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[bookmark: _Toc417044450]1. ACTION ITEMS

1. CCP to confirm with the Bridgeway Boathouse location in Sacramento for availability on May 27, 2015 as an alternative USC meeting day, and subsequently follow-up with the USC and supporting staff. Completed.
2. DWR to clean up the description of Methods 2 on Table 4-6A-D. DWR to share draft 20x2020 Reporting Form excel tables with USC members by end of April for testing and feedback. Completed (Form was changed due to development of online format).
3. [bookmark: _GoBack]DWR to organize a continued webinar discussion regarding Proposition 1 WUE grant criteria with the USC in the coming month.
a. For consideration: hosting a similar webinar on Proposition 1 funding for a broader constituency base. Postponed, EO B-29-15 directs DWR to implement or assist in the implementation of several WUE rebate programs, including turf replacement and household device programs.  DWR will provide an overview of these programs and seek input from the USC on program implementation at the May 27, 2015 USC meeting. 
4. DWR to upload Mr. Brostrom’s slideshow presentation to the associated March 26th DWR calendar item. 
5. USC Members interested in securing one alternate for their seat to email CCP and DWR with this request.
[bookmark: _Toc417044451]2. AGREEMENTS
1. The immediate development of a sub-committee to address reporting mechanisms, public messaging and BMPs in light of the emergency regulations is warranted. The subcommittee will develop and propose focused ideas on these matters to the SWRCB. Follow up on this item to be conducted by SWRCB.
[bookmark: _Toc417044452]3. WELCOME & OPENING REMARKS

Peter Brostrom, Section Chief for the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Water Use Efficiency (WUE) Section, welcomed attendees and opened the meeting of the SB X7-7 Urban Stakeholder Committee (USC). Mr. Brostrom thanked Joe Berg for hosting the meeting at the Municipal Water District of Orange County (MWDOC). 

Mr. Joe Berg, MWDOC offered to schedule a tour at the next meeting of their groundwater replenishment systems. MWDOC currently injects 70,000 AFY of treated water into the groundwater basin, and will grow to 100,000 AFY next year, and subsequently up to 130,000AFY.

The next meeting of the USC is tentatively scheduled for May 28, 2015 at the Boat House in Sacramento. As there are numerous conflicts with this date, May 27th will be considered as an alternative.

ACTION ITEM: CCP to confirm the availability of the Bridgeway Boathouse location on May 27, 2015 as an alternative USC meeting day, and subsequently follow-up with the USC and supporting staff. Completed

Dave Ceppos, meeting facilitator from the Center for Collaborative Policy (CCP), reviewed the meeting agenda and ground rules. Meeting objectives were:

1. Present 20x2020 Standardized Reporting Form
2. Discuss ways to better align and explain SWRCB, DWR and CUWCC per Capita Water Use and Water Use Reporting
3. Discuss Proposition 1 Water Use Efficiency Grant criteria
4. Provide information on the CUWCC Landscape Market Transformation Plan
5. Provide update on 20x2020 guidance development
6. Provide update on re-adopted emergency regulation and answer questions.  Solicit input on potential content for any additional emergency regulations and/or permanent requirements that may be needed
[bookmark: _Toc417044453]4. 20x2020 STANDARIZED REPORTING FORM PRESENTATION

[bookmark: _Toc417044454]Using slides, Vicki Lake, DWR Urban Unit Program Manager, presented on the 20x2020 Standardized Reporting Form for Baselines and Targets. (Please refer to slideshow presentation, available for download here: http://www.water.ca.gov/calendar/index.cfm?meeting=23845) 

Highlights: 

