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ADDENDUM TO THE CERTIFIED  
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

1.0 BACKGROUND 

The Gregory Canyon Landfill Project (Project) consists of the construction, operation, 
and closure of the proposed Gregory Canyon Landfill in northern San Diego County on State 
Route 76 (SR 76), about three miles east of Interstate-15 (I-15) and two miles southwest of the 
Pala community. 

The environmental effects of the Project have previously been the subject of an 
Environmental Impact Report, dated December 2002 (2003 Draft EIR), and a Revised Final 
Environmental Impact Report dated March 2007, which was certified by the San Diego County 
Department of Environmental Health (DEH) on May 31, 2007 (RFEIR) [SCH#1995061007].1  
The 2003 Draft EIR was the subject of a writ of mandate issued by the San Diego County 
Superior Court on January 20, 2006.  DEH prepared the RFEIR to address the matters noted by 
the Court in the writ of mandate. 

The RFEIR discussed and analyzed the use of recycled water from the Olivenhain 
Municipal Water District (OMWD) for the construction, operation and closure of the landfill.  
Following certification of the RFEIR, a motion to dissolve the writ of mandate was filed on June 
1, 2007.  On February 11, 2008, the motion to dissolve the writ of mandate was granted in part 
and denied in part.  In the portion of the order denying dissolution of the writ, the Court’s minute 
order stated that the 2003 Draft EIR and RFEIR were deficient because they did not adequately 
assess the environmental effects on existing OMWD recycled water uses caused from the use of 
OMWD recycled water at the landfill site.  The Court’s order further stated that the 
environmental review of the use of OMWD recycled water at the landfill site should include “an 
assessment of the baseline conditions pertaining to OMWD’s use of recycled water and the 
impacts, if any, on the existing uses of OMWD’s recycled water.”  The Court also indicated that 
the environmental review should provide a “meaningful discussion of the potential impacts of 
the OMWD contract on existing customers or existing uses of the recycled water.”  A copy of the 
Court’s minute order is included as Appendix A.   

                                                 
1 To provide for consistency of terminology with prior environmental review documents for the Project, the 

December 2002 Environmental Impact Report is referred to as the 2003 Draft EIR and the Revised Final 
Environmental Impact Report is referred to as the RFEIR.  The RFEIR, which incorporated the 2003 Draft EIR, 
comprises the full environmental review for the Project.  The EIR was certified by the Department of 
Environmental Health on May 31, 2007. 
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The purpose of this Addendum is to respond to the Court’s direction by providing the 
baseline information and analyzing potential impacts to existing customers or existing uses of 
OMWD recycled water.  This Addendum has been prepared with consideration of the 2003 Draft 
EIR and the RFEIR.  These documents, and all others cited herein, are incorporated by reference 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 14 California Code 
Regulations, Section 15150, and are available for review during regular business hours at the 
offices of the County Department of Environmental Health at 9325 Hazard Way, San Diego. 

2.0 CEQA AUTHORITY FOR THE ADDENDUM ANALYSIS DOCUMENT 

CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines establish the type of environmental documentation that 
is required when changes to a project occur or new information arises after an EIR is certified.  
Section 15164(a) states that: 

“The lead agency or a responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a 
previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of 
the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent 
EIR have occurred.” 

In order to give a degree of finality to EIR documentation, Section 15162 of the CEQA 
Guidelines requires that a Subsequent EIR need only be prepared if: 

1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major 
revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects; 

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

3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could 
not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the 
previous EIR was certified as complete shows any of the following: 

a. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
previous EIR or negative declaration, 

b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe 
than shown in the previous EIR, 
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c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible 
would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt 
the mitigation measure or alternative, or 

d. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from 
those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to 
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative. 

In the event these conditions arise, but only minor additions or changes to the previous 
EIR are necessary, a Supplemental EIR may be appropriate, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15163. 

This Addendum evaluates the potential impacts on existing customers or existing uses of 
OMWD recycled water from deliveries to the landfill site.  The Addendum considers whether 
any significant environmental impacts, which were not identified in the 2003 Draft EIR or the 
RFEIR, would result or whether previously identified significant impacts would be substantially 
more severe in light of that evaluation.  It has been determined herein that none of the conditions 
requiring preparation of a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR have occurred.  Thus, pursuant to 
CEQA, this Addendum is the appropriate document to address the potential impacts on existing 
customers or existing uses of OMWD recycled water from deliveries to the landfill site. 

3.0 OMWD RECYCLED WATER INFRASTRUCTURE 

The RFEIR provided some description of OMWD’s recycled water facilities.  This 
Addendum will provide additional information regarding OMWD’s recycled water 
infrastructure, and the sources and current uses of OMWD recycled water.  This information was 
obtained through a review of OMWD reference documents, as well as several meetings with 
senior executive staff at OMWD.  A technical memorandum summarizing the information 
received from OMWD is included as Appendix B of this Addendum.2 

Because OMWD uses imported water for potable purposes, OMWD’s Comprehensive 
Master Plan (2006) states that OMWD has established a policy to pursue the use of recycled 
water when economically and technically feasible.  As discussed in OMWD’s Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP) (2005, updated 2008), the development of recycled water along with 
desalinated water will help meet demands during prolonged water shortages.  OMWD’s 2007 

                                                 
2 Battle, Keith, Memorandum Report on Olivenhain Municipal Water District Recycled Water System (2008). 
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Water Rate Review Update described recycled water and desalinated water projects as a method 
of developing a “drought proof water supply.”  See also, California Water Code Section 13555.2, 
where the legislature found that recycled water is an effective means of meeting the demands for 
new water caused by drought conditions or population increases in the state. 

