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INDEX OF COMMENT LETTERS 
COUNTYWIDE SITING ELEMENT 

 
 
No. Comment From Date of Letter 
1 CITY OF SAN DIEGO  

Kenneth Prue and Lisa Wood 
September 24, 2003 

2 CITY OF ESCONDIDO 
Kathy Winn 

September 24, 2003 

3 CITY OF OCEANSIDE 
Ester Beatty 

September 12, 2003 

4 THE CITY ATTORNEY CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
Casey Gwinn 

August 28, 2003 

5 RICHARD ANTHONY & ASSOCIATES 
Richard Anthony 

August 25, 2003 
 

6 RICHARD ANTHONY & ASSOCIATES 
Richard Anthony 

July 25, 2003 

7 CITY OF SANTEE 
Melanie Kush 

July 2, 2003 

8 CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
Robert Epler 

June 18, 2003 

9 GREGORY CANYON LTD. 
Richard W. Chase 

June 16, 2003 

10 CITY OF SANTEE 
Melanie Kush 

June 3, 2003 

11 COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
Public Hearing 

May 29, 2003 

12 RIVERWATCH 
Joyce Ward 

May 29, 2003 

13 PRESERVE WILD SANTEE 
Van K. Collinsworth 

May 28, 2003 

14 CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
Lisa F. Wood 

May 20, 2003 

15 RANCHO VISTA DEL MAR 
Roque De La Fuente II 

May 13, 2003 
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No. Comment From Date of Letter 
16 PROCOPIO CORY HARGREAVES & SAVITCH 

Robert E. Rusinek 
May 9, 2003 

17 SAN DIEGO LANDFILL SYSTEMS 
Neil Mohr 

April 7, 2003 

18 THE CITY OF LA MESA 
Kathy Winn 

April 4, 2003 

19 BACKCOUNTRY AGAINST DUMPS 
Donna Tisdale 

April 3, 2003 

20 MULTIPLE SPECIES CONSERVATION 
PROGRAM 
Cindy byrrascano 

 
February 2003 

21 GREGORY CANYON LTD. 
Richard Chase 

February 2003 

22 COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
Dianne Jacob 

February 20, 2003 

23 DEL MAR FAIRGROUNDS 
Nancy Strauss 

December 19, 2002 
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COMPLETE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 
COUNTYWIDE SITING ELEMENT 

 
Record 

No. Description 
212 June 10, 2003:  Letter County of San Diego (Deak) to Rancho Vista Del Mar (De La Fuente) 

211 
August 28, 2003:  Letter Casey Gwinn (CITY SD) to Ellito Block (CIWMB) re Siting Element 
Sycamore 

210 August 26, 2003: Letter Tom Deak to Elliot Block (CIWMB) re San Diego Countywide Siting Element 

209 
August 25, 2003:  E-mail Rick Anthony (RA) to Orelia DeBraal (OD), Wayne Williams (WW), Donna 
Turbyfill (DT)  

208 
June 6, 2003:  Letter John L. Snyder (JS) to Donna Tisdale (DT) Re: Final review of the draft integrated 
waste management CWSE 2003 

207 September 30, 2003:  City of S.D comments 
206 September 24, 2003: County response & comments from Kathy Winn (KW)   
205 April 16, 2003: Comments & County Response  

204 
September 29, 2003: E-mail DeBraal Orelia (OD) to Wayne Williams (WW) Re: Siting Element Sub 
Committee Meeting 

203 
September 8, 2003:  MSCP Project Review under the S.D County Subarea Plan and Biological 
Mitigration Ordinance DRAFT 

202 
July 25, 2003:  E-mail Rick Anthony (RA) to Orelia DeBraal (OD), Wayne Williams (WW), Donna 
Turbyfill (DT) … 

201 April 26, 2003:  Comments of CAC meeting  

200 
September 12, 2003:  E-mail Ester Beatty (EB) to Wayne Williams (WW) Re: TAC Meeting 
Cancelation 

199 

June 4, 2003: Letter City of Oceanside; Public Works Departmet and Water Utilities Department to 
Mayor and City Councilmembers Re: Adoption of resolution opposing the County of S.D  IWMP 
CWSE 2003 Amendment Regarding the proposed Gregory Canyon 

198 
July 3, 2003: Letter Procopio Cory Hargreaves & Savitch Theodore J. Griswold (TG) to Wayne 
Williams (WW) 

197 
October 1, 2003: E-mail Nan Valerio (NV) to Donna Turbyfill (DT); Wayne Williams (WW) Re: 
CIWMP plan, Siting Element/ Sycamore Language  

196 
September 30, 2003: Letter Wayne Williams (WW) to Toma Deak Re: Request for assesment of two 
paragraphs from CIWMP Siting Element  Amendment 

195 September 29, 2003: E-mail DeBraal Orelia (OD) to Wayne Williams (WW) Re: LW re: Siting Criteria 

194 
September 24, 2003: Thomas Deak (TD) to Wayne Williams (WW) Re: Chapter 5 Siting Criteria with 
revisions 

193 September 23, 2003: Donna's faxed final comments on Countywide Siting Element 2003  

192 
September 22, 2003: E-mail Wayne Willlimas (WW) to Tom Deak (TD) and DonnaTurbyfill (DT) Re: 
Siting Element Draft Dated 16 September, 2003 

191 
September 16, 2003:Letter Wayne Willimas (WW) to Tom Deak (TD)  Re: Procopio, Cory, Hargraves 
& Savitch letters Re: Siting Element   

190 
September 9, 2003: E-mail Lisa Wood (LW) to Bud Chase (BC), Donna Turbyfill (DT), Orelia DeBraal 
(OD), Wayne Williams (WW)  Re: Citerion 5 

189 September 4, 2003: TAC Meeting notes 
188 August 29, 2003: Minutes with Grace, Lisa (San Diego Attorney and Santee Attorney) and Tom Deak   
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187 
August 29, 2003: Letter Wayne Williams (WW) to Elliot Block Re : Second Cache and Countywide 
Siting Element Amendment 2003 