· SBX7-7 requires that a form be developed to accommodate information sufficient to assess an urban water supplier’s compliance with conservation targets.
· An overview of the baseline and target tables that will go into the form was provided.
· The Reporting Form is being developed into an online tool, and it was recommended that the USC members review the tables before the next meeting. 
· USC members discussed various demographic data sources to use in filling out the forms. 
· Data for the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) must be submitted using these standardized forms. Individual agency’s forms will not be accepted. 
Regarding Table 4-2 it was recommended that the latest census population data be used to update 2015 targets and for accuracy. It was recommended that if using population data other than Census 2010 the “other” field should be selected and an adequate description of the methodology provided.  Center for Demographic Research was identified as an acceptable methodology.  However, if data based on traffic zone analyses is used, it will need to be accepted depending on the accompanying methodology description.  For areas experiencing significant growth that is not reflected in the 2010 Census data it is acceptable to use a combination of that census data and data acquired from new housing developments.  

· ACTION ITEM: DWR to clean up the description of Methods 2 on Table 4-6A-D
· ACTION ITEM: DWR to share draft 20x2020 Reporting Form excel tables with USC members.  Note: The Reporting Form shared did not have interactive tables for testing due to the development of online format. 
5. DISCUSSION PANEL: PER CAPITA & WATER USE REPORTING

A generalized panel discussion on per capita and water use reporting included the following participants:

· Joe Berg, Municipal Water District of Orange County
· Heather Cooley, Pacific Institute
· Eric Oppenheimer, State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB or Water Board)
· Peter Brostrom, Department of Water Resources

The purpose of the panel was to have an open conversation about different options and ideas regarding water use reporting.  The panel also addressed questions such as: should recycled water be included as part of overall water production metrics, what are the pros and cons of each reporting method, and how can varying reporting requirements be better aligned? 

Discussion Highlights 
· The presentation and misinterpretation of GPCD data to the media
· Development of a media subcommittee with SWRCB
· Development of a Frequently Asked Questions to describe GPCD, RGPCD, and other important meta messages (example outdoor water use) 
· Monthly Reporting, weather normalization, and end use efficiency metrics.
· The underutilization of outdoor water use restrictions to bring down the percentage GPCD. 
· The relationship between the USC and the Water Boards in formalizing permanent water use restrictions.
Panelists and Member Questions and Comments are as follows: 

· Mr. Berg: In order to provide flexibility for its membership, the California Urban Water Conservation Council (CUWCC) has three different methods for reporting GPCD, with different calculation methods.  For example, if an agency wants to focus its efforts on addressing one specific Best Management Practice (BMP) that could achieve a higher overall WUE, there would be equivalency calculations provided. Currently ¾ of CUWCC members are reporting GPCD using the equivalency method.
· The base period the Council uses is 2008 or whenever an agency joins the Council.  The Council aims for a 2% reduction in water use per year through 2018.  Calculations only include potable water use, and the Council does not provide any credits for indirect potable reuse (IPR). Thus, their reporting methods differ from those for SBX7-7.

· Mr. Brostrom: SBX7-7 requirements followed after the Council’s approach of having a per capita target was established. The intent is to move away from implementation requirements and demonstrate actual water saving achievements. 
· Industrial processed water and potable water use for agriculture is excluded from SBX7-7.

· Mr. Oppenheimer: The SWRCB is focused only on residential water use, and their data is gathered on a monthly basis.  By way of background, GPCD data collection is included as part of the emergency regulations because: A) a way to report water use in a manner more easily understandable by the general public was needed, and B) the SWRCB wanted to demonstrate the conservation work that has already been done (or is ongoing) by water agencies. 

· Mr. Brostrom: GPCD data is often misinterpreted or presented in a confusing manner by the media (e.g. the term “per-capita water use” is not widely recognized). DWR may create a simple fact sheet to post on their website that would explain the difference in per capita and total water use. 
· Ms. Cooley is in support of producing a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) document. This is a “teaching moment” for the general public and will ultimately drive changes in water demand. However, different methods for reporting water use should be accepted. 
· Mr. Berg is also in support of an FAQ document to better describe the appropriate use of the various GPCD methodologies, particularly for media knowledge. 