Recycled water provides a consistent alternative to potable water for landscape, irrigation 
and commercial/industrial uses because production of wastewater from showers, toilets, washing 
machines, sinks, etc., is not substantially affected by water shortages.3  Wastewater generated 
from these sources, which flows to a Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) and is treated to 
produce recycled water, is generally consistent throughout the year, without significant seasonal 
fluctuations.  Approximately 30 to 40% of the potable water used at residences ultimately 
becomes wastewater, thereby providing a continual supply of recycled water.4   

As shown in Figure 1 on page 5, the OMWD recycled water system is divided into the 
Northwest Quadrant and the Southeast Quadrant.  The Northwest and Southeast Quadrants are 
physically separate recycled water systems that operate independently and use different sources 
of recycled water to provide service.  The landfill site would obtain recycled water from the 
Southeast Quadrant.5  The Southeast Quadrant includes the communities of 4S Ranch, Santa Fe 
Valley, Rancho Santa Fe, Fairbanks Ranch, and the San Dieguito Valley.  As the landfill site 
would obtain recycled water from the Southeast Quadrant, the following discussion is limited to 
the Southeast Quadrant. 

In the Southeast Quadrant, OMWD’s physical recycled water facilities include the 4S 
WRF, three storage facilities, and a series of interconnected pipelines.   

The 4S WRF has a maximum wastewater treatment capacity of 2,000,000 gallons per day 
(gpd), or approximately 2,200 acre feet per year (AFY).6  The 4S WRF provides treatment of 
wastewater from the 4S Ranch Sanitation District and the Rancho Cielo Sanitation District.  In 
2007, wastewater flows to the 4S WRF averaged 1,000,000 gpd from the 4S Ranch Sanitation 
District and 100,000 gpd from the Rancho Cielo Sanitation District, for an annual average flow 
of wastewater to the 4S WRF of 1,100,000 gpd, or approximately 1,232 AFY.7   

                                                 
3 Ibid. 
4  OMWD, Urban Water Management Plan (2005, updated 2008). 
5  Battle, Keith, Memorandum Report, op. cit. 
6  1 acre foot equals 325,850 gallons of water. 
7  Battle, Keith, Memorandum Report, op. cit. 
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OMWD stores recycled water in three places in the Southeast Quadrant.  Table 1 on page 7 
shows the facilities and capacity of the three storage areas in the Southeast Quadrant.   

The OMWD recycled water system is connected by a series of dedicated purple pipelines.  
The purple pipelines convey recycled water between the facilities and carry recycled water to 
OMWD’s recycled water customers.  Figure 2 on page 8 shows the OMWD recycled water 
system in the Southeast Quadrant.  The purple pipelines carry only recycled water, i.e. tertiary 
WRF effluent or tertiary WRF effluent supplemented with untreated water.  Recycled water 
entering these pipelines cannot be used for potable purposes.  The recycled water pipeline system 
is completely separate from OMWD’s potable water supply system.8  Water entering the 
recycled water supply system pipelines must be used pursuant to Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 3, 
of the California Code of Regulations. 

3.1  Recycled Water Supply – Tertiary WRF Effluent 

OMWD relies on several sources of tertiary WRF effluent to supply its existing recycled 
water demands in the Southeast Quadrant.  In addition to tertiary WRF effluent from the 4S 
WRF, OMWD purchases tertiary WRF effluent in the Southeast Quadrant from the Rancho 
Santa Fe Community Services District (RSFCSD) Santa Fe Valley WRF.9  The Santa Fe Valley 
WRF is located adjacent to the 3,000,000 gallon Santa Fe Valley Reservoir.  Recycled water 
from the Santa Fe Valley WRF is delivered by pipeline to the Santa Fe Valley Reservoir.  The 
Santa Fe Valley WRF has a maximum wastewater treatment capacity of 500,000 gpd, or 
approximately 560 AFY.  In 2007, wastewater flows treated at the Santa Fe Valley WRF and 
delivered to OMWD averaged 100,000 gpd or 112 AFY.10  Under the contract between OMWD 
and RSFCSD, OMWD has the right to purchase up to 500,000 gpd or 560 AFY of tertiary WRF 
effluent, and has the first right to purchase all effluent produced by RSFCSD. 

In addition, OMWD purchases tertiary WRF effluent from the City of San Diego North 
WRF.  The effluent from the City of San Diego North WRF is delivered by pipeline to an 
existing OMWD recycled water pipeline in the San Dieguito area to the southwest of the Santa 
Fe Valley Reservoir.11  The contract between OMWD and the City of San Diego is currently for 

                                                 
8  California Water Code, Sections 13555.2 and 13555.3. 
9  OMWD, Recycled Water Agreement (2004). 
10  Battle, Keith, Memorandum Report, op. cit. 
11  Agreement between the City of San Diego and the Olivenhain Municipal Water District for Purchase of Recycled 

Water from the North City Water Reclamation Plant (2004); Battle, Keith, Memorandum Report on Olivenhain 
Municipal Water District Recycled Water System (2008). 
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up to 500 AFY of tertiary WRF effluent on a take or pay basis.  OMWD currently uses all of its 
500 AFY allocation.12 

Table 2 on page 9 shows the current (2007) sources used to supply recycled water 
demands on an annualized basis in the Southeast Quadrant.  As shown, OMWD presently 
receives or can produce 1,844 AFY of tertiary WRF effluent from the three identified sources for 
delivery as recycled water in the Southeast Quadrant. 

3.2  Recycled Water Demand 

Table 3 on page 9 shows OMWD’s existing (2007) recycled water customers in the 
Southeast Quadrant as well as each customer’s existing demand for recycled water.  

The use of recycled water by existing OMWD customers in the Southeast Quadrant is for 
landscape or golf course irrigation.  As a result, the demand for recycled water is seasonal, with 
higher demand during summer months and lower demand during winter months.   