186 August 28, 2003: Faxed Map of MCAS Miramar  

185 

August 26, 2003: Letter Wayne Williams (WW) to Thomas Deak (TD) Re: Telephone conference with 
cities of San Diego and Santee/ E-mail Sector Strategies to Bud Chase Re: CIWMB Action on 
Conformance  

184 
August 20, 2003: E-mail Wayne Williams (WW) to Thomas Deak (TD) Re: Elliot Block Call and 
Sycamore expansion 

183 July 14, 2003: E-mail Ric Anthony (RA) to Wayne Williams (WW) Re: Lates news on Siting Element  
182 July 8, 2003: Siting Element TAC/CAC Subcommittee Agenda- Chapter 8 & Chapter 3 

181 
June 27, 2003: E-mail Elliot Block (EB) to Thomas Deak (TD), Orelia DeBraal (OD), Zane Poulson 
(ZP) Re: Siting Element/ Gregory Canyon 

180 
June 10, 2003: Kathy Winn (KW) to Orelia DeBraal (OD), Wayne Williams (WW) Re: Table 9; 
Comments 

179 June 10, 2003: Tom Deak's (TD) Comments to Wayne Williams (WW)  

178 
June 10, 2003: E-mail Donna Turbyfill (DT) to Wayne Williams (WW) Re: Comments on Siting 
Element  

177 
June 10, 2003: E-mail Donna Turbyfill (DT) to Wayne Williams (WW) Re: Comments on Siting 
Element  

176 
June 6, 2003: E-mail Nan Valerio (NV) to Wayne Williams (WW) Re: Environmental Justice 
Requirements for Siting element  

175 June 6, 2003: Michael Meacham to Orelia DeBraal Re: Siting Element Chapt. 9 

174 
June 6, 2003: E-mail Lisa Wood (LW) to Donna Turbyfill (DT), Orelia DeBraal (OD), Wayne Willams 
(WW) Re: Siting Element Chapt.9 

173 June 6, 2003: Letter Wayne Williams to Eugene Tseng (ET) and Dennis Keyes Re: Confidence Intervals 
172 June 5, 2003: Letter Nan Valerio (NV) to Wayne Williams Re: IWMPlan 

171 
June 4, 2003: E-mail Lisa Wood (LW) to Wayne Williams Re: Environmental Justice Requirements for 
Siting  

170 May 13, 2003: E-mail Donna Turbyfill (DT) to John Snyder (JS) Re: Solid Waste Exports 

169 
May 13, 2003: E-mail Thomas Deak (TD) to Wayne Williama, Orelia DeBraal Re: Otay Mesa Inclusin 
in Siting Element  

168 May 8, 2003: North County Times Article Re: Gregory Canyon Lawsuit 
167 May 8, 2003: Union Tribune Article Re: Landfill plan 
166 March 26, 2003:Re: Comments from the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 

165 
March 4, 2003: E-mail John Snyder (JS) to James O'Day (JO) cc: Donna Turbyfill, Wayne Williams Re: 
Campo Landfill  

164 
February 13, 2003: E-mail Donna Turbyfill (DT) to Wayne Williams (WW) Re: Things needed Re: 
Campo 

163 February 11, 2003: Fax Donna Tisdale (DT) to Wayne Williams (WW) Re: Campo Permitting Status 
162 February 2003: Campo Discussion Point  

161 
January 30, 2003: E-mail O'Day, James (OJ) to Wayne Williams (WW) Re: Siting Element Attorney 
Client Confidential Communication 

160 
March 2, 1998: Letter Daniel Avera to Ken Calvert (KC) Re: Removal of tentatively reserved areas 
from IWMP Siting Element 

159 July 8, 03: TAC/CAC Subcommittee Meeting SE Notes 
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158 
July 7, 03: Letter Wayne Williams (WW) to Thomas Deak (TD) & Co., RE: Procopio Cory Hargreaves 
& Smith (PCHS) letter on June Siting Element (SE) "Final Draft"  

157 July 7, 03: Letter City of Santee to WW, RE: Additional Comments on June SE Draft 
156  July 1, 03: Letter Rancho Vista Del Mar to WW, RE: East Otay Mesa Exclusion 
155  June 30, 03: OD Chapter 3 SE Comments 
154  June 23, 03: LW Chapter 4 SE Comments 
153  June 23, 03: CAC Meeting Notice and Agenda 

152 
 June 23, 03: E-mail Michael Meacham (MM) to Orelia DeBraal (OD), RE: Environmental Justice 
Actions for SE 

151  June 19, 03: TAC Meeting Notice and Agenda 
150  June 19, 03: OD Chapter 4 SE Comments 
149  June 19, 03: E-mail OD to Donna Turbyfill, RE: City of San Diego Response to latest SE draft 

148 
 June 19, 03: E-mail Donna Turbyfill to City of San Diego, RE: City of San Diego Response to latest SE 
draft 

147  June 18, 03: Letter City of San Diego to MM, RE: SE Draft 
146  June 16, 03: Letter Gregory Canyon Limited to WW, RE: June 10 SE Draft 
145 June 4, 03: E-mail LW to WW, RE: Environmental Justice Req. for SE  
144  June 6, 03: E-mail MM to OD, RE: SE Chapter 9 Comments (TAC/CAC Subcommittee) 
143  June 3, 03: Letter City of Santee to WW, RE: Sycamore Landfill Expansion 
142  June 2, 03: Letter Gary Triphan to WW, RE: Rancho Vista Del Mar & Otay  
141  May 29, 03: Public Hearing Sign-in Sheet on SE  
140  May 29, 03: Public Hearing Oral Comments on SE  
139  May 29, 03: Letter River Watch & Joyce Ward to WW, RE: SE & Gregory Canyon & Campo  
138  May 29, 03: Letter County Counsel (CC) to Roque De La Fuente (RDLF), RE: East Otay  