· Mr. Berg: Regarding the SBX7-7 framework, there might not be any opportunity for revising this framework, though there may be an option for including monthly reporting via emergency regulations. Another option to consider is weather normalization of data - how weather drives water demand month to month. MWDOC has begun conducting these analyses (e.g. comparison of November 2013 and November 2014 water use data). Monthly reporting is done using the best available methods, though eventual target-based reporting is preferred. This would also help with media misrepresentation issues.

· Member Comment: One issue Inland Empire Utilities is experiencing with monthly reporting is that meters are not always read on the exact last day of the month (i.e. if that day falls on a weekend staff may not read the meter until Monday). Thus, the number of days between meter readings will affect GPCD calculations. 
· If reporting tables had a place where the number of days could be included, that would address this issue. Adjustments cannot be made on the back-end by Inland Empire Utilities. The online reporting form does calculations assuming the standard number of days.
· Additionally, residential meters are only read every two months, resulting in a lot of inaccuracies in determining monthly residential per-capita water use. 

· Member Comment: Communicating to the media and community must address end-use efficiency metrics, and how our water is being used. It is more appropriate to share end-use metrics rather than comparing water use between agencies. Any media piece that accurately does this should be circulated as an example. 
· Question: How is the media primarily being communicated with?
· Response:  Conversations are often had over the phone and nuances are explained to media liaisons, though not always understood. 
· Response:  Matt Wiser with the Sacramento Bee understands the end-use efficiency metrics, though his focus is often heavily on monthly reports that do not take into account weather (e.g. water use was down by 20% in December, though there was also seven inches of rain in Sacramento).
· Press releases do include information on why savings may have occurred (i.e. precipitation).
· Response: A long-term view of water use by the media is needed.

· Ms. Cooley: Another impact of weather is outdoor water use, and the need to heavily water turf-landscapes during dry months. These landscapes should be replaced. 

· Member Comment: It is incumbent upon the USC to assist the Water Boards for the next 270 days to achieve the 25% statewide reduction as required by the emergency regulations. Furthermore, current emergency water use prohibitions should be made permanent. USC should work with the Water Boards to harmonize legislation for indoor water use restrictions.
· Mr. Oppenheimer: SWRCB is at this meeting to hear the USC’s input and suggestions, and to help and work together where possible. 
· Member Comment: The USC contributes greatly to the understanding of the correct metrics to manage by for pricing and water conservation. The Water Board will likely adopt permanent water savings regulations before the 270-day period ends. This group should sharpen its level of focus from the technical, and consider developing a more detailed analytical, policy, product that can be provided to Water Boards staff in the next few weeks. 

· Mr. Ceppos: Does DWR or the Water Board ever make use of editorial boards? Can the USC be more proactive about managing messaging to the media?
· When the UWMP is released in a year, this will be important news. Surface area GPCD and residential GPCD will need to be explained. The issuance of a fact sheet and a Press Release would be proactive, rather than reactive. 
· Monthly public reporting of water use should also include long-term reduction savings achieved on an annual basis for a better understanding and comparison.  
· Trends should be reviewed. Data from previous years (2007 and earlier) should also be reported not as baselines, but for trend comparison.
· If agencies have long-term monthly data, it is encouraged they share this with the Water Board. 
· Mr. Oppenheimer: The SWRCB can look into sharing these trends if the information is voluntarily submitted. However, the point of the emergency regulations is not to belittle the work that has already been done, but to compel actions for extra ordinary water savings until the drought ends.

· Member Comment: Water agencies are encouraged to use the UWMP as a tool for community outreach. When plans are complete, adopt them and meet with local editorial boards to share the plan for the next five years to ensure sustainable water supply to the community.  

· Member Comment: Clarification in the nomenclature should be provided in the FAQ sheet, specifically addressing the differences in GPCD and Residential Gallons Per Capita per Day (RGPCD). 