3.3  Comparison of Supply and Demand 

The above discussions and data presented in Tables 2 and 3 provide the annual supply  
and demand.  As can be seen in comparing the totals in the tables, the current supply of tertiary 
WRF effluent and demand for recycled water is roughly balanced on an annualized basis.  The 
supply of tertiary WRF effluent is adequate if deliveries to the landfill site are not considered, 
and supply is slightly less, approximately 49 AFY, than the demand when deliveries to the 
landfill site are added into the calculation.13  However, the approach of looking at annual demand 
                                                 
12  Battle, Keith, Memorandum Report, op. cit. 
13  The percentage shortfall in supply of tertiary WRF effluent versus demand, on an annualized basis) is 2.6% 

assuming deliveries of 193 AFY to the landfill site. 

Table 1 
 

OMWD Recycled Water Storage Facilities in the Southeast Quadrant 
 

Facility Capacity 
4S WRF storage pond 133,598,000 gallons (approximately 410 AF) 
Thelma Miller Reservoir 1,000,000 gallons (approximately 3.07 AF) 
Santa Fe Valley Reservoir 3,000,000 gallons (approximately 9.2 AF) 
TOTAL STORAGE  137,598,000 gallons (approximately 422.27 AF) 
  

AF = acre-feet 
 
Source: OMWD Comprehensive Master Plan (2006); RFEIR. 
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and supply is a simplification of the process as it does not take into account other factors, such as 
the seasonal demand fluctuations, climactic conditions, or storage losses of recycled water from 
evaporation from the storage ponds.14  The amount of any imbalance between supply of tertiary 
WRF effluent and demand for recycled water fluctuates during different years and during 
different times of the year.15 

                                                 
14  Battle, Keith, Memorandum Report, op. cit. 
15  Ibid. 

Table 2 
 

OMWD 2007 Sources and Quantities of Tertiary WRF Effluent in the Southeast Quadrant 
 

Source Supply (AFY) 
4S WRF 1,232 
RSFCSD 112 
City of San Diego North WRF 500 
TOTAL 1,844 
  
 
Source:  Battle, Keith, Memorandum Report on Olivenhain Municipal Water District Recycled Water 

System (2008). 

Table 3 
 

OMWD’s 2007 Recycled Water Customers in the Southeast Quadrant 
 

Customer Demand (AFY) 
Del Mar GC 350 
Morgan Run GC 100 
Fairbanks Ranch GC 150 
McCrink Irrigation 100 
Starwood (Crosby) GC 250 
Crosby Estate Greenbelt 100 
4S Ranch 650 
Total 1,700 
Gregory Canyon a 193 
TOTAL ANNUAL DEMAND 1,893 
  

GC = golf course 

a Project demand is based on maximum water usage estimates provided in the RFEIR, although the 
contracted amount of recycled water is 230 AFY.  

Source:  Battle, Keith, Memorandum Report on Olivenhain Municipal Water District Recycled Water 
System (2008). 
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Because of these fluctuations, OMWD currently supplements its supply of tertiary WRF 
effluent with untreated San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) water.16  This 
supplementation allows OMWD to meet recycled water demands.  OMWD estimates that 
recycled water deliveries during summer months contain between 20-40% untreated SDCWA 
water, depending on climatic conditions.  During winter months, the percentage of untreated 
SDCWA water in recycled water deliveries is much smaller.  There is typically no 
supplementation at all, or minimal supplementation in response to extreme weather events.17   

On an annual basis, without considering deliveries to the landfill site, the amount of 
supplementation is expected to be between 17-34%, depending on climactic conditions.  This 
annual supplementation estimate is weighted toward the higher summer month estimate of 
20-40% supplementation, to reflect the fact that recycled water demand is higher during summer 
months.18 

If deliveries to the landfill site are considered, the amount of supplementation is expected 
to be between 26-41%, depending on climactic conditions.19  The incremental increase in 
supplementation attributable to deliveries to the landfill site, beyond what would otherwise be 
required for OMWD to meet current recycled water demands from its other customers, would be 
between seven percentage points (at the highest percentage of overall supplementation without 
deliveries to the landfill site of 34%) and nine percentage points (at the lowest percentage of 
overall supplementation without deliveries to the landfill site of 17%). 

Untreated SDCWA water used for supplementation is obtained from SDCWA’s 
Pipeline 5, and delivered to the Santa Fe Valley Reservoir or the 4S WRF.  All recycled water 
deliveries, whether supplemented or not, are delivered to customers via the same purple recycled 
water pipelines.  OMWD charges its recycled water customers a uniform rate, whether or not the 
recycled water has been supplemented.20  Supplementation is an included activity in OMWD’s 
Master Reclamation Permit issued by the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB).21   

                                                 
16  Based on a review of other WRFs in the San Diego County Region, the use of supplemented recycled water is a 

common practice.  Supplementation occurs to improve the quality of the recycled water, or to provide sufficient 
recycled water during high seasonal demand periods.  For instance, between 2002-2006, the Otay Water 
District WRF delivered recycled water to its customers with a percentage of supplementation between 59.4% 
and 72.5%.  Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Order No. R9-2007-0038 (2007). 

17  Battle, Keith, Memorandum Report, op. cit. 
18  Battle, Keith, Memorandum Report, op. cit. 
19  Ibid. 
20  Ibid. 
21  RWQCB Order No. R9-2003-0007 (2003). 
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As a member agency of the SDCWA, OMWD is able to obtain untreated SDCWA water 
for supplementation, and is able to obtain sufficient water to meet the demands of its existing 
recycled water customers.22  OMWD’s UWMP (2005, updated 2008) contains a review of 
SDCWA’s regional water planning management calculations (contained in SDCWA’s UWMP 
(2005, updated 2007)), which shows projected supply and demand calculations and sources of 
water.  The OMWD UWMP (2005, updated 2008) concluded that it does not anticipate regional 
supply shortages due to water quality or supply challenges.  The Metropolitan Water District 
(Metropolitan) Administrative Code (updated 2007) provides that Metropolitan is prepared to 
deliver additional supplies of untreated water to meet increased needs for domestic, industrial 
and municipal water of its member agencies.23  The SDCWA UWMP (2005, updated 2007) 
identifies landscape irrigation as a commercial or industrial use.  Because of the ability to obtain 
supplemental untreated SDCWA water, OMWD is able to satisfy recycled water demands from 
its existing customers, even with deliveries of recycled water to the landfill site.   