137 May 29, 03: E-mail Elliot Block to WW, RE: Environmental Justice Requirement 

136 May 28, 03: CAC Meeting Notice and Agenda 

135  May 28, 03: OD CAC Meeting Notes 

134  May 28, 03: Letter Preserve Wild Santee to WW, RE: SE Amendment  
133  May 23, 03: E-mail OD to WW, RE: SE Public Request Info  
132  May 21, 03: WW Notes on East Otay Meeting/DPLU 
131  May 20, 03: Letter City of SD Lisa Wood (LW) to WW, RE: SE Changes  
130  May 20, 03: TAC/SANDAG/CIWMB Meeting Notes  
129 May 19, 03: North County Times Proof of Publication, RE: Public Hearing 
128 May 16, 03: ECC Proof of Publication, RE: Public Hearing 
127 May 16, 03: Alpine Sun Proof of Publication, RE: Public Hearing  
126 May 16, 03: Letter WW to Tom Deak (TD), RE: East Otay Mesa Tentative Site 
125 May 16, 03: Letter WW to DPLU, RE: East Otay Mesa Tentative Site 
124 May 16, 03: Letter WW to Donna Turbyfill, RE: Otay Materials From RDLF 
123 May 15, 03: WW Notes on TAC Meeting with Michael Meacham (MM) 
122 May 14, 03: WW Notes on Recycling Meeting with John Snyder (JS) 
121 May 14, 03: Fax LW to WW, RE: Landfill Use Projection Charts 
120 May 14, 03: Fax Rancho Vista Del Mar to WW, RE: East Otay  
119 May 14, 03: E-mail Donna Turbyfill to TD, RE: Letter from PCHS 
118 May 13, 03: Draft, RE: Out-of-County Landfill Space Estimate 
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117 May 13, 03: E-mail Donna Turbyfill to WW, RE: Imperial County Landfill 
116 May 13, 03: Fax WW to Donna Turbyfill, RE: PCHS Comments on SE 
115 May 13, 03: Letter PCHS to WW, RE: SE Amendment 
114 May 7, 03: Notes: WW on LW Meeting Agenda 
113 May 7, 03: E-mail Donna Turbyfill to WW RE: SE Changes 
112 May 7, 03: Draft Transcript of Tape, RE: CIWMP and Public Hearing 
111 May 6, 03: E-mail MM to WW, RE: TAC/SANDAG Meeting  
110 May 5, 03: WW CAC Meeting Notes 
109 May 5, 03: E-mail PS to WW, RE: SE Amendment 
108 May 2, 03: OD TAC/CAC Meeting Notes 
107 May 2, 03: E-mail MM to OD, RE: Disposal Corrections 
106 May 2, 03: WW SE Comment Notes 
105 May 1, 03: OD TAC Meeting Notes 
104 May 1, 03: WW TAC Meeting Notes  
103 May 1, 03: E-mail OD to WW, RE: SE 
102 May 1, 03: TAC Meeting Summary  
101 Early May, 03: E-mail WW to Donna Turbyfill, RE: SE Draft Status 
100 April 29, 03: Affidavit of Publication San Diego UT, RE: Public Hearing 
99 April 29, 03: Notice of Public Hearing Published in UT  
98 April 29, 03: Letter WW to TD, RE: USD/Tisdale/Campo   
97 April 29, 03: Letter USD to Donna Tisdale (DT), RE: Campo Landfill Inclusion in SE 
96 April 28, 03: Confirmation of Scheduling, RE: SE Public Hearing  
95 April 28, 03: Letter WW to RDLF, RE: SE  
94 April 25, 03: Letter WW to Walter Rusinek, RE: Public Request of SE  
93 April 23, 03: Letter Donna Turbyfill to CAC, RE: Cancellation of April 30 Meeting 
92 April 23, 03: Application for PDP/SDP for Sycamore Landfill Master Plan 
91 April 23, 03: E-mail LW to WW, RE: Sycamore Criteria 
90 April 18, 03: Fax, RE: DT* Letter to JS 
89 April 16 & 17, 03: Letter WW to DT, RE: EB Letter on SE  
88 April 16, 03: Letter WW to DT & TD, RE: Request for SE Information 
87 April 16, 03: SE Review 
86 April 16, 03: Comments of April 16 SE Review 
85 April 16, 03: Fax, RE: Request for SE Information 
84 April 16, 03: Letter PCHS to WW, RE: Public Records Request   
83 April 16, 03: OD LW Meeting Notes 
82 April 15, 03: Letter JS to DT, RE: Comments on SE 
81 April 15, 03: Letter WW to Allied, RE: Miramar Permitted Capacity 
80 April 15, 03: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, RE: Natural Resources 
79 April 15, 03: Letter WW to Allied, RE: Miramar Disposal History 
78 April 15, 03: NC Times Article: Gregory Canyon Landfill Still Faces Hurdles 
77 April 14, 03: E-mail Zane Poulson (ZP) to WW, RE: AB 939, IWMA Language  
76 April 9, 03: City of La Mesa Comments of SE Draft 
75 April 7, 03: Letter SD Landfill Systems to JS, RE: Sycamore Inclusion in SE 
74 April 6, 03: NC Times Clipping, RE: Pala-area Landfill 
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73 April 3, 03: Letter CIWMB (Block) to WW; RE: SE Amendment Requirements 
72 April 3, 03: Letter DT to JS, RE: Final Review Draft SE 
71 April 3, 03: WW TAC/SANDAG Notes 
70 April 2, 03: Comments of LW SE Review 
69 April 03: Diversion Chart 
68 March 28, 03: Letter SD H2O Authority to DT, RE: March 12 Letter 
67 March 26, 03: CAC Meeting Notes 
66 March 26, 03 E-mail Ed Flom to WW, RE: Recommendations for CIWMP 
65 March 26, 03: Letter JS to CC, RE: Inclusion of Campo Landfill in SE 
64 March 26, 03: CAC Agenda 
63 March 18, 03: Letter City of SD (Robert Epler) to WW, RE: Miramar, Sycamore, & TS Study  
62 March 18, 03: Request Letter City of SD (Robert Epler) to WW, RE: Miramar, Sycamore, & TS Study  
61 March 18, 03: Criteria for Establishing Solid Waste Disposal Facilities 
60 March 17, 03: E-mail TD to OD, RE: Campo EIS 
59 March 17, 03: E-mail OD to WW, RE: SE - East Otay Mesa Landfill 
58 March 11, 03: Letter City of Oside to OD, RE: Position on Gregory Canyon 
57 March 11, 03: E-mail WW to Donna Turbyfill, RE: SE 
56 March 10, 03: Letter Crestline Recycling to WW, RE: Nevada Landfill Proposal 
55 March, 03: SE Chapter 9 TAC Comments 
54 Late February 03: Letter Gregory Cnyn. Lmtd. to WW, RE: Gregory Canyon Inclusion in SE 
53 February 27, 03: LW Draft Chapter 5 Siting Criteria 
52 February 27, 03: Letter Eugene Tseng to WW, RE: Generation  
51 February 27, 03: LW Draft SE 
50 February 22, 03: Letter Backcountry Against Dumps to OD, RE: Campo Final EIS 
49 February 20, 03: TAC/DT Comments on Campo 
48 February 20, 03: Letter Dianne Jacob to MM, RE: Removal of Campo from SE 
47 February 16, 03: SD UT Clipping, RE: Landfill Issue 
46 February 12, 03: City of El Cajon Chapter 5 Siting Criteria Comments 
45 February 11, 03: Letter City of SD to OD, RE: Miramar Expansion 
44 February 11, 03: E-mail OD to Robert Forsythe (RF), RE: Otay Site 
43 February 10, 03: Letter Crestline Disposal to County, RE: Crestline Landfill 
42 February 8, 03: UT Article: Gregory Landfill Report Approved 
41 February 7, 03: UT Article: Firm Seeks Ok To Expand Landfill 
40 January 29, 03: Melissa Porter (LEA) Comments on CIWMP Draft 
39 January 29, 03: E-mail WW to OD, RE: LW January Comments 
38 January 28, 03: Letter City of SD (LW) to OD, RE: Comments on Jan SE Draft 
37 January 24, 03: E-mail OD to WW, RE: LW E-mails 
36 January 23, 03: OD TAC Meeting Notes 
35 January 23, 03: SE Changes 
34 January 21, 03: E-mail Kerry McNeill (KM) to OD, RE: Update for Gregory 
33 January 21, 03: E-mail OD to RF, RE: Gregory Canyon 
32 January 17, 03: Letter Campo Resource Recovery to OD, RE: SE 
31 January 17, 03: SE Changes 
30 January 17, 03: OD Facilitator Meeting Notes 
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29 January 16, 03: E-mail KM to OD, RE: Gregory Canyon 
28 January 14, 03: E-mail La Mesa to OD, RE: Solid Waste Agreements 
27 January 14, 03: E-mail Encinitas to TAC, RE: Solid Waste Agreements 
26 December 24, 02: Notes on Meeting w/Neil Mohr (NM) 
25 December 19, 02: Letter from Del Mar Fair to WW, RE: Composting in SE 
24 December 12, 02: TAC Meeting Summary 
23 December 11, 02: E-mail OD to Kathy Winn, RE: Facilitated Workshop & SE 
22 December 4, 02: E-mail CC to OD, RE: SE Updates 
21 December 3, 02: E-mail OD to WW, RE: Working w/LEA 
20 November 15, 02: Sycamore Landfill Master Plan (Application for Permit-2 documents)  
19 October 30, 02: E-mail Pam Raptis to OD, RE: CIWMP Update 
18 October 10, 02: SANDAG May 10 TAC Notes 
17 October 10, 02: SE Items for TAC Discussion 
16 October 7, 02: Letter WW to Brian Connolly, RE: Campo Information 
15 October 3, 02: TAC Meeting Summary 
14 September 25, 02: CAC Meeting Summary 
13 September 25, 02: SE Update 
12 September 10, 02: Memo City of Oceanside (Ester Beatty) to WW, RE: Revision to Summary Plan 
11 September 10, 02: Letter Jon Rollin to NM, RE: Sycamore Information 
10 September 5, 02: TAC Meeting Summary 
9 August 28, 02: CAC Meeting Summary 
8 August 23, 02: Letter WW to Donna Turbyfill, RE: CCR Guidelines 
7 August 23/22, 02: Board Meeting Attachment, AB 3001 
6 August 22, 02: CPRC Section 41700-41704 
5 June 6, 02: TAC Meeting Summary 
4 January 6, 98: SD Board Ordinance No. 8866 
3 June 9, 97: Letter County to Jurisdictions, RE: SE Clarification 
2 December 10, 92: Agreement Between Campo EPA and CA State 
1    November 92: Campo Environmental Impact Statement 