· Member Comment: The FAQ sheet would also be helpful to share with elected officials. 69% of people are under the impression they use more water indoors, when in fact this is not true. More water is used for outdoor purposes. This is another critical public outreach topic.
· The time is ripe for public messaging and re-education on outdoor water use. During times of drought, residents are the first to make outdoor water use changes. Commercial properties also need to make these changes, and more quickly. It is important to note that turf replacement takes six months to a year to see water savings, so these saving will not be noticeable in monthly reports. 
· Commercial business need to not only reduce water use on their property landscapes, but also with production of material products for sale (e.g. soda factories).
· Reductions in outdoor water use will be less important in high-density city areas, like San Francisco. The importance is greater for areas with more open-space, such as Fresno.

· Member Comment: If the State moves forwards with permanent emergency conservation regulations, then the USC needs to provide a better baseline metric. RGPCD reporting can be improved. 
· The biggest data gap is knowing the expanse of the irrigated area.
· There are many nuances to this in DWR 2020 reporting. Perhaps the USC could help tighten these gaps and normalize the nuances. 

· Ms. Cooley: Future agenda topics of discussion for the USC could be a) how do we better interpret our water data, b) how will efficient water use be defined for 2040 – 2060 and how can those metrics be applied across the State, and c) how can we separate how much water we are using where, where it comes from (ground water, IPR, desalination, etc.) and how can this data be normalized (for weather or economics)?
· Mr. Brostrom: DWR is meeting next month with SWRCB on water use efficiency, with a focus on future reporting. Currently, water suppliers submit paper reports to district engineers monthly, including numerics on water treatment plan production and water quality of remediated wells. DWR would like this report to be expanded to include production of groundwater wells. The report should also be made electronic. There are several other ways in which data collection could be streamlined. 

· Member Comment: A challenge with annual reporting is that all of Irvine Ranch Water District’s reporting is done on a fiscal year basis, and this data requires a lot of manipulation for reporting to DWR. If possible, agencies should have the option to report water use on either an annual or fiscal year basis.
· Mr. Brostrom: With the new standardized reporting forms, monthly data should be easily manipulated to view either annual or fiscal year reports. 

· Member Question:  What is the timeframe for when water quality monthly reports are due? And, would monthly reports include fully treated water purchased from MWD?
· Response:  The timeframe is not yet determined. Monthly reports would likely include purchased/imported water. 

· Member Comment: Contra Costa Water District does not report production data because part of their treated production water is then sold. As the State moves further into the drought, different percent reduction rates may be required for residential versus commercial properties. In this manner, sales data may be more accurate for reporting to the Water Board. 
· Mr. Oppenheimer: The Water Board is trusting that agencies are providing the best information available given their respective systems. 

· There are conflicting views among USC members on whether water data should or should not be weather normalized. 
· DWR has not weather-normalized their numbers. 
· A rolling monthly annual GPCD may help with the issue of weather normalization (i.e. month over month annual February to January numbers).
· Another suggestion is to include a caveat at the top of the public water use tables that acknowledges contributing factors to water use like weather. This would help lead the audience to understand nuances before drawing conclusions.
· Ms. Cooley: Perhaps water use should be reviewed by hydrologic region. 

· AGREEMENT: The USC determined that the immediate development of a sub-committee to address reporting mechanisms, public messaging and BMPs in light of the emergency regulations is warranted. They will develop and propose focused ideas on these matters to the SWRCB.
· The sub-committee should be attentive to what can be done to preserve the current water supply and achieve the 25% reduction within the 270-day period.
· The sub-committee is not subject to the Bagley-Keene Act, and so is at liberty to meet as soon as possible. The subcommittee will strive for consensus on their recommendations and report back to the full USC in May.
· Sub-committee members include:
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· Richard Harris
· Mary Lou Cotton
· Heather Cooley
· Penny Falcon
· Fiona Sanchez
· Luis Generoso
· Jack Hawkes
· Tracey Quinn
· Anita Matlock
· Joe Berg
· Dave Bowland (to be confirmed)