3.4  Regulatory Framework 

Water Code Section 1210 allows for delivery of either recycled water or supplemented 
recycled water to the landfill site, which is located outside the boundaries of SDCWA.  
Section 1210 provides that the owner of a wastewater treatment plant operated for the purpose of 
treating wastes from a sanitary sewer system shall hold the exclusive right to the treated 
wastewater as against anyone who has supplied the water discharged into the wastewater 
collection and treatment system.   

This provision applies equally to recycled water that has been supplemented with 
untreated water, as supplementation is a typical part of the recycled water production and 
delivery system.  Supplemented recycled water supplied by OMWD is stored in the same storage 
facilities and is placed in the same dedicated purple recycled water pipeline system, and those 
facilities are completely separate from OMWD’s potable water supply system.24  Both 
supplemented and non-supplemented recycled water entering these pipelines cannot be used for 
potable purposes, and must be used pursuant to Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 3, of the California 
Code of Regulations. 

As noted earlier, OMWD’s use of supplemented recycled water is an included activity in 
the 2003 Master Reclamation Permit issued by the RWQCB to OMWD.  The RWQCB has 
                                                 
22  Battle, Keith, Memorandum Report, op. cit. 
23  Metropolitan’s Regional UWMP (2005) states that it can maintain 100% reliability in meeting direct 

consumptive demand under normal, single-dry and multiple-dry years.  SDCWA, Urban Water Management 
Plan (2005, updated 2007). 

24  See California Water Code Sections 13555.2 and 13555.3. 
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issued a number of other Master Reclamation Permits in recent years, including those issued to 
the City of Carlsbad, the City of San Clemente, Otay Water District, and Valley Center Water 
District.  In each instance, the Master Reclamation Permit includes a standard condition 
authorizing supplementation.  All of these permits require that both supplemented and non-
supplemented recycled water be handled in the same way, and used in accordance with the same 
restrictions. 

4.0 IMPACTS FROM RECYCLED WATER DELIVERIES TO THE LANDFILL SITE 
ON OTHER OMWD RECYCLED WATER CUSTOMERS 

The Project has a binding contract with OMWD, which requires that upon request by 
Gregory Canyon, OMWD must deliver up to 244,000 gpd or 230 AFY of tertiary recycled water.  
However, as provided in the RFEIR, the maximum anticipated recycled water demand for the 
landfill site would be 205,000 gpd, or 193 AFY. This Addendum analyzes the impacts of 
deliveries at 193 AFY on existing customers or existing uses of OMWD recycled water. 

The analysis of impacts from deliveries to the landfill site considers the following facts, 
among others: 

• Without considering deliveries to the landfill site, the demands of OMWD’s current 
recycled water customers are 144 AFY (approximately 128,550 gpd, or 8.5%) less 
than the available supply of tertiary WRF effluent on an annualized basis. 

• Including deliveries to the landfill site, the demands of OMWD’s current recycled 
water customers are 49 AFY (approximately 43,750 gpd or 2.6%) greater than the 
available supply of tertiary WRF effluent on an annualized basis. 

• Taking other factors into consideration, such as seasonal fluctuations, climactic 
conditions or storage losses, OMWD supplements its tertiary WRF effluent to meet 
recycled water demands, even without deliveries to the landfill site.  The percentage 
of supplementation is expected to be between 17-34% as an annual average. 

• Taking the same factors into consideration but including deliveries to the landfill site, 
the percentage of supplementation is expected to be between 26-41% as an annual 
average. 

• The percentage increase in supplementation attributable to deliveries to the landfill 
site would be between seven to nine percentage points. 
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OMWD’s total recycled water deliveries, to serve its existing recycled water customers 
and the landfill site, are expected to include approximately 26 - 41% supplemented untreated 
SDCWA water annually.  Supplementation with untreated SDCWA water will occur to meet the 
needs of OMWD’s existing recycled water customers, with or without deliveries to the landfill 
site.  As noted above, OMWD has the ability to obtain sufficient amounts of untreated water for 
supplementation from SDCWA. 

In order to consider whether OMWD recycled water deliveries to the landfill site cause 
significant impacts to existing customers or existing uses of the recycled water, this Addendum 
analyzes all sources of recycled water available to provide service to OMWD’s existing recycled 
water customers.25 

The majority, between 59 - 74% (including deliveries to the landfill site), of recycled 
water delivered annually to OMWD’s existing customers is tertiary WRF effluent from WRF’s 
either operated by or under contract with OMWD.  These sources provide a consistent supply of 
recycled water because production of wastewater from showers, toilets, washing machines, 
sinks, etc., is not substantially affected by water shortages.26  Wastewater flows to a WRF are 
generally consistent throughout the year, without significant seasonal fluctuations.  OMWD, in 
its Recycled Water Frequently Asked Questions document, views these sources as reliable “even 
in times of drought when restrictions are placed on the use of potable (drinking) water.” 

Supplementation with untreated SDCWA water by OMWD would continue to occur to 
make up the remaining 26-41% increment.27  To analyze this supply of untreated water from 
SDCWA to OMWD, this Addendum includes a review of the SDCWA UWMP (2005, updated 
2007).  The SDCWA UWMP quantifies the regional mix of existing and projected local and 
imported supplies necessary to meet demands within SDCWA’s service area. 

