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ltem Agenda

1. Overview of Project Background, Objective and Goals

2. Review of Scope

3. Presentation of Alternatives and Qualitative Comparison
a. Questions on Alternatives

4. Outcome of Community Engagement Sessions

5. High Level Cost Discussion

6. Potential Additional Efforts after Feasibility Study

7. Next Steps and Public Survey
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Background, Objectives
and Goals
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Regional Water Supply Projects Take Decades

Approval to pay
& participate

Projected Need

Operational

State Water 1960s 1990s 1997
Nacimiento 1950s 2000s 2011
Los Osos 1980s 2000s 2016

Recycled Water
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Our Opportunities and Challenges Today

AWater is vital for all m
. Economics MISKE
AEveryone has their own Reliatilty
perspective on water

Livelihood

AChanging
needs/mandates . .
Affordability Ecosystems
ANeed to balance

risk/reliability and costs
Future

Water
Needs
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Our Supplies are Largely Dependent on Rainfall

A JOGGER RUNS v Murinn Vista Fark in 1 watur g has dropped onty 5.6% since s

A STATE OF DE

Data suggest the need to slash water use hasn’t s
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Needs for Considering Alternative Supplies

A Drought cycles projected to increase
In frequency and duration

A SGMA requires cut back of

14,100 AFY,

- 2,4)\(; Drought Resilience

A Ay
/@ e LY g groundwater use

4 A Aging infrastructure leads to

o

b Z . _ el unreliability
B Groundwater [ Surface Water [ State Water A Future grOWth IS mandated by CA
[ Recycled Water [ Desal Opportunity . .
ATi me to impl ement

start planning now
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Optimize Existing Resources and Planning for

the Future

ANeed to be ready if need
more water:

»Water use efficiency
»Recycled Water

»Optimize use of surface
and ground waters

»Qcean desalination

Projected Increases in Statewide Average Maximum Temperatures

Mid -Century 2035-2064 End of Century 2070-2009

Fahranhalt

Reflects changas from higtorical basaline 30-year average maximum temparaturas (1961-1900). Thesa estimates assumea the moderate climate changa

scanarko of "RCP 4.5," in which internaticnal practices result in the rate of workdwide greenhouse gas amisslons slowly declining in the coming decades.

Data from wew. Cal-Adapt.org
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Reminder of Project Goals

1. Consider desalination alternatives for resilient new water supply.
2. Progress Districtos DESAL Pl an working wi

3. Prepare a report compliant with Title XVI USBR Feasibility Study requirements.

I 2: DESAL Plan Development Phase I 4: Project Development Phase

I | l |
| 2022 § 2023 § 2024 § 2025 § 2026 § 2027 § 2028 § 2029 | 2030 [ 2031 8 .. § 2040 )45
l | l |

l 1: DESAL Plan Agreement Phase 1 3: Project Development
***Agreement Phase

2
1}

Potential Timeline for Development of a Desalination Project
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Review of Scope
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DESAL Plan Scope

-

-=" Phase 2: DESAL Plan Development

N TN T T T T

< Phase 2b >

(outside grant scope)

< Phase 2a >
(awarded grant scope)

1 District procure consultant &
implement Public engagement

9 Conduct more detailed studies and
analysis of short -list of projects

1 Identify alternatives, vet, cost and
rank

1 Rank and select preferred project

~

1 Select short -list to further pursue _ o _
First Decision Point
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DESAILPlan Partners
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State of CA and Feasibility

AState of CA recognizes Desal is important
alternative source of potable water

»Goal to increase Desal by 84,000 adt/yr by
2040

AWhat is Feasibility?Feasibility = Permittable

AOcean Plan and Streamlining Report establish
stringent guidelines for Desal:

»Requirements for protection of marine
ecosystem

»Preferred technologies (subsurface intakes,

WATER Qua
LITY con
OCEAN WATERS oF CAHE(?&NZ

\gmea SUP‘\';’J‘\—;\_E\\AENTAT\ON ti0 s“'\ng

. . . . TRATEGY lina n
existing outfalls with blending) sﬁgvgg‘;m?-\?\??&ﬁgponm
»Demonstrate need and optimized supply Expedite P

Grov
nation Inter agency
ali
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This Study Effort is to Identify Feasible Desal
Alternatives and Screen to Narrow the Options

Develop Cost

$$$ %% S $38S

B T O O
= N | Screening O Compare E ! ! &
) A B C D

Identify | ldentify up to Advance up to Compare
Potential Sites 12 Concept 5 Concept Concept
Alternatives Alternatives Alternatives

Not Developing a Preferred Alternative,
Just comparing the 5 Alternatives
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What is Seawater or Ocean Desalination?

Transformation of How Does Santa Barbara's Desalination Plant Work?

seawater Into p— ﬁ; E | ) G
drinking water oy u] ——_m§

nsuwmumlou (‘ —
0SMO! v H
through treatment et L
~ DESALINATED WATER
~ >ﬂ STORAGE TANKS 4 N
[ v L y DESALINATION PROCESS:
. REVERSE OSMOSIS MEMBRANES e T:i]gn %ﬁgr AP €D Seawater Intake from Pacific Ocean
Typlcal Iy Use Reve rse 2/ A q (2] Seawaterﬁltratmn
. N ;5 h I 1‘drhl ;hrﬂ'e%:asm:: dg i sd o
a >
Osmosis treatment R =M e e
9 6 Post- treatment Re-Mineralization
CHARLES E. MEYER ik e
power DESALINATION PLANT (4] Brme Release to Ocean
Brine is mixed w I' City's d wastewater and then released
over a and a Ifoffsh
¥a 9 Distribution to Water Customers
. S
miﬁ?ﬁm &}-)- ( W Seawater M Brine P Desalinated Water )

PACIFIC OCEAN
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Alternative ot Yoo
Technologies — e —

A All Use RO

A
A
A

None currently

. . Deep Sea Buoy, using depth
permltted in CA Wave Powered Desal Buoys \ »qurﬁelcr)\ergy savi% < g aep

Not at full scale £ wiio
operation =
Unable to

determine costs at

this time _ J——
. Deep Sea Plant, using depth Surface Buoy with Low
Included in Report for energy savings impact intake

as needing more
research CAROLLO 1 16




Alternatives
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Consolidated Sites for Further Evaluation

Legend

@ Desal Project Site

D SLO County

Boundary

ASites represent geographic
areas not exact locations

ARemoved sites with unsuitable
hydrogeology (e.g. Diablo)

AUsing existing outfalls where
possible

ASome locations will require new
outfall as existing outfalls are
too small

Cambria Area

MMMMM

Atascadero
Estero Marine Terminal Area

S. SLO County WWTP Area
Pismo Beach

Grover Beach Arroyo‘Grande®
Nipomo Mesa Refinery
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_Rou g h Scree N | N g |dentify Areas of Least

Potential Impact

Llocal'CoastallPlal

Legend

® Desal Project Site [ Desal Site Potential | Riparian Vegetation California Marine
Protected Areas

) = -
# Exist Wastewater Outfall B CA Wetlands ) Sensitive Resources o Sensiti
LCP Jurisdiction 4 Estuarine Biotic Habitat rea Arcaaeo CLSOIRS
) reas

[J San Luis Obispo County Lands Protected for FEMAFloodZoie DDW CA Water S
PR Open Space - CPAD Chumash National e StEms
f... 100 ft Buffer i

Marine Sanctuary [ 1sw0 County Parcels

— Miles}
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Alternative Development

An Alternative =

Site for an ocean
Intake, outfall,
and desal
treatment plant

Size of faclility
(constrained by
existing outfall
capacity)

End Users
(demands for
direct deliveries,
potential
exchanges)

