 square feet of building.
That amount equals 100 points, producing the following equation for the point value:
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0.0691 MTCO2e per Point per 100 Square Feet of gross building area. Because commercial/industrial
land uses are typically described in thousand square feet of building space, the point value was
converted as follows: 0.691 MTCO2e per 1,000 Sq. Ft. of gross Commercial/Industrial building area.
The final step was to allocate points to each of the reduction measures in order to provide the menu of
point values. The spreadsheet on the next page shows emission reductions afforded each measure.
Note that emissions associated with new development are reduced by the State’s R1 measures, as well
as the County’s R2 measures. The Screening Tables focus on those measures the County is implementing
associated with new development within the unincorporated County area. For this reason, the menu of
options pertains to the portions of the R2 measures pertaining to new development.

Table 2
Reduction
Reduced Emissions(MTCO2e)
Number
Reduction Measure Name
Commercial/Industrial
R2E4
Warehouse Renewable Energy
6,786.0
R2E5
Solar Hot Water Systems
R2E6
Residential Energy Efficiency
R2E7
Commercial/Industrial Energy Efficiency
35,342.0
R2E8
New Home Renewable Energy
R2E9
New Commercial/Industrial Renewable Energy
25,392.0
R2E10
Comm/Ind. Rehab/Expansion Renewable Energy
21,086
R2T1
Anti-Idling Enforcement Policy
2,415.2
R2T2
Employer VMT Reduction
1,651.0
R2T3
Parking Policies
824.0
R2T4
Road Improvement/Signal Synchronization/TFM
8,230.0
R2T5
Low and Zero Emission Vehicle Infrastructure
5,431.7
R2T6
Rideshare/Carpooling Programs
798.0
R2T7
Bicycle/Pedestrian Infrastructure
532.0
R2T8
HOV Lanes
1,594.0
R2W5
Construction Debris Diversion
147.5
R2W6
75 Percent Waste Diversion
2,059.0
R2WC1
Per Capita Water Reduction
5,096.5
Total R2 Reductions for New Development
117,384.9
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Residential
11,907.0
9,460.0
2,239.0

10,863.3
266.0
147.5
2,059.0
5,096.5
42,038.3
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ATTACHMENT 3:

Determining Project Unmitigated and Mitigated GHG
Emissions
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SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
GREENHOUSE GAS DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS
DETERMINING PROJECT UNMITIGATED AND MITIGATED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
San Bernardino County intends to use a Development Review Process to review individual projects for
compliance with the San Bernardino County Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan (Plan). Screening tables
have been developed utilizing a 100-point scale that corresponds to approximately 138,227 metric tons
of carbon dioxide equivalents per year (MTCO2e) of emissions reductions attributable to new
development within the Plan. That level of emissions reductions is approximately 31 percent reduction
of new development greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (in the aggregate) compared to an unmitigated
condition. The scale has been derived from calculations of the 2020 unmitigated emissions at the
County level and the mitigative effects of different reduction strategies included in the Plan. Where
projects utilize the screening table and qualify for 100 points, the project can be considered less than
significant under CEQA and will not be required to quantify their individual project emission reductions.
Where a project does not use the screening tables, the project is required to quantify its unmitigated
emissions and provide a 31 percent reduction of those emissions in order to be considered less than
significant. This memorandum describes a methodology to estimate project-level unmitigated and
mitigated emissions.
The Plan includes a set of inventories as follows:
2007 Emissions = 6.25 MTCO2e
2020 Unmitigated Emissions = 7.59 MTCO2e (Results by applying predicted growth rates to the 2007
emissions in predicting 2020 unmitigated emissions)
Reduction Target = 5.31 MTCO2e [requires new development in the County to achieve a 31% reduction
(in the aggregate) from the 2020 unmitigated emissions scenario to reduce total emissions in the County
down to this level]
The Plan includes a forecast of 2020 unmitigated emissions from a benchmark of 2007 emissions. No
emission reductions from future regulations or standards were afforded the 2020 unmitigated emission
forecast. This means that the unmitigated emissions shown for 2020 are forecast using the predicted
growth in each of the sectors but have an average GHG efficiency equivalent to that of buildings,
transportation, and other emission sectors as they were in 2007. As such, 2007 constitutes the
benchmark for all projects under evaluation through the development review process. Thus, calculation
of unmitigated project GHG emissions is a calculation of what the project’s GHG emissions would be
under average efficiency assumptions for 2007. Project proponents then must calculate their estimate
of current GHG emissions including any applicant-proposed reduction measures to determine whether
or not the project will or won’t provide 31 percent or more reductions.
Methods are described below for the building energy, transportation, waste, water conveyance
emissions. Other source categories will require custom calculations. Due to the complexity of some of
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the calculations for unmitigated and mitigated emissions, the need for accuracy, and the challenge of
avoiding double-counting, it is recommended that emissions estimates only be prepared by qualified air
quality experts. All estimates should provide full documentation of all assumptions and methods
utilized. The County will review all provided estimates for adequacy and will only accept sufficiently
detailed and supported estimates prepared by qualified individuals.
PROJECT GHG EMISSION SOURCES
Total GHG emissions are the sum of emissions from both direct and indirect sources. Direct sources
include mobile sources such as offroad equipment, motor vehicles, landscape equipment; and stationary
sources such as cooling and heating equipment. Indirect sources are comprised of electrical generation,
and energy use in supplying potable water, as well as the disposal of solid waste, and the treatment of
waste water.
Direct GHG emissions from mobile and stationary sources are determined as the sum of the annual GHG
emissions from offroad equipment, motor vehicles, landscape equipment, and heating and cooling
equipment.
Indirect sources are determined based on source as follows. Electrical usage is reported as annual
emissions from electrical usage. Potable water usage is reported as the annual emissions from
electricity used for potable water treatment and transportation. Solid waste is reported as the sum of
annual emissions from solid waste disposal treatment, transportation, and fugitive emissions of
methane at the solid waste facilities. Wastewater usage is reported as the annual emissions from
wastewater transport and treatment.
BUILDING ENERGY
Building energy emissions associated with electricity and natural gas assumption are estimated by
determining the amount of electricity (in kilowatt-hours) and natural gas consumption (in therms) and
then multiplying by the GHG factors corresponding to electricity generation (per kwh) and natural gas
combustion (per therm).
Project proponents can utilize the Residential Energy Consumption Survey (RECS) prepared by the U.S.
Energy Information Administration (EIA) to determine the approximate average kwh per residential unit
for residential projects of similar character as the proposed project. At present, the closest set of data
to 2007 is the 2005 version of the RECS.
Project proponents can utilize the Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey (CBECS) prepared
by EIA to determine the approximate average therms per residential unit for commercial buildings of
similar character as the proposed project. A 2007 version of CBECs should be available in 2011.
Where buildings are not comparable to a RECS or CBECS category, then project proponents must derive
a separate rationale for 2007 average building energy consumption by obtaining data on at least three
comparable “average” buildings in San Bernardino County by which to derive appropriate factors.
Once the baseline electricity and natural gas consumption have been identified, then they should be
multiplied by the GHG intensity factors in Table 1.
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RECS is available on the internet here: http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/recs/
CBECS is available on the internet here: http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/cbecs/
TRANSPORTATION
Project proponents can estimate their unmitigated onroad transportation emissions level by utilizing the
current land use emissions model recommended by SCAQMD and using the 2007 model year. The
current SCAQMD recommended model is the California Emissions Estimator model (CalEEMod) and is
available free of charge and a user manual describes how to utilize the model.
CalEEMod can also be used to calculate operational GHG emissions (carbon dioxide, CO2; methane, CH4;
and nitrous oxide N2O). CalEEMod uses default trip generation factors, but these factors can be
adjusted to reflect site-specific details. Also, CalEEMod uses default trip lengths that may or may not be