The SDCWA UWMP analyzes both current and projected water demands.  As a member 
agency of SDCWA, OMWD’s water demands are included in this analysis.  The SDCWA then 
analyzes both current and projected water supplies.  Those sources include the Imperial Irrigation 
Water Conservation and Transfer Agreement, the All-American Canal and Coachella Canal 

                                                 
25  OMWD has written recycled water delivery contracts with four of its current recycled water customers – 4S 

Ranch, Fairbanks Ranch Golf Course (GC), Del Mar GC, and Morgan Run GC.  Three of the four agreements 
contemplate the use of supplemented recycled water.  The Del Mar GC and Morgan Run GC contracts call for 
the delivery of “Raw/Reclaimed Water”.  The 4S Ranch contract defines “recycled water” as “either Title 22 
tertiary treated water, raw water, or a blend of both”.  Neither the Fairbanks Ranch contract nor the Gregory 
Canyon contract describes the recycled water that can be supplied in similar terms.  There are no written 
agreements with OMWD’s remaining recycled water customers. 

26  Battle, Keith, Memorandum Report, op. cit. 
27  Ibid. 
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lining projects, seawater desalination, surface water, groundwater, recycled water, and water 
supplied by Metropolitan through the Colorado River Aqueduct or the State Water Project. 

The SDCWA UWMP includes a water supply and demand assessment under normal, 
single dry water year, and multiple dry water year scenarios.  Under each of these scenarios, the 
UWMP concluded that projected supply is sufficient to meet projected demand, and that no 
shortages are anticipated within the 30-year planning period. 

However, the SDCWA UMWP does acknowledge uncertainties in supply, particularly 
with respect to imported water from Metropolitan.  In addition to climactic conditions (drought), 
available supply may be reduced because of apportionment of Colorado River water among the 
states bordering the river, endangered species considerations, water quality regulations, and 
assertion of preferential rights by the City of Los Angeles.  Strategies to address these 
uncertainties were analyzed in the SDCWA UMWP, including short term water transfers, 
development of seawater desalination, maximizing development of recycled water and 
groundwater (including out of region conjunctive use), developing emergency storage and 
carryover storage facilities, and conservation through drought management planning.  The 
SDCWA UMWP ultimately determined that this diverse mix of resources would buffer the 
unavailability of any single source and therefore, even if these uncertainties occur, projected 
supply will likely be sufficient to meet projected demand on a regional basis.28 

In 2008, SDCWA took a significant step toward drought management planning in the 
event of supply shortages through its development of a model Drought Ordinance.  The model 
ordinance is intended to be adopted by member agencies and provides for a specific set of 
actions to respond to various stages of supply shortfalls.  Measures include limitations on 
residential and commercial irrigation, limitations on washing of paved surfaces or vehicles, and 
maximizing the use of recycled water.  However, the model Drought Ordinance contains an 
express provision that its limitations are not applicable to recycled water.29  In addition, in the

                                                 
28  A recent news release published by SDCWA provides a brief status of actions taken in anticipation of changing 

water supply conditions in 2008, and discusses longer term plans and programs to diversify water supplies and 
increase long-term water supply reliability, including canal lining, water transfers, and developing new sources 
of supply such as recycled water, groundwater, and desalinated sea water.  SDCWA, News Release – 
Governor’s Drought Declaration Underscores Urgent Call for Water Conservation: Water authority actions 
over past several years designed to increase conservation and prepare for potential shortages (June 4, 2008). 

29  OMWD’s current Drought Ordinance No. 204 provides that in the case of the most severe scenario of a water 
emergency, irrigation of turf is prohibited except under certain circumstances, one of which is the use of 
recycled water. Golf course irrigation may continue, including irrigation with recycled water.  OMWD UWMP 
(2005, updated 2008). 
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event there is any allocation of untreated SDCWA water, one criteria in making that allocation is 
to not penalize those member agencies that have developed local projects or instituted 
conservation measures, such as recycled water facilities, which may benefit OMWD.30   

A technical letter report attached as Appendix C analyzes potential long-term impacts to 
water supply from global climate change.31  The letter report also considers environmental 
concerns in the Bay-Delta area, along with regional, state and federal initiatives to address these 
concerns.32  Based on the information provided, the letter report indicates that sufficient 
information is not available to conclude that a potentially significant impact to OMWD’s 
existing recycled water uses or existing customers would occur due to these concerns.  

Based on available sources of tertiary WRF effluent and untreated SDCWA water, 
information received from OMWD, the SDCWA UWMP, the provisions of the SDCWA 
Drought Management Plan and model Drought Ordinance, and the information discussed in 
Appendix C, there is adequate recycled water to meet the demands of OMWD’s existing 
customers or existing uses of recycled water after including deliveries to the landfill site.  For 
that reason, OMWD is able to provide 193 AFY of recycled water to the landfill site without 
causing a significant impact on its existing customers or existing uses of recycled water. 

5.0 CONCLUSION 

This Addendum analyzes impacts on existing customers or existing uses of OMWD 
recycled water from deliveries to the landfill site.  The analysis considers annualized recycled 
water supply and demand, as well as other factors that affect OMWD’s real-world recycled water 
operations, such as seasonal fluctuations, climactic conditions and storage losses. This 
Addendum concludes that there is adequate recycled water to meet the demands of OMWD’s 
existing customers or existing uses of recycled water after including deliveries to the landfill site, 
and that OMWD is able to provide 193 AFY of recycled water to the landfill site without causing 
a significant impact to its existing customers or existing uses of recycled water. 

