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CONCLUSIONS

® oBJECTIVES

With access to local surface water, groundwater, State Water, and recycled water, the South Coast already has
a diverse supply portfolio. Examining the financial, energy, and environmental costs of each supply source allows
for a holistic view of the complexities involved in balancing all costs in water supply planning. Reliability of local
supplies can be increased by exploring implementation of additional sources, such as stormwater capture and
greywater. Incorporating all costs involved in water production, collaboration between districts, and sharing
data and best management practices will further increase water supply reliability and mitigate uncertainties in
supply planning during times of water scarcity now and in the future.
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© FINANCIAL COSTS

D(ﬂD ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Financial costs for water sources can be categorized in two different ways: variable costs and fixed costs.
Variable costs include costs that change depending on how much water is produced from each source in a given
year. Fixed costs are paid by districts regardless of how much water they extract from a given source. Together,
variable and fixed costs make up full system costs. Variable and full system cost analyses tell two different
stories for the cost of water on the South Coast.
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Full system cost analyses, which include all of the
Variable cost analyses reveal wide and overlapping costs that the districts are paying for each sources in
cost ranges without major cost differences between a given year (e.g. fixed costs and debt services), yield
sources. different results.
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Decentralized
sources, such as
greywater and residential rain cisterns, have the lowest energy requirements on the South Coast. Potable reuse,
State Water, and desalination have the highest energy intensities of all sources, meaning that the most

expensive water sources (in terms of full system cost) are also the most energy-intensive. The most

expensive and energy-intensive sources are vulnerable to fluctuation in energy prices, which may impact the
variable cost of these water sources.

Therefore, these energy requirements have long-term cost and environmental implications.

are encompassed in
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also have significant

marine and freshwater ecosystem impacts. For example, some sources discharge potable water by-
products to the ocean and some withdraw water from freshwater and marine habitats. Disturbances to these
habitats affect vulnerable and endangered species.

Annual Water Production
(thousands of acre-feet)

~

Ecosystem impacts can also affect the reliability of water supplies. Variability in precipitation, earthquakes, sea
level rise, and regulatory and legal obstacles are potential scenarios water managers must address in supply plan-
ning. Creating supply portfolios with a diversity of sources helps build resilience to such risks.

“‘ POTENTIAL FUTURE SOURCES

Potential future water sources are sources and production methods that could be implemented systematically
on the South Coast but are not yet used widely, or at all. We modeled supply from selected options, but this
list is by no means exhaustive. Future studies could evaluate additional strategies and their potential implications
beyond the residential sector.

Additional water savings could be

achieved using a wide range of methods, e
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