appropriate in order to capture the full length of project-related trips. Important steps for running
CalEEMod are as follows:
1. Without a traffic study prepared for the project,
a. Provide the density of the project in CalEEMod (residential units per acre and/or
square feet of commercial building per acre), and
b. The user should consult with the local air district for direction on which default
options should be used in the modeling exercise. Some air districts have
recommendations in the CEQA guidelines.
2. If a traffic study was prepared specifically for the project, the following information must be
provided:
a. Total number of average daily vehicle trips or trip-generation rates by land use type
per number of units; and,
b. Average VMT per residential and nonresidential trip.
c. The user overwrites the “Trip Rate (per day)” fields for each land use in CALEEMOD
such that the resultant “Total Trips” and the “Total VMT” match the number of total
trips and total VMT contained in the traffic study.
d. Overwrite “Trip Length” fields for residential and nonresidential trips in UBEMIS with
the project-specific lengths obtained from the traffic study.
3. Calculate results and obtain the GHG emissions from the CalEEMod output file.
Offroad emissions can be estimated by identifying the types of equipment and operational
timeframes. CARB’s EMFAC model can provide carbon dioxide emission factors for a wide
variety of equipment.
Alternatively, if fuel consumption totals can be estimated, then they can be multiplied by the GHG
factors in Table 1 below.
CalEEMod is available on the internet here: http://www.caleemod.com/
EMFAC is available on the internet here: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/onroad/latest_version.htm
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WASTE
Project proponents needs to estimate their level of annual waste generation using factors from the
CIWMB reporting for San Bernardino County in 2007:
Per capita disposal rate = 6.2 pounds/day = 1.03 metric tons/year per resident
Per capita disposal rate = 38 pounds/day = 6.29 metric tons/year per employee
CIWMB reports are available on the internet here:
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/Tools/MARS/DRMCMain.asp
Once the unmitigated annual level of waste generation have been identified, then it should be
multiplied by the GHG intensity factor utilized in the Plan as follows:
2007 average GHG emissions per metric ton of waste (2007) = 0.005526 metric tons
WATER
Project proponents need to estimate the annual amount of water consumption on an annual basis for
the proposed project on a 2007 average basis:
Per capita water consumption = XX gallons/day = XX acre-feet/year per resident
Per capita water consumption = XX gallons/day = XX acre-feet/year per employee
Once the unmitigated level of annual water consumption has been identified, then it should be
multiplied by the GHG intensity factors utilized in the Plan as follows:
2007 average GHG emissions per acre-feet of water = 0.49 metric tons/
WASTEWATER
Project proponents need to estimate the annual amount of wastewater generation on an annual basis
for the proposed project on a 2007 average basis.
Per capita wastewater generation = XX gallons/day = XX acre-feet/year per resident
Once the unmitigated level of annual wastewater generation has been identified, then it should be
multiplied by the GHG intensity factors utilized in the Plan as follows:
2007 average GHG emissions for wastewater = 0.096 metric tons per resident
POINT SOURCES AND OTHER SOURCES
If the project includes point sources of GHGs, such as industrial consumption of fuels other than natural
gas, cement manufacture, or other sources, then custom calculations will have to be made in order to
determine the 2007 unmitigated level.
ESTIMATING PROJECT MITIGATED EMISSIONS
Once the unmitigated 2007 emissions for the project have been calculated, then the mitigated project
emissions can be calculated. Mitigated project emissions can and should take into account the
following:
The current level of GHG efficiency. Since the benchmark year is 2007, the current level of GHG
efficiency may be improved since 2007. Where a source sector is not covered by adopted state and
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local measures (see discussion below), analysis of development projects should use the emission factors
found in the latest version of the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) General Reporting Protocol.
Quantification of emissions from electricity used for potable water treatment and transportation as well
as wastewater transport and treatment can be found in the California Energy Commission (CEC)
document titled “Refining Estimates of Water-Related Energy Use in California (CEC December 2006).
The effect of adopted state and local measures by 2020. The state has adopted numerous measures to
reduce GHG emissions, including vehicle standards, a low carbon fuel standard, a renewable energy
standard, and other measures. The state mandates listed in Table 2 can be included in the Countyrequired 31 percent reduction if they specifically relate to the proposed project. Table 3 provides an
example of which measures would apply to a standard residential project. All of the calculations in
Table 2 are reduction percentages compared to a 2007 benchmark efficiency. Thus, if a project takes
credit for an adopted state or local measure, then it should not take additional credit for the difference
between current year GHG efficiency and 2007 because the credit in Table 2 already accounts for
potential improvements from 2007 to 2020.
The effect of proponent-proposed measures. The adopted state and local measures will not be
sufficient in and of themselves to reduce project level unmitigated emissions by 31%. Thus, project
proponents, who do not use the screening tables, will be required to propose and quantify their
individual reduction measures. Measures may include energy efficiency, renewable energy, VMT
reductions, water conservation strategies that result in emissions more than the unmitigated levels.
Proponents should calculate the effectiveness of proposed strategies such that the total of the adopted
state and local measures above and the applicant-proposed measures totals a minimum of 31% of the
unmitigated emissions. When determining the GHG reduction effectiveness, one may only count
reductions that are in excess of the adopted state and local measures noted above. For example, for
energy efficiency, all projects will be required to meet Title 24 efficiency standards that are in effect at
the time of the project. Thus, additional credit can only be taken if the project’s energy efficiency
exceeds Title 24 requirements. Similarly, waste diversion strategies can only provide additional credit if
the project will result in greater than 75 percent diversion by 2020 of site generated waste. Finally,
caution must be exercised in avoiding double-counting of emissions between adopted state and local
measures, improvements in average GHG efficiency between the current year and 2007, and proponentproposed measures. For this reason, it is recommended that GHG emission estimates only be prepared
by qualified air quality experts.
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Table 1: Emission Factors to Use for Estimating Unmitigated Emissions
Fuel