 



 No. 1 

                                                                             SE A-1 

 
 



 No. 2 

SE A-2 

 



 No. 2 

SE A-3 



 No. 2 

SE A-4 



 No. 2 

SE A-5 

 



 No. 3 

SE A-6 

 

Response to Comment Letter No. 3
City of Oceanside, Ester Beatty 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
3-1 3-1 Inclusion of proposed…landfill sites in this Siting Element 

does not advocate or in any way guarantee approval or 
recommendation to by any agency or jurisdiction, nor 
does it advocate their use as a disposal option (SE 1).  
Added:  “The opening of Gregory Canyon Landfill 
remains uncertain because of opposition to the facility by 
concerned municipalities, agencies, and private parties. 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   



 No. 3 

SE A-7 

Response to Comment Letter No. 3 (continued)

City of Oceanside, Dick Lyon 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
3-2 3-2 CAO resolution R-90-298 was adopted in 1990 in 

opposition to the proposal by the County of San Diego to 
propose the Gregory Canyon location 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  



 No. 3 

SE A-8 

 



 No. 3 

SE A-9 

 



 No. 3 

SE A-10 

 



 No. 3 

SE A-11 

 



 No. 4 

SE  A-12 

 



 No. 4 

SE  A-13 

 



 No. 5 

SE A-14 

 

Response to Comment Letter No. 5
Richard Anthony & Associates, Richard Anthony 

  
  
  
  
  
   

5-1 5-1 CAC/TAC with County in numerous meetings came to a 
reasonable consensus as to the emphasis on diversion.  
Issue is not completely settled, but reasonable for the 
Siting Element requirements. 
 