Note: coordination with this subcommittee to be conducted by SWRCB.  
[bookmark: _Toc417044455]6. RE-ADOPTED EMERGENCY REGULATION & INPUT ON ADDITIONAL SHORT-TERM AND/OR PERMANENT REQUIREMENTS

Mr. Oppenheimer led an open discussion on the re-adopted emergency regulations and additional short-term and/or permanent requirements. The new adoptions may be approved by the Office of Administrative Law as early as Monday, March 30th.  Subsequently, a 45-day amendment period would begin. The adoptions include new restrictions to the hospitality industry, and restrictions to watering of turf or ornamentals during and up to 48-hours after a measurable rain event. 

Regulations continue to provide flexibility to water suppliers in instituting urban water landscape irrigation regulations. Water suppliers have historically been limiting irrigation to 2-4 days per week. Anecdotal reports corroborate that 2-days per week of timed watering for landscape irrigation is sufficient, though the Water Board will continue defer to the suppliers. The Water Board encourages suppliers to do as much as they can in light of the drought.

Requirements for reporting enforcement statistics are still being considered. They may include data on items such as the number of water waste complaints received, the number of site visits conducted, the numbers of fines issued, etc. The Water Board is open to suggestions in this matter. 
Highlights

· There are a number of factors that affect compliance and enforcement data, including when districts started enforcing water use, level of public outreach, commercial versus residential, etc.  These nuances and that can be easily misinterpreted by the media and the public.  
· Water-wise landscapes and irrigation should be emphasized in and consistently required among residential and commercial properties.  
· Turf landscape should be specifically disallowed and/or removed in commercial and industrial sites and street medians. 
· Consistent messaging coming from the state level on water use restrictions would be greatly beneficial. This message could come directly from the Governor.
· USC members informally agreed that they support the State Water Resources Control Board in being more prescriptive with water use regulations.
Questions, comments and discussion followed:

· Question:  What is the definition of a “measureable rain event?”
· Response:  There is no formal definition. It is a matter of reasonableness. For example, if puddles are being formed on the streets, and runoff is generated, the rain event will likely be considered measurable.

· Member Comment:  Los Angeles has been stringent and active on enforcing water use restrictions since 2009. The more active the enforcement, the more calls for violations they would receive, and in turn more fines would be issued. In 2009-2010 there was a high volume of calls experienced, but this has resulted in customer education and a significant reduction in calls in recent years. Once customers are educated, they very rarely repeat the violation. In terms of collecting this information as data, it is recommended that this call violation and fines issued data is not published as it will feed the media’s negative connotation of the issue. 

· Member Comment: Regulations should address the installation of new landscapes. New (turf-dominant) landscapes should not be permitted unless they are water-wise and use drip irrigation. The Contra Costa Water District has elected to provide exemptions to the days-per-week irrigation rules to landowners replacing turf with drought-tolerant landscapes and drip irrigation. This is because watering of 4-5 days per week is required in the initial months following turf replacement as plant roots establish themselves. 
· Response:  The Water Board is not intending to hinder the lawn to garden conversion programs, and so can understand the purpose of this exemption. 

· Member Comment: The Water Board may want to consider collecting information on what actions and communications suppliers have with their customers after receiving water waste calls. In some service areas, it is noted if the response is for “inspection and education” or a “customer site visit,” for example. 
· Regarding site visits, if the customer is not present, then most often a note or a door hangar is left. A site visit may be considered a subset of “customer contact.”

· Member Comment:  We should be careful to avoid misinterpretation by the media of whatever data on enforcement is submitted to the SWRCB. Perhaps a reporting column for “how long have you been enforcing in this area” would assist with this.  
· The general concern is that the media will interpret this as “whoever has the most calls has the most water waste,” which is not necessarily true. 

· Member Comment: Reporting on fines issues may be useful in determining the effectiveness of fines. For example, if the poorly conforming communities are not being heavily fined, perhaps the fines should be increased. If communities begin to notice that none of their neighbors are being reprimanded for water waste, there will be little incentive to comply.