                                                 
30  SDCWA, Drought Management Plan (2006). 
31  PCR Services Corporation, Letter to Ms. Rebecca Lafreniere, Environmental Document for Gregory Canyon 

Landfill (2008). 
32  One ongoing project to address water supply delivery impacts to the State Water Project due to environmental 

concerns in the Bay-Delta area is being undertaken by a consortium known as CALFED.  Two of the CALFED 
project objectives are to improve habitats and ecological functions and to reduce the mismatch between Bay-Delta 
Water supplies and projected beneficial uses dependent on the Bay-Delta system.  This mismatch occurs not because 
of a lack of water but rather from uneven distribution.  In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report 
Coordinated Proceedings, (2008) ___ Cal.4th ____ (Case No. S138974, June 5, 2008). 
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Based on the information presented in this Addendum, no significant environmental 
impacts that were not identified in the 2003 Draft EIR or the RFEIR would result, and no 
previously identified significant impacts would be substantially more severe in light of this 
analysis.  It has been determined herein that none of the conditions requiring preparation of a 
Subsequent or Supplemental EIR have occurred.  Thus, pursuant to CEQA, this Addendum is the 
appropriate document to address the potential impacts on existing customers or existing uses of 
OMWD recycled water from deliveries to the landfill site. 
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This report was prepared to provide additional documentation regarding the infrastructure 

and operations comprising the Olivenhain Municipal Water District (OMWD) recycled 

water system, including a review of the supply and demand for recycled water.  This 

report also includes a comparison between OMWD recycled water supply and demand, 

with and without deliveries to the Gregory Canyon Landfill (GCLF).  This report was 

developed in response to the February 11, 2008 minute order issued by the San Diego 

County Superior Court regarding the Final Environmental Impact Report for the GCLF 

project. 

 

I currently work as a consultant for Public Policy Partners, based in Solana Beach, CA.  

In addition, I serve as a Director of the Fallbrook Public Utilities District and have been 

appointed to the Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA) Communication 

Committee, Energy Committee, Local Government Committee, Water Management 

Committee and Water Quality Committee, and in that capacity have gained a thorough 

working knowledge of recycled water infrastructure and operations.  I have a B.S degree 

in Biological Sciences from the University of California, Santa Barbara. 

 

I. INFORMATION RECEIVED FROM OMWD 

 

In preparing this report, I obtained relevant information from the following senior staff 

and legal counsel for OMWD, some or all of whom attended three meetings on February 

28, 2008, March 11, 2008 and March 31, 2008:  Ms Kimberly Thorner, Executive 

Director; Mr. George Briest, Chief Engineer; and Mr. Wesley Peltzer, General Counsel. 

 

OMWD recycled water infrastructure, supply and demand is described in several 

published documents, including the OMWD Comprehensive Master Plan (2006), the 

OMWD Urban Water Management Plan (2005, updated 2008), and the OMWD 2007 

Rate Review Analysis (2007, adopted 2008).  My meetings provided me with updated 

information developed since these various reports were published. 
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A. OMWD Recycled Water Infrastructure 

 

Consistent with the policy established in its 2006 Comprehensive Master Plan, OMWD 

has pursued the use of recycled water when economically and technically feasible.  

OMWD staff indicated that recycled water provides a consistent alternative to imported 

water for landscape, irrigation and commercial/industrial uses because production of 

wastewater from showers, toilets, washing machines, sinks, etc., does not change 

significantly during water shortages.  Wastewater generated from these sources used to 

produce recycled water is generally consistent throughout the year, without significant 

seasonal fluctuations.  

 

The OMWD recycled water system is divided into the Northwest Quadrant and the 

Southeast Quadrant.  The Northwest and Southeast Quadrants are physically separate 

systems that operate independently and use different sources of recycled water to provide 

service.  GCLF would obtain recycled water from the Southeast Quadrant.   

 

Physical facilities within the Southeast Quadrant include the 4S Water Reclamation 

Facility (WRF), three covered or uncovered storage areas, and a series of interconnected 

pipelines. 

 

The 4S WRF has a maximum capacity of 2,000,000 gallons per day (GPD), or 

approximately 2,200 acre-feet per year (AFY).  The 4S WRF serves the 4S Ranch 

Sanitation District and the Rancho Cielo Sanitation District.  With respect to both 

Sanitation Districts, all existing and proposed wastewater collection facilities have been 

identified and already have been or will be implemented by developers.  Based on 

wastewater production data for 2007, wastewater flows to the 4S WRF average 1,000,000 

GPD from the 4S Ranch Sanitation District and 100,000 GPD from the Rancho Cielo 

Sanitation District, producing an annual average of 1,100,000 GPD or approximately 

1,232 AFY of tertiary WRF effluent.  At build out, projected to occur in 2020, flows from 

the 4S Ranch Sanitation District are projected at 1,250,000 GPD and flows from the 
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Rancho Cielo Sanitation District are projected at 350,000 GPD, for an annual average of 

1,600,000 GPD or approximately 1,792 AFY of tertiary WRF effluent. 

 

Recycled water (i.e. tertiary WRF effluent or tertiary WRF effluent supplemented with 

untreated water) is stored in the 4S WRF storage pond (capacity of 133,598,000 gallons 

or approximately 410 acre-feet (AF)), the Thelma Miller Reservoir (capacity of 

1,000,000 gallons or approximately 3.07 AF) or the Santa Fe Valley Reservoir 

(3,000,000 gallons or approximately 9.2 AF).   

 

The OMWD recycled water system is connected by a series of purple pipes to convey 

recycled water between the facilities and to recycled water customers.  These pipelines 

carry only recycled water (i.e. tertiary WRF effluent or tertiary WRF effluent 

supplemented with untreated water).  OMWD charges its recycled water customers a 

uniform rate, whether or not supplementation has occurred. 

 

B. Recycled Water Supply 

 

OMWD relies on several sources of tertiary WRF effluent for use as recycled water.  The 

4S WRF currently produces an annual average of 1,100,000 GPD or approximately 1,232 

AFY.  The amount of recycled water from the 4S WRF is expected to gradually increase 

with buildout of OMWD’s service area, projected to occur in 2020, to an annual average 

of 1,600,000 GPD or approximately 1,792 AFY. 