Emission Factor

Source

Compressed Natural Gas
(CNG) (Vehicle)

0.054 Kg CO2/Standard Ft

Motor Gasoline (Vehicle)

8.81 Kg CO2/US gal

Propane (Vehicle)

5.74 Kg CO2/US gal

Diesel (Vehicle)

10.15 Kg CO2/US gal

Natural Gas

0.0546 Kg CO2/Standard Ft

USEPA Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2006 (2008)

3

Provided in the California Local Government
Operations Protocol (CARB et al. 2008)

3

0.1 g NO2/MMBTU
5 g CH4/MMBTU
1

Other Fuels

Variable

Electricity

290.87 kg CO2/MWh

SQAQMD
CCAR (2009a) Public Reports and USEPA
eGrid2007 (2005 data)

2.04 kg NO2/GWh
13.88 kg CH4/GWh
Notes:
1

Other fuels were included in the SCAQMD inventory. Associated emissions are based on emission factors
from CARB’s Regulation for the Mandatory Reporting of GHG Emissions and fuel High Heating Values (HHVs)
from USEPA’s AP-42 document.
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Table 2: San Bernardino County Greenhouse Gas Development Review Process
State and Local Measures that can be included in Project Level reduction Requirement
Reduction Measure
Number

Sector

Sectoral percent
reduction

Description

R1E1B

Building Energy

RPS-33% by 2020

7.0%

R1E2

Building Energy

AB 1109 Residential Lighting

1.6%

R1E3

Building Energy

AB 1109 Commercial Lighting

1.0%

R1E4

Building Energy

Electricity Energy Efficiency (Title 24)

7.2%

R1E5

Building Energy

Natural Gas Energy Efficiency (Title 24)

0.6%

Building Energy

Subtotal

17.4%

R1T1

Transportation

Pavely I Standards

8.4%

R1T2

Transportation

Pavely II Standards

1.2%

R1T3

Transportation

Low Carbon Fuel Standard

6.7%

R1T4

Transportation

Tire Pressure Program

0.2%

R1T5

Transportation

Low Rolling Resistance Tires

0.1%

R1T6

Transportation

Low Friction Engine Oils

0.8%

R1T7

Transportation

Cool Paint/Reflective

0.3%

R1T9

Transportation

Heavy-Duty Vehicle Efficiency

0.5%

R1T10

Transportation

Med-& Heavy Duty Hybrid.

0.3%

R1T11

Transportation

Rule 1192-Clean Buses

0.03%

R1T12

Transportation

Rule 1195-Clean School Buses

0.03%

Transportation

Subtotal

18.6%

R2W1

Waste

Increase Methane Recovery at MidValley, Milliken, and Colton Landfills

27.0%

R2W2

Waste

Barstow Methane Recovery

10.6%

R2W3

Waste

Landers Methane Recovery

2.4%

R2W6

Waste

County Diversion Programs — 75
Percent Goal

1.1%

Waste
R1WC1

Water Conveyance

Subtotal
RPS-33% by 2020

Water Conveyance
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Table 3: San Bernardino County Greenhouse Gas Development Review Process
Example of which State and Local Measures can be includes for a standard residential project (highlighted in
bold italics)
Reduction
Measure Number

Sector

Description

Sectoral percent
reduction

R1E1B

Building Energy

RPS-33% by 2020

7.0%

R1E2

Building Energy

AB 1109 Residential Lighting

1.6%

R1E3

Building Energy

AB 1109 Commercial Lighting

1.0%

R1E4

Building Energy

Electricity Energy Efficiency (Title 24)

7.2%

R1E5

Building Energy

Natural Gas Energy Efficiency (Title 24)

0.6%

R1T1

Transportation

Pavely I Standards

8.4%

R1T2

Transportation

Pavely II Standards

1.2%

R1T3

Transportation

Low Carbon Fuel Standard

6.7%

R1T4

Transportation

Tire Pressure Program

0.2%

R1T5

Transportation

Low Rolling Resistance Tires

0.1%

R1T6

Transportation

Low Friction Engine Oils

0.8%

R1T7

Transportation

Cool Paint/Reflective

0.3%

R1T9

Transportation

Heavy-Duty Vehicle Efficiency

0.5%

R1T10

Transportation

Med-& Heavy Duty Hybrid.