Conveyance
needed for
deliveries/
exchanges

CAROLLO / 20



‘Potential Demands and End User Reqguests

Water use z now and in future

Total Partnerdemandsae 4 0, O ofdet/y@ac (AFeY)

ADevelop baseline water use b ¢
ASurveyed 20 County water ~ il 4 ;’
agencies ® —Juin
City B Recycled Water
ADiverse response on where P _A
Desal 6s role fits 1n %3 @

AApprox 5,300 AFY (4.7 mgd) of SR,

. . Gw r Co. - Ed
Desal use identified by partner ™
needs s Qﬁ‘ sy |
" L::\) County
AOther potential use identified N
for supply resiliency and e vons @

groundwater sustainability
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Ishilosophy for Developing AlternativesBookends

GEOGRAPHY

North: Serves north
and mid-coast users

SIZE

Smal: Me et s
requested demands

Large: Addresses South: Serves south
water supply and | coast users

resilience issues BREADTH
Regional: Serves

Local: Local “
users only broader area
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Overview of 5 Rough Screened Alternatives

Alternative Partners Served Capacity Range Outfall/Total Piping

Alternative A 0
Cambria

Alternative B 0
Cayucos/Estero
Marine Terminal

Alternative C o
Morro Bay Area

Alternative D o
South SLO

Alternative Ed
Nipomo Mesa

Cambria, San Simeon

Los Osos, Cambria, San Simeon, potential
SWP exchange

Los Osos, San Luis Obispo, Cal Poly, all Lope:

users, Templeton, San Luis Groundwater,
Cambria, San Simeon

Los Osos, San Luis Obispo, Cal Poly, all Lope:

users, Templeton, San Luis Groundwater,
Northern Cities and Nipomo Mesa
Management Areas, Nipomo

All Lopez users, Nipomo, Santa Barbara
County (optional)

330-580 AFY
(0.3-0.5 mgd)

930-1,055 AFY
(0.8-0.9 mgd)

5,855-7,855 AFY
(5.2-7 mgd)

5,070-6,825 AFY
(4.56 mgd)

1,805-1,905 AFY
(1.6-1.7 mgd)

New Outfall

15 miles

Estero Marine Terminal

Outfall
32 miles

Morro Bay Outfall

41 miles

South SLO County CSD

Outfall
32 miles

Nipomo Mesa Outfall

22 miles

CAROLLO /
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Alternative A3 Cambria Area Local Deliveries

A 330 8 580 AFY
(0.3- 0.5 mgd)

A Potential Users: Cambria
and San Simeon

A New Outfall

A Avoid existing Marine
Protected Areas- relocate
Intake and outfall North of
San Simeon

A Approx 15 miles total of
pipeline

S VD e
.:‘?Eibambﬁa CSD\

. | Legend

@ DESAL Partners
2
@ Non DESAL Partner
+ New Ocean Outfall

Desalination Intake

Pipeline

Outfall Discharge
Pipelines

Distribution
Pipelines

;=== California Marine
'====* Protected Areas

@ Example Project Site

SANT
. j
—',,.ib/ 3\

CAROLLO /
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Legend

— @ Example Project Site
- @ Non DESAL Partner
Alternative Bo Cayucos/ 2 A o
S 11 &Va\ak Rock E:}! Exist Wastewater Outfall
- = ; V'R:eg'e@ > Water Wheeling
Transfer
Estero Marine Terminal
Desalination Intake

Pipeline

/\ Outfall Discharge

Pipelines
s Distribution Pipelines

—— Whale Rock Pipeline

A930 8§ 1,055 AFY (0.8 0.9 mgd)

APotential Users: Cambria, San Simeon,
Los Osos

AUse existing Estero Marine Terminal
outfall

AOptional: Exchange with South P o
County users via Lopez pipeline and | o
State Water Project at Morro Bay \ -