All of Mr. Anthony’s comments & suggestions were fully 
considered and most are reflected in the Siting Element.  
(see Administrative Record 202 for example) 

  
  
  
  
  
  
   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  



 No. 6 

SE A-15 

 

Response to Comment Letter No. 6
Richard Anthony & Associates, Richard Anthony 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
6-1 6-1 Feasibility study is recommended, including a 

cost/benefit analysis, diversion & marketing programs, 
mention that 75% diversion would eliminate the need for 
new landfill space during the planning period, noting that 
adequate land would need to be zoned, and to control 
generator based source separator of minimizing 
compostable materials from the landfills.   
The issue of no new landfills was, to describe that 
diversion of various materials is essential for decreasing 
the regions’ depending on landfilling. 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   



 No. 7 

SE A-16 

 

Response to Comment Letter No. 7
City of Santee, Melanie Kush 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
7-1 7-1 Sycamore Expansions now classified as tentatively 

reserved as disc.  Miramar expansion is classified as a 
“potential” expansion per the request of the City of S.D.  

  
  
  
  



 No. 7 

SE A-17 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter No.  7 (continued)
City of Santee, Melanie Kush 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
7-2 7-2 Inclusion of Sycamore Landfill Expansion is not an 

endorsement Chapter 8 now has expanded the 
discussion of diversion, out-of –co. transport & other 
techniques as a means to meet the 15-year capacity.  
The co. agrees with the City of Santee that Sycamore 
Canyon. Exp. Must be tentatively reserved. 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   



 No. 7 

SE A-18 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter No. 7 (continued)
City of Santee, Melanie Kush 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
7-3 7-3 The tentatively reserved expansion is a result of Miramar 

landfill clause and regulations   between the City of S.D 
and allied costs Inc., who wished to have the expansion.  
The EIR process should be able to mitigate several of 
the foreseen adverse environmental effects.  Including in 
the SE is not an endorsement.  Chapter 8 has an 
expanded discussion of export and diversion and 
considers export with out Sycamore Canyon expansion. 
With out approval of Sycamore Canyon expansion and 
Gregory Canyon by 2017, and with out other strategies, 
the region may need to export up to 55% of it’s waste.  

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   



 No. 7 

SE A-19 

 
 
 

Response to Comment Letter No. 7 (continued)
City of Santee, Melanie Kush 

   
   
7-4 7-4 The S.E expanded it’s discussion on diversion, indicating 

that each 10% increase in diversion could give the co. 
between 4-6 additional years of landfill capacity up to 
75% diversion who the region would not need any new 
or expand facilities during the 15-year capacity 
requirement. 

   
   
   
   
   
7-5 7-5 Chapter 5 sets forth criteria for the evaluation of new or 

expanded solid waste disposal facilities. 
   
   
7-6 7-6 The S.E explains that allied waste & Sycamore Landfill 

have applied for a planned development permit.  Site 
development permit & a Community plan amendment to 
expand the Sycamore Canyon Landfill.  Increased daily 
tonnage must be approved by the LEA and local land 
use authority.  The expansion is classified as “tentatively 
reserved.”  

  
  
  
  
  
  



 No. 8  

                                                                                                                    SE A-20 

 
 



 No. 8  

                                                                                                                    SE A-21 

 



 No. 8  

                                                                                                                    SE A-22 



 No. 8  

                                                                                                                    SE A-23 

Response to Comment Letter No. 8    
City of San Diego, Robert Epler 

 
 



                                                       No. 9 

SE A-24 

 Response to Comment Letter No. 9
Gregory Canyon Ltd., Richard W. Chase 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
9-1 9-1 Noted and changed.  See Siting Element 40. 
   
   
9-2 9-2 Clarified.  Text expanded in Chapter 8 regarding 

strategies for additional capacity 
   
   
   
   
   



                                                       No. 9 

SE A-25 

 
 
 

Response to Comment Letter No. 9    (continued)
Gregory Canyon Ltd., Richard W. Chase 

 
   
9-3 9-3 Figures and data rechecked, correction made in tables in 

subsequent drafts. 
   
   
   
   
   
9-4 9-4 County staff used LEA’s figure for the 600,000 tons per 

year. 
   
   
   
   
   
   
9-5 9-5 Committee considered discussion of Gregory Canyon in 

previous chapters to be adequate relative to Chapter 8. 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   



 No. 10 

                     SE A-26 

 



 No. 10 

                     SE A-27 



 No. 10 

                     SE A-28 



 No. 10 

                     SE A-29 



 No. 10 

                     SE A-30 

Response to Comment Letter No. 10 
City of Santee, Melanie Kush 

 
All comments reviewed.  See Response to Comment Letter 
No. 11 County of San Diego Public Hearing Oral 
Statements. 



                                                        No. 11 

 SE A-31 



                                                        No. 11 

 SE A-32 

 
Response to Comment Letter No.  11  

California Deposition Reports, County of San Diego 
   
Page 2 Line 20 In this case, the EIS criteria must suffice.  The EIS is 

certified but a but a required prepaid cost/benefit 
analysis remains to be completed 

Page 3 Line 5 Campo is not operating and is out of the county, and 
therefore was not included in the document 

Page 3 Line 19 There is enough physical capacity, but insufficient 
permitted daily disposal capacity.  The PDDC has many 
constraints such as traffic, noise, dust, etc. 

Page 4 Line 5 Miramar is operating 
Page 4 Line 17 Private companies can charge what the market will bear, 

and is not regulated by the county 
Page 5 Line 9 Refer to EIS 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  



                                                        No. 11 

 SE A-33 

 
 Response to Comment Letter No. 11

California Deposition Reports, County of San Diego 
   
Page 7 Line 22 This was answered in communications of Tom Deak, 

County Counsel.  The site does not have a major use 
permit, which lapsed.  State regulations require removal 
if a site is not in conformance with the General Plan.  
The landowner can apply for a MUP and petition for an 
addend to the Siting Element 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  



                                                        No. 11 

 SE A-34 

 
 Response to Comment Letter No. 11

California Deposition Reports, County of San Diego 
   
Page 11  Line 7 Any expansion at the Sycamore Landfill has to have 

environmental analysis to offer alternatives, and to 
mitigate impacts 

Page 12  Line 2 IBID.  These factors would also be dealt with in an EIA or 
EIS 

Page 13  Line 18 The latest draft emphasizes out-of-county transport and 
draws up criteria for siting landfills 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  



                                                        No. 11 

 SE A-35 

 
 
 

Response to Comment Letter No. 11
California Deposition Reports, County of San Diego 

   
Page 14  Line 4 State regulations require a removal of tentatively 

proposed landfill sites at the time of a 5-yr Amendment 
(if needed), if the site is not in compliance with the 
General Plan.  Because the MUP for East Otay Mesa 
expired, the site must be removed.  The Siting Element 
text explains that if a MUP were applied for at the East 
Otay Mesa site, the SE could be Amended  

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  



                                               No. 12                                                                      
   

SE A-36 

Response to Comment Letter No. 12
RiverWatch, Joyce Ward 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
   
   
   
   
   
   
  
 
12-1 

 
12-1 

 
In this case, the EIR criteria must suffice.  The EIR is 
certified but a required cost/benefit analysis remains to 
be completed. 