 

In addition to tertiary WRF effluent from the 4S WRF, OMWD purchases tertiary WRF 

effluent in the Southeast Quadrant from the Rancho Santa Fe Community Services 

District (RSFCSD) WRF.  This recycled water is delivered by pipeline to the Santa Fe 

Valley Reservoir.  The RSFCSD WRF has a capacity of 0.5 MGD, or approximately 560 

AFY.  Current deliveries average 100,000 GPD or 112 AFY.  Anticipated future 

deliveries with projected buildout are 200,000 GPD or 224 AFY. 
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OMWD also purchases tertiary WRF effluent in the Southeast Quadrant from the City of 

San Diego North WRF.  This recycled water is delivered by pipeline to an existing 

OMWD recycled water pipeline in the San Dieguito area to the southwest of the Santa Fe 

Valley Reservoir.  Because of elevation changes and hydraulic constraints, this recycled 

water cannot reach the Santa Fe Valley Reservoir, and is used by recycled water 

customers in the San Dieguito area.  The contract is currently for up to 500 AFY 

(approximately 450,000 GPD as an annual average), then up to 400 AFY (approximately 

360,000 GPD as an annual average) beginning in 2010, and then up to 300 AFY 

(approximately 270,000 GPD as an annual average) beginning in 2020, on a take or pay 

basis.  Currently, OMWD uses all of its 500 AFY allocation.  OMWD’s capacity 

reservation and take or pay obligation decreases to 400 AFY in 2010 and 300 AFY in 

2020 to compensate for projected increased wastewater flows to the 4S WRF from 

continued buildout.  The initial term of the agreement between OMWD and the City of 

San Diego is twenty years, with a twenty year extension. 

 

The total current supply of tertiary WRF effluent from these sources is approximately 

1,844 AFY.  Based on anticipated increases in wastewater flows to the 4S WRF and 

RSFCSD WRF, and with a reduction in the capacity reservation at the City of San Diego 

North WRF, anticipated future production of recycled water from these sources would be 

approximately 2,316-2,416 AFY. 

 

Finally, OMWD utilizes untreated, raw San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) 

water for supplementation.  This water is obtained from Connection 04 on SDCWA’s 

Pipeline 5.  Supplementation is used to meet recycled water customer needs due to 

factors such as seasonal demand fluctuations, climactic conditions, or storage losses of 

recycled water from evaporation from the storage ponds.  Untreated SDCWA water can 

be delivered to the 4S storage pond or the Santa Fe Valley Reservoir.   

 

OMWD estimates that current recycled water deliveries during summer months contain 

20-40% supplemented untreated SDCWA water, depending on climatic conditions.  

During the summer of 2007, the average use of untreated water for supplementation 



 
 

5

averaged approximately 1,000,000 GPD.  Sources of tertiary WRF effluent were 

1,646,000 GPD, assuming deliveries from the City of San Diego North WRF were at the 

annual average GPD.  In fact, daily deliveries from this WRF adjust to meet both summer 

and winter peak demands, and would be higher in the summer.  As a result, the 

percentage of supplementation during the summer of 2007 is estimated at approximately 

37.8%, but in reality was likely lower. 

 

During winter months, the percentage of supplemented untreated SDCWA water in 

recycled water is much smaller.  During winter months, there is often no supplementation 

at all, or minimal supplementation in response to extreme weather events. 

 

As a member agency of the SDCWA, OMWD has the ability to obtain untreated 

SDCWA water for supplementation, and is able to obtain sufficient water to meet current 

demands of its existing recycled water customers.  OMWD is aware of ongoing efforts by 

SDCWA to provide a reliable long-term source of water for the region.  In particular, 

OMWD is aware of the model Drought Ordinance prepared by SDCWA, and indicated 

its intent to adopt its own Drought Ordinance. 

 

In any given year, the supply of untreated water available to OMWD from SDCWA is 

dependent on a number of factors including rainfall, droughts, and the amount of water 

generally available in storage for both the Metropolitan Water District and the SDCWA.  

Due to existing drought conditions, the Metropolitan Water District has recently declared 

there is no surplus water and OMWD’s water supply for agricultural customers in the 

Interruptible Agricultural Water Program (IAWP) is currently being curtailed by 30%.  

The IAWP reduction does not affect the supply of untreated SDCWA water for recycled 

water supplementation, since landscape irrigation is considered a commercial use and not 

an agricultural use.  The model Drought Ordinance is currently at a stage encouraging a 

cutback of 10% on water usage.  Based on the most recent water supply and demand 

analysis completed for the Metropolitan Water District and the SDCWA, a mandatory 

cutback of 10% of water use for OMWD may be required in the future.  However, the 

precise amount of and impact from this potential cutback is uncertain, as under the model 
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Drought Ordinance, the SDCWA can allocate more untreated water to member Districts 

that have active water conservation programs. 

 

 

GCLF demand is based on the maximum water usage estimate of 193 AFY provided in 

the Revised Final Environmental Impact Report for the GCLF project (2007), although 

the contracted amount between OMWD and GCLF is 230 AFY. 

 

The use of recycled water by current OMWD customers is for landscape or golf course 

irrigation.  As a result, the demand for recycled water is seasonal, with higher demand 

during summer months and lower demand during winter months.  This is one reason for 

supplementation with untreated SDCWA water. 

 

C.      Recycled Water Demand 

 

Current (2007) recycled water customers and demand in the Southeast Quadrant are set 

forth below. 

 
OMWD’s 2007 Recycled Water Customers in the Southeast Quadrant 

 
Customer Demand (AFY) 

Del Mar GC 350 
Morgan Run GC 100 
Fairbanks Ranch GC 150 
McCrink Irrigation 100 
Starwood (Crosby) GC 250 
Crosby Estate Greenbelt 100 
4S Ranch 650 
Total 1,700 
Gregory Canyon 193 
TOTAL ANNUAL DEMAND 1,893 
  

GC = golf course 
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OMWD has recycled water delivery contracts with only some of its current recycled 

water customers – 4S Ranch, Fairbanks Ranch GC, Del Mar GC and Morgan Run GC.   