— Chorro Valley Pipeline

) Miles
0 075 15
ta Sources: San Luis Obispo County

AApprox 32 miles total of pipeline i
ol :
— ‘ 5N

86SL0O1024iInterview



- Alternative Cd Morro Bay Area

:
Legend

A 5,8550 7,885 AFY
(5.2- 7 mgd)

A Potential Users: Los Osos, -
SLO, Cal Poly, all South - | \ “
County Lopez users, | N RS O — -
Templeton, San Luis GSAs e s 2SI MR — e
A Optional users: Cambria/San =
Simeon or Santa Barbara ol
County e g = oSg;:cs.,,\ Spefe
Sl e
A Exchanges via Lopez/SWP 3 YR
and Nacimiento pipelines. oS

A Use existing MB Outfall <2l &
A Approx 46 miles total of "tl)‘]v‘s\}”’ 1) "

San Luis Obispo WTP
Non DESAL Partner
Example Project Site
DESAL Partners

Exist Wastewater Outfall

Water Wheeling Transfer

Voo e

= New Pipeline By Others

»  Water Transfer

=== Distribution Pipelines

% | Regional Infrastructure

Whale Rock Pipeline

Salinas Pipeline
— Chorro Valley Pipeline

Nacimiento Pipeline

Lopez Pipeline

Coastal Branch Pipeline

. . . \ 3 §
) )
I ellne Whaidock §/ ." W ¥ /
hale elko: / ] v R . iy //
4 18 w0 Reservoir - I 15 (/) \F > //
Constant a9 y £ U s,\\ N\ Wn (! Pl /L 4
k NS 3 Mt 7, Yiaé \ - (
77y i -~ b L Comy n from City of San l.ls — D)
N 4] ) T 5 . ARG < & 0 g thpoW(e System to Coastal 2, NG
ﬁ ¢ - f Branch Pipeline to serve South

s
oy o S )
ST, 7, € 45, 5% 3] " 2 % ounty Users
Morro \’,;'l.\l \ t‘/""/)lﬂlf"\ "',*; ‘7,"" V4 . i T
— \Bay f‘ "‘x d YN "1,,‘ ¥y N
y 1o 3L it?d § [ S

outfall 2 JArea 5 S B B <,

1 4 A\ N
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— Alternative Do South SLO
County Area

A 5,0700 6,825 AFY (4.5 6 mgd)

A Potential Users: SLO, Cal Poly, all South
County Lopez users, Northern Cities and Nipomo
Mesa Management Areas, Nipomo, Templeton,
San Luis GSA,

A Potential new pipeline to Los Osos for higher
delivery

A Use existing South SLO County WWTP Outfall
A Wheel Water through SLO

A Potential Exchanges with North County via
Nacimiento

A Approx 31 miles total of pipeline

QX7 A
o Warderé Lake

o

Water delivered to Los

Osos and Cal Poly
" | Wheeled through San |
Luis Obis)

Delivering Water via

Exist Lopez Line

! san Luis  ®"

,Gn\tapnd\yater Basin &
| | ]

=

7 4

L — chorro Valley Pipeline

'| Regional Infrastructure

Legend

@ Example Project Site
Non DESAL Partner
DESAL Partners

Exist Wastewater Outfall

vViE®@®

Water Wheeling Transfer

Desalination Intake
Pipeline

Outfall Discharge
Pipelines

pmsss= Distribution Pipelines

WhaleRockPipeline

Salinas Pipeline

Nacimiento Pipeline

Lopez Pipeline

Coastal Branch Pipeline

Valley |

W\

Ol
h
;::?@ =
/ o)

f . Northern Cities
Management,
& C4 ‘.’”
)