 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
   
12-2 12-2 Campo is not generating and is out of County, and 

therefore was not included in the document. 
  



                                               No. 12                                                                      
   

SE A-37 

 
 
 

Response to Comment Letter No. 12   (continued)
RiverWatch, Joyce Ward 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   



  
 No. 13 

SE A-38 

Response to Comment Letter No. 13 
Preserve Wild Santee, Van K. Collinsworth 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 
 
 
 
13-1 
 
 

13-1 Inclusion of expansion of Sycamore Landfill is an attempt 
to find 15 years of capacity.  Inclusion of tentatively 
reserved landfill sites in this Siting Element does not 
advocate or in any way guarantee approval of sits by any 
agency or jurisdiction (SE 1, draft of 10/13/03). 
 
 
 

13-2 13-2 Chapter 8 describes an integrated multifaceted 
approach, including diversion, etc. 

13-3 13-3 No response needed. 
 
 

13-4 13-4 Language reinstated, plus chart. 

 
 
 
 
13-5 
 

 
13-5 

 
Statement in Siting Element 20 is that local enforcement 
agency and local land use authority must approve 
increased daily tonnage”  “Issues and concerns of the 
region and the adjoining jurisdictions will be considered 
and addressed during the permitting processes.” 

13-6 13-6 Chapter 5 now starts with the sentence regarding 
“criteria for the evaluation of new or expanded solid 
waste disposal facilities.” 



  
 No. 13 

SE A-39 

 

Response to Comment Letter No. 13   (continued) 
Preserve Wild Santee, Van K. Collinsworth 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
13-7 13-7 SANDAG TAC & CAC compromised to have one phrase 

of criteria, and all criteria you mentioned are retained in 
the final draft.  However, there are no pass/fail provisions 
to per the insistence of several jurisdictions. 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   



  
 No. 13 

SE A-40 

 
  
 
 

Response to Comment Letter No. 13  (continued) 
Preserve Wild Santee, Van K. Collinsworth 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  



 No. 14 

SE A-41 

Response to Comment Letter No. 14
City of San Diego, Lisa F. Wood 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
14-1 
 

14-1 All comments & suggestions considered & incorporated 
whole possible. Meeting with the City Of S.D concluded 
with only one disagreement regarding placement of 
Sycamore Landfill expansion & West Miramar expansion 

   
   
   
   
   



 No. 14 

SE A-42 

 
 
 

Response to Comment Letter No.  14   (continued)
City of San Diego, Lisa F. Wood 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  



 No. 15 

SE A-43 

 



 No. 15 

SE A-44 

 



 No. 15 

SE A-45 



 No. 15 

SE A-46 

 



 No. 15 

SE A-47 



 No. 15 

SE A-48 



 No. 15 

SE A-49 

Response to Comment Letter No. 15    
Rancho Vista Del Mar, Gary Triphan and Roque De La Fuente II 

 



 No. 15 

SE A-50 



 No. 15 

SE A-51 

 



 No. 16 

SE A-52 



 No. 16 

SE A-53 



 No. 16 

SE A-54 



 No. 16 

SE A-55 

 
 



 No. 16 

SE A-56 



 No. 16 

SE A-57 

 

Response to Comment Letter No. 16
Procopio, Cory, Hargreaves, & Savitch, Theodore J. Griswold 



 No. 16 

SE A-58 



 No. 16 

SE A-59 

 



 No. 17 

SE A-60 

 
 



 No. 17 

SE A-61 

Response to Comment Letter No. 17    
San Diego Landfill Systems, Neil Mohr 

  
 



                                       No. 18 

SE A-62 

  Pg/ Line  Comments County Response 
SE 2/Line 
223 

Carol 
McLaughlin’s 

Review 

Accepted 

SE 3/Line 
257 

City of La Mesa Accepted 

SE 
42/Line 
1189-96 

 Accepted 

SE 
43/Table 
8.1 

 Accepted 

SE 
44/Line 
1239 

 Accepted 

SE 
44/Line 
1258 

 Accepted 

SE 
44/Line 
1261 

 Accepted- All figures changed to 6.3 

SE 
44/Line 
1262 

 Accepted 

SE 
45/Line 
1265-66 

 Rejected- Leave as is 

SE 
45/Line 
1272  

 Accepted 

SE 
45/Line 
1274-1275 

 Accepted- Will change wording 

   
   



                                       No. 18 

SE A-63 

 
 
 

SE 
46/Line 
1279 

 Rejected-Leave as is to ensure that no wording 
indicates higher than 50% diversion 

SE 48/ 
Task 2.1.1 

 Added a word to clarify 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   



 No. 19 

SE A-64 

 
 



 No. 19 

SE A-65 

Response to Comment Letter No.19    
BackCountry Against Dumps, Donna Tisdale 

  
 



                                                  No. 20 

SE A-66 

  
 

   
20-1 20-1 Submitted via personal communication, 

California Native Plant Society, San Diego 
Chapter. Cindy Byrrascano. 
“Multiple Species Conservation Plan for the 
county includes rare, sensitive, threatened & 
endangered species in it’s environmental 
analysis for projects.” 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   



 No. 21 

SE A-67 

   
 

 

Response to Comment Letter No. 21
Gregory Canyon, Ltd, Richard Chase 

  
  
  
  
  

  
  
   
21-1 21-1 Gregory Canyon Landfill will be included as a proposed 

landfill. 
  