0.3%

R1T11

Transportation

Rule 1192-Clean Buses

0.03%

R1T12

Transportation

Rule 1195-Clean School Buses

0.03%

R2W1

Waste

Increase Methane Recovery at MidValley, Milliken, and Colton Landfills

27.0%

R2W2

Waste

Barstow Methane Recovery

10.6%

R2W3

Waste

Landers Methane Recovery

2.4%

R2W6

Waste

County Diversion Programs — 75 Percent
Goal

1.1%

R1WC1

Water Conveyance

RPS-33% by 2020
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RESOURCES
California Climate Action Registry. General Reporting Protocol. Public Reports for Reporting Entities
http://www.climateregistry.org
California Energy Commission. Refining Estimates of Water-Related Energy use in California.
http://www.energy.ca.gov/pier/project_reports/CEC-500-2006-118.html
EMFAC. Factor model for onroad mobile emissions sources from the California Air Resources Board.
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/onroad/latest_version.htm
OFFROAD. Model for factors for offroad equipment from the California Air Resources Board.
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/offroad/offroad.htm
CalEEMod. Public domain software for calculation criteria pollutant and GHG emissions from land use
projects.
http://www.caleemod.com
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ATTACHMENT 4:

GHG Emission Reduction Calculations for Accessory Renewable Energy
Projects

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

50

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROECESS

ACCESSORY RENEWABLE ENERGY PROJECTS
The GHG Plan included a GHG Reduction Measure (R3E14) that accounted for small wind energy
systems that the County was permitting. These small wind energy systems as well as small photovoltaic
energy systems within unincorporated San Bernardino County required a permit by the County. These
systems were typically 10 kilowatts (kW) in size and were not regulated by the California Energy
Commission (CEC) and did not count toward the utilities renewable portfolio or the State’s R1 measures
for renewable energy. At the time that the GHG Plan was drafted (2009), the County did not have
estimated generation within unincorporated County areas from these systems and could not estimate
the GHG reductions from these types of systems. However, the County saw these renewable energy
systems as a potential GHG reducing mechanism and wanted to continue permitting such systems and
encourage growth in these systems. Therefore the GHP Plan listed the small wind energy systems as
well as small photovoltaic energy systems permitting process as an R3 measure that could not include
GHG emission reductions calculations.
Since that time, the County has reviewed permitting records and determined the number of these
permits issued since 2007. The records indicate the following:
Year 2007: 27 permits issued
Year 2008: 24 permits issued
Year 2009: 25 permits issued
Year 2010: 37 permits issued (permit fees were due to go up July 1, 2010 accounting for the increase in
permits being issued in this year)
Systems permitted prior to 2007 were considered within the baseline energy use for the External GHG
Inventory and not counted in this analysis. In total, 113 10kW Wind Energy Systems were permitted
between 2007 and 2010. Taking out year 2010, on average 25 to 26 permits are issued per year. Year
2010 was taken out of the average because of the spike in permits likely caused by the fee increase. In
predicting the number of systems in place by 2020 using these records, approximately 250 permits
would be issued between 2010 and 2020 plus the existing 113 units currently operating gives a
combined total of 363 wind energy units. Each unit is estimated to account for 22.12 MTCO2e per year
in GHG reductions. Total reductions expected from these wind energy systems in year 2020 is
8,030.89 MTCO2e per year. The calculations of the wind turbine systems generation and GHG emission
reductions are shown on the spreadsheet on the following page.
About half this many photovoltaic systems were also permitted by the County (average of 13 per year).
A conservative analysis in the emission reductions from these systems estimates at least 127.41 MTCO2e
per year assuming 130 systems in place by year 2020 and slightly less than one metric ton CO2e being
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reduced. These estimates are extremely conservative due to the lack of additional data on PV systems
and the actual electric generating capacity and emissions reduction from PV is likely much higher.
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Insert Energy spreadsheet here.
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