~ Alternative B9 Nipomo Mesa Refinery

A 1,805- 1,905 AFY pePNE : —

O —_r
(1 . 6 = 1 . 7 m g d) ‘P?EK{SS' 2 b ’ Hh @® DESAL Partners
i1/ ; { - A ‘\( 'ﬂ: E)xxi; \n/astewater
. - e > utia
A POten“aI Users: AII South [p ; Cnty‘of!; Desalination Intake
6‘//1 Pismo (l Pipeline
County Lopez users, TN Beach Outfal Discharge
. N T Pipelines
N I po m O Pismo Bxach s Distribution Pipelines

Regional Infrastructure

A Optional to Santa Barbara \ ey o opesipain

: Grovet, ra \
County via State Water , ” ) ] — coomtsona
Project [ [ :
. . . | ‘r—®0ce=’n!— »VQD‘*L, i g i
A Use existing refinery outfall. P e | i

A Increase South County ey |
offset with exchange via 4
Lopez pipeline and SWP. ‘

A Approx 21 miles total of

pl pel I n e Santa Maria Nipomo Mesa +a S - | s D% ‘_: pome
Reﬁnery‘%l\\ Reﬁnery J | e S ipomo €3 $ %.:o@w ley
050" Flaco™smn __~ o . N &
Lake = J / N

S
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Questions on Alternatives?
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Community Engagement
Session & Related Outreach
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San Luis Obispo County Desalination Executable Solution

C O m m u n Ity E n g ag e m e nt and Logistics (DESAL) USBR Feasibility Study

BACKGROUND

As a coastal region, San Luis Obispo County has an opportunity to
explore ocean desalination as a reliable and resilient water supply to
help adapt to climate uncertainties and address future water needs.
A United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) WaterSMART grant
has provided our region with funding support to study the feasibility
of developing seawater desalination as a new source of water for our
community.

A Website updates, FAQs, email blasts, T —

The San Luis Obispo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (District) and the sixteen (16)
DESAL Plan Partners are in Phase 2: DESAL Planning Phase to prepare a feasibility study evaluating and

. . .
I I I e d I a/so C I a,I I I I e d I a, comparing desalination project alternatives. This study will identify potential desalination locations and
conceptual conveyance configurations associated with project needs while considering environmental,

social and physical constraints of each project alternative.

A C O I I I I I I u n Ity I n g ag e I I I e nt VI rtu al No final decisions will be made during this phase. The feasibility study findings will support meaningful
dialogue among partner communities on how desal could potentially help meet the region’s long-term

water supply goals and support a water-secure future.

Session:9/15

A Online Community Survey:8/25 & = e
9/22 ' 5 o
A Public Workshops & 4/20 and 4/21

A Presentation and video on website
A Fact sheet on website

Desalination Executable Solution
and Logistics (DESAL) Plan

Community Engagement Sessions — April 20 and 21, 2026
www.slocounty.ca.gov/DESAL 31




Themes of Major Comments at Public Meetings

AUnderstanding terminology AFairness, equity, and regional benefit
ARegional water supply portfolio and  AGovernance, decision making, and
whether new/more water is needed trust
AWater allocation and uses Alnfrastructure, feasibility and logistics
ACost, affordability and "who pays" ATimeline, urgency and future
AEnvironmental impacts, especially planning
marine and coastal habitats ATechnology and alternatives
APermitting and regulatory concerns  ARelationship to growth and future
AAlternative locations and site- development

specific concerns AEnergy and climate

CAROLLO / 32




Plan for Additional QOutreach

AUpdate FAQs currently on website to address some of the
guestions asked at community sessions

AOpen Public Survey to email list of interested parties and
posted on website

APost Draft Feasibility Study Report on website for public
review and comments (via online portal)

AAdditional public meetings:
»August WRAC meeting to review Draft Report
»Board of Supervisorso Sept 1st

CAROLLO / 33




Public Survey June 2026

AGoal of survey is to help educate and inform while also
soliciting input

AGain understanding of public knowledge of water
supplies and resiliency/risks

Aldentification of local concerns and issues
AFocus on what comes next

AComments/Thoughts?
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