 

OMWD is continuing its efforts to expand the use of recycled water within its District, 

and has identified several potential new or increased uses of recycled water.  Those 

include Rancho Santa Fe Farms GC (150 AFY), Fairbanks Ranch GC (500 AFY), and a 

group of residential subdivisions known as the “Bernardo Lakes HOAs” (including the 

Savannah and Bel Etage subdivisions) (40 AFY).  Assuming all of these projects come to 

fruition, the total projected recycled water demand would be approximately 2,390 AFY 

without including deliveries to GCLF, and approximately 2,583 AFY if deliveries to 

GCLF of 193 AFY are included. 

 

II. COMPARISON OF RECYCLED WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND 

 

Based on OMWD’s published reports and information obtained from OMWD personnel, 

I conducted the following comparison of current and projected recycled water supply and 

demand. 

 

By comparing supply and demand information, on an annualized basis the current supply 

of recycled water is sufficient using tertiary WRF effluent if deliveries to GCLF are not 

included.  Supply is less than demand by approximately 49 AFY if deliveries to GCLF at 

193 AFY are included.  The imbalance between supply and demand is approximately 

2.6% if deliveries to GCLF at 193 AFY are included.   

 

However, the approach of looking only at annualized supply and demand information 

does not reflect current OMWD operations, as it does not take into account other factors, 

such as the seasonal demand fluctuations, climactic conditions, or storage losses of 

recycled water from evaporation from the storage ponds.  The amount of any imbalance 

between supply and demand fluctuates during different years and during different times 

of a year.  
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As discussed above, OMWD estimates that current recycled water deliveries during 

summer months contain 20-40% supplemented untreated SDCWA water, depending on 

climatic conditions.  During winter months, the percentage of supplemented untreated 

SDCWA water in recycled water deliveries is much smaller.  During winter months, 

there is often no supplementation at all, or minimal supplementation in response to 

extreme weather events. 

 

My review of OMWD supply and demand information, and information received about 

OMWD’s operational experience, indicates that the percentage of supplemental untreated 

SDCWA water in total recycled water deliveries on an annual basis, without including 

deliveries to GCLF, would be approximately 15-35%, depending on climatic conditions.  

This annual estimate is closer to the peak demand season percentages (20-40%) to reflect 

the fact that most recycled water deliveries occur during the peak demand summer 

months.  Supplementation would continue to occur with or without recycled water 

deliveries to GCLF.   

 

A review of one published report calculating seasonal fluctuations was used to confirm 

this analysis as published information is not available for OMWD.  The Otay Water 

District Water Resources Master Plan (2002) found that peak demand during summer 

months is approximately 2.16 times the annual average demand.  Based on that 

information, approximately 80-85% of annual recycled water deliveries would occur 

during the summer months.  When the 20-40% OMWD summer supplementation 

estimate is adjusted downward by 15%, which is the approximate percentage of winter 

deliveries, this provides an annual supplementation estimate of 17-34%.  This estimate of 

17-34% has been used in performing the remaining calculations included in this report. 

 

Based on the 17-34% estimate of supplementation without deliveries to GCLF, the 

percentage of supplementation by OMWD with deliveries to GCLF included can be 

calculated.  At the current demand of 1,700 AFY without deliveries to GCLF, and at 

supplementation of 17-34%, the amount of untreated SDCWA water used for 

supplementation would be between 289-578 AFY.  When deliveries of 193 AFY to 
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GCLF are added to these amounts, the amount of untreated SDCWA water used for 

supplementation would be between 482-771 AFY.  By dividing these figures by the 

recycled water demand of 1,893 AFY (including deliveries to GCLF), approximately 26-

41% of untreated SDCWA water will be used for supplementation when deliveries to 

GCLF are included. 

 

Based on this same estimate, the incremental increase in supplementation attributable to 

deliveries to GCLF would be the difference between 26% and 17%, nine percentage 

points, and the difference between 41% and 34%, or seven percentage points. 

 

In the longer term, and similar to the current situation, annualized recycled water supply 

would be generally adequate using tertiary WRF effluent if deliveries to GCLF are not 

included (2,316-2,416 AFY supply vs. 2,390 AFY demand), and there would be a 

shortfall of approximately 167-267 AFY if deliveries to GCLF at 193 AFY are included.  

The imbalance between supply and demand is approximately 6.9-11.5% if deliveries to 

GCLF at 193 AFY are included.  Supplementation would continue for the reasons 

discussed above, with or without deliveries to GCLF.  The percentage of deliveries to 

GCLF compared with overall projected future OMWD recycled water demand would be 

smaller, approximately 7.5%, with deliveries at 193 AFY. 

 

OMWD projects that both supply and demand for recycled water will increase over the 

longer term.  This would cause an increase in the amount of untreated SDCWA water 

required for supplementation on a purely volumetric basis, but is not expected to 

materially increase the percentage of untreated SDCWA water in overall recycled water 

deliveries.  While the percentage shortfall between recycled water demand and tertiary 

WRF effluent supply (including deliveries to GCLF) would increase, the percentage of 

the overall recycled water demand attributable to GCLF would be reduced somewhat.  

When projecting the percentage of supplementation by OMWD in the longer term, these 

figures tend to balance out such that deliveries to GCLF would not be expected to create 

a material increase in the percentage of supplementation required to meet OMWD’s 

overall recycled water demands. 
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In order to confirm the above analysis, the methodology for estimating annual 

supplementation in the current scenario was applied to the longer term scenario.  The 17-

34% estimate of supplementation without deliveries to GCLF was used as the starting 

point in making this calculation, as this estimate continues to be accurate in the longer 

term scenario because of the similarity to the current situation, as discussed above.  At 

the projected demand of 2,390 AFY without deliveries to GCLF, and at supplementation 

of 17-34%, the amount of untreated SDCWA water used for supplementation would be 

between 406-813 AFY.  When deliveries of 193 AFY to GCLF are added to these 

amounts, the amount of untreated SDCWA water used for supplementation would be 

between 599-1006 AFY.  By dividing these figures by the recycled water demand of 

2,583 AFY (including deliveries to GCLF), approximately 23-39% of untreated SDCWA 

water will be used for supplementation when deliveries to GCLF are included. 
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