  
  
  
  
  

  
  
  
  
  
  



 No. 22 

SE A-68 

Response to Comment Letter No. 22
County of San Diego, Dianne Jacob  

 



 No. 23 
 

SE A-69 

 
 Response to Comment Letter No. 23

Del Mar Fairgrounds, Nancy Strauss 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
23-1 23-1 The County has implemented a diversion strategy in the  
  Siting Element.  Organic material will be included in that 
  strategy.  Most of the organic material diversion will go 
  to composting. 
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CUBIC YARDS CONVERSION FOR SOLID WASTE 



San Diego County Integrated Waste Management Plan December 2003 DRAFT 
 
Countywide Siting Element  Appendix B 
 SE B-i 
 

Appendix B 
 
Appendix B contains disposal tons and landfill data for San Diego county in cubic yards 
as discussed in Chapter 3.  Cubic yard calculations are based on 1 Ton=1.64 CY's 
(average of existing landfill compaction rates). 
 
Table 3.1 
San Diego County Rate of Disposal 
(Millions of Cubic Yards) 

Year  

Total 
Generation 

(2000-2001 Actual) 
Estimated 

Diversion % 

Total 
Disposal   

(1995-2001 Actual)
Exports 

(1995-2001 Actual) Imports 

In-County Landfill 
Rate of Disposal 

(Disposal - Exported + Imported) 
1995     4.6 0.6 0.003 4.0 
1996     4.5 0.5 0.003 4.0 
1997     4.7 0.6 0.004 4.1 
1998     5.2 0.9 0.009 4.3 
1999     5.4 0.8 0.008 4.6 
2000 10.8 48% 5.6 0.4 0.013 5.3 
2001 11.3 46% 6.1 0.3 0.031 5.9 
2002 11.8 48% 6.1 0.5 0.015 5.7 
2003 12.4 48% 6.4 0.5 0.016 5.9 
2004 12.9 48% 6.6 0.5 0.016 6.2 
2005 13.4 50% 6.7 0.5 0.017 6.2 
2006 14.0 50% 7.0 0.5 0.017 6.5 
2007 14.5 50% 7.3 0.5 0.018 6.7 
2008 15.0 50% 7.5 0.6 0.018 7.0 
2009 15.6 50% 7.8 0.6 0.019 7.2 
2010 16.1 50% 8.1 0.6 0.019 7.5 
2011 16.6 50% 8.3 0.6 0.020 7.7 
2012 17.2 50% 8.6 0.6 0.020 8.0 
2013 17.7 50% 8.9 0.6 0.021 8.2 
2014 18.3 50% 9.1 0.7 0.021 8.5 
2015 18.8 50% 9.4 0.7 0.022 8.7 
2016 19.3 50% 9.7 0.7 0.023 9.0 
2017 19.9 50% 9.9 0.7 0.023 9.2 
2018 20.4 50% 10.2 0.7 0.024 9.5 
2019 20.9 50% 10.5 0.8 0.025 9.7 
2020 21.5 50% 10.7 0.8 0.025 10.0 
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Table 3.3  
San Diego County Physical Landfill Capacity Projection 
(Millions of Cubic Yards) 

    Sycamore Canyon Expansion Proposed Gregory Canyon  

Year  

In-County 
Landfill 
Rate of 

Disposal 

Existing 
Physical 
Capacity  

In-County 
Excess 

Proposed 
Expansion

Capacity  

In-County 
Excess 

(Existing + 
Sycamore) 

Proposed 
Additional
Capacity 

In-County 
Excess 

(Existing + 
Gregory) 

In-County 
Excess 

(Existing + Sycamore + Gregory)  
1995 4.0               
1996 4.0               
1997 4.1               
1998 4.3               
1999 4.6               
2000 5.3               
2001 5.9               
2002 5.7 103.1 97.4         97.4 
2003 5.9 97.4 91.5         91.5 
2004 6.2 91.5 85.3         85.3 
2005 6.2 85.3 79.1 162.0 241.1     241.1 
2006 6.5 79.1 72.6   234.6 49.5 122.1 284.1 
2007 6.7 72.6 65.9   227.9   115.4 277.4 
2008 7.0 65.9 58.9   220.9   108.4 270.4 
2009 7.2 58.9 51.7   213.7   101.2 263.2 
2010 7.5 51.7 44.2   206.2   93.7 255.7 
2011 7.7 44.2 36.5   198.5   86.0 248.0 
2012 8.0 36.5 28.5   190.5   78.0 240.0 
2013 8.2 28.5 20.3   182.3   69.8 231.8 
2014 8.5 20.3 11.8   173.8   61.3 223.3 
2015 8.7 11.8 3.0   165.0   52.5 214.5 
2016 9.0 3.0 -6.0   156.0   43.5 205.5 
2017 9.2 -6.0 -15.2   146.8   34.3 196.3 
2018 9.5 -15.2 -24.7   137.3   24.8 186.8 
2019 9.7 -24.7 -34.4   127.6   15.1 177.1 
2020 10.0 -34.4 -44.4   117.6   5.1 167.1 
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Table 3.4 
San Diego County Landfill Rate of Acceptance 
(Millions of Cubic Yards) 
 

    Sycamore Canyon Expansion Proposed Gregory Canyon  

Year 

In-County 
Landfill 
Rate of 

Disposal 

Existing 
Annual 

Permitted Rate 
of Acceptance 

In-County 
Excess 

Proposed 
Additional 
Increase in 

 Rate of 
Acceptance 

In-County 
Excess 

(Existing + Sycamore) 

Proposed  
Rate of 

Acceptance 

In-County 
Excess 

(Existing + Gregory) 

In-County Excess
(Existing +  

Sycamore + 
Gregory) 

1995 4.0               
1996 4.0               
1997 4.1               
1998 4.3               
1999 4.6               
2000 5.3 6.9             
2001 5.9 6.9 1.0           
2002 5.7 6.9 1.2           
2003 5.9 6.9 1.0           
2004 6.2 6.9 0.7           
2005 6.2 6.9 0.7 0.9 1.6     1.6 
2006 6.5 6.8 0.3 0.9 1.2 1.0 1.3 2.2 
2007 6.7 6.8 0.1 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.9 
2008 7.0 6.8 -0.2 0.9 0.7 1.0 0.8 1.7 
2009 7.2 6.8 -0.4 0.9 0.4 1.0 0.6 1.4 
2010 7.5 6.8 -0.7 0.9 0.2 1.0 0.3 1.2 
2011 7.7 4.5 -3.2 4.5 1.3 1.0 -2.3 2.2 
2012 8.0 4.5 -3.5 4.5 1.0 1.0 -2.5 2.0 
2013 8.2 4.5 -3.7 4.5 0.7 1.0 -2.8 1.7 
2014 8.5 4.5 -4.0 4.5 0.5 1.0 -3.0 1.5 
2015 8.7 4.5 -4.2 4.5 0.2 1.0 -3.3 1.2 
2016 9.0 4.5 -4.5 4.5   1.0 -3.5 1.0 
2017 9.2 4.5 -4.7 4.5 -0.2 1.0 -3.8 0.7 
2018 9.5 4.5 -5.0 4.5 -0.5 1.0 -4.0 0.5 
2019 9.7 4.5 -5.2 4.5 -0.7 1.0 -4.3 0.2 
2020 10.0 4.5 -5.5 4.5 -1.0 1.0 -4.5   
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APPENDIX C 

 
LINEAR REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF  

WASTE DISPOSAL REQUIREMENTS FOR  
SAN DIEGO COUNTY  

2002 TO 2017 
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In-County Landfill Capacity (Existing + Predicted Exports - Predicted Imports)

Gregory (2006) + In-County Capacity
Sycamore (5,000 TPD 2005, 12,000 TPD 2011) + In-County Capacity
In-County Capacity + Sycamore Expansion + Gregory

San Diego County Total Disposal (50% Diversion in 2005)

Lower Bound-95% Confidence Interval
Upper Bound-95% Confidence Interval

Confidence of the Prediction 
 
Because of the range of the regression confidence limits on predicting disposal and generation rates 
(Fig 3.1), there cannot be just one point in time for predicted extinction of permitted annual disposal 
capacity.  The nature of statistics mandates that reliance only on any given point along a regression 
line would be unscientific, and would not take into consideration the real variation in disposal rates 
as observed in the past.  Regression analysis results in a range of predictive values; not just one 
mean value.  

 
Considering the upper confidence limit, the planned expansion of Sycamore at a stepped increase in 
daily permitted disposal of first 5,000 tons per day (2005), and then 12,000 tons per day (2011) 
would give a predictable capacity expectancy of between 2011 and the mean of 2017.  If Gregory 
Canyon were to open, without the Sycamore expansion, the county would have enough permitted 
capacity until ~2009-2010 (mean value only).  According to the model, even if both facilities were 
approved, the county’s capacity, at estimated disposal rates, could be extended only to 2016-2017.   
 
Using the upper confidence interval, the uncertainty of the 15-year capacity of the county landfills 
within this model results in potential inadequate capacity even with a 50% diversion rate.  Other 
sources of capacity are needed to more fully assure the 15-year planning period.   
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MEASURING DISPOSAL FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO TO 2020 
VERY BRIEF SUMMARY OF FORECASTS 

 
The principal use of forecasting in this project is to estimate future disposal needs at facilities in San 
Diego County.  Besides fluctuations in exported and imported waste, there is a normal growth in disposed 
waste for a county due to increases in population and business activity.  Additionally, disposal can be 
affected by increases in jurisdiction recycling and other diversion activities.  No direct relationship has yet 
been determined between increases in a county’s diversion rate as measured by the CIWMB’s Adjustment 
Methodology and any decrease in disposal as measured by the DRS. 
 
Consequently, this project addresses forecasts in growth of waste caused by natural increases in 
population and business activity.  It assumes that the percent of total waste that is imported into or 
exported from San Diego County will remain stable over the forecast period.  In San Diego County, the 
amount of imported waste is very small, averaging less than half a percent a year.  Exported waste is a 
larger portion of total jurisdiction waste.  The amount of San Diego County’s exported waste has been 
steadily decreasing since 1998.  In 2001, it was about 4% of total jurisdiction waste.  However, sum of 
jurisdiction waste is not affected by the amount of exporting, and is considered the more stable series to 
forecast growth.  This project forecasts growth in waste by both DRS total jurisdiction data, and DRS 
total facility data. 
 
Disposed tons are measured by the Disposal Reporting System (DRS), which is administered by the 
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB).  The DRS information is available on a 
quarterly basis, and is obtained from individual vehicles entering disposal facilities.  Some facilities 
obtain the information from every vehicle entering the facility during a calendar quarter, while others 
obtain the information for a portion of the calendar quarter, and extrapolate the information to represent 
the entire quarter.  Annual disposal tons are just the sum of the four calendar quarters in that year.  
Information obtained for each vehicle includes the disposal facility used, the jurisdiction(s) where the 
vehicle’s waste came from, and the weight of the vehicle’s waste. 
 
On a countywide basis, this information can be summarized in two ways: (1) by a total for all disposal 
facilities in the county, and (2) by a total for all jurisdictions in the county.  These totals are different for 
two reasons.  First, some jurisdictions in San Diego County export a part of their waste to other California 
counties or out of state.  This portion is not included in the disposal facility total for San Diego County.  
Second, waste from other counties is imported to San Diego County and disposed in the County’s 
facilities.  This portion is not included in the jurisdiction total for San Diego County.  This information 
for San Diego County, from 1995 to 2001, is presented in the BasicData tab of the Excel file 
PredictionIntervalTo2020.xls. 
 
The main purpose of the project was to forecast disposal facility needs to 2020.  To do this, indexes of 
growth were developed from the Kalman Filter forecasts for sum of jurisdiction data.  These indexes were 
then applied to the various components of San Diego County waste.  The tab SummaryData shows the 
results of applying these indexes to: 
 

1. San Diego County total DRS sum of facilities data (also graphed in the tab 
DRSFacilityGraph) 

2. San Diego County non-exported waste that is generated in the County and disposed in the 
County (also graphed in the tab Non-ExportedGraph) 
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3. San Diego County exported waste that is generated in the County and sent elsewhere (also 
graphed in the tab ExportedGraph) 

4. San Diego County imported waste that is generated outside the County and disposed in the 
County (also graphed in the tab ImportedGraph) 

 