· Member Comment: For Special Districts (such as the Irvine Ranch Water District that has one city and portions of five other cities within their service area) where enforcement is conducted by the County, reporting on fines and customer contacts can prove challenging.
· Irvine Ranch Water District does conduct site visits, but their back-end billing system does not separate out where call violations are coming in from. 

· One member was not supportive of the Water Board collecting this type of data, as reporting this information to the Water Board will not result in increased water conservation. Instead, the member was supportive of the State passing new ordinances on new construction and landscaping.  
· This point was recognized, and in general the Water Board is supportive of ordinances. It was noted, however, that the Water Board is interested in assessing compliance. If effective techniques for water conservation measures are employed without requiring a lot of fines, this should be demonstrated in per capita water use data.

· Member Comment: Some communities simply do not report on their neighbors, as demonstrated in the City of Sacramento. Many water waste calls are extremely generic, though customer contact is something Sacramento can report on. There will be a discrepancy between the number of calls received and the fines issued. This is part due to the generic nature of some calls, what time of day the call is received, and the personnel resources available at that moment. 

· Mr. Oppenheimer:  noted that it is almost certain that compliance and enforcement data will be collected and made public.
· This will exacerbate the media hysteria on the subject. 
· It was suggested to collect any news articles that are published along these lines to share with the Water Board, so they can better understand the media issues.

· Member Comment: There is not much value in collecting fines. The Contra Costa Water District is in the business of educating their customers, and happy customers pay their bills. 

Mr. Oppenheimer noted that given the drought and extreme decline in snow pack this year, another set of emergency regulations may be issued before the current 270-day regulations expire. Furthermore, while the Water Board has not yet announced as an entity that permanent regulations will be adopted, many individuals have eluded to this possibility.

He then invited USC members to share their ideas and thoughts on the most effective next steps the State should consider taking. How can the Water Board avoid being overly prescriptive with regulations and continue to provide flexibility to the suppliers while still achieving substantial reductions in statewide water use? And, how will these possible actions affect the suppliers’ ability to finance themselves?

· Mr. Oppenheimer:  Various internal options the Water Board has been considering include disallowing water service at restaurants, mandatory two or three day per week at 8-minutes irrigation restrictions, limiting watering of commercial and industrial turf to one day per week, and developing short-term performance standards for individual communities.

· Comment:  On April 1st DWR will announce that the snowpack this year is the lowest in history. But also that that the recent media frenzy of having only one year of water left was misquoted. However, this generates a sense of urgency with the population and they are looking to the state to do more.

· Member Comment: Consistent messaging coming from the state level on water use restrictions would be greatly beneficial. This message could come directly from the Governor. If we are truly in a mega-drought, a more stringent message from the Governor would help.  

· Member Question: Turf in industrial and commercial sectors should be disallowed, as it a big source of urban water use and the turf in these areas is hardly used by anyone. How can the state collaborate on incentives to remove turfs from these areas? 
· Response: There has been a lot of recent conversation on “cash for grass” turf conversion programs. These programs can make a big difference in the long term, but effects are not seen in the short term. 
· All commercial landscape should be converted to recycled water only. 
· Member Comment: Cash for grass programs are challenging to implement in the commercial sector. They are far less likely to respond to these offers than residential landowners. It would be helpful to have the state’s support in addressing the commercial customers, specifically.
· Member Comment: Currently our best option for the greatest achievements in water conservation lie with landscape irrigation. This will not be sufficiently addressed by rebates, but will require statewide lifestyle changes.

· Member Comment: Most agencies and suppliers spend more on marketing and water use enforcement during times of drought. The drought surcharge does not cover the resulting decreased revenue.  If we are going to ask 20% reduction we need to be aware of revenue shortfalls.

· Member Comment: During the last round of emergency restrictions, San Diego implemented all of them. Thus, they probably will not see savings similar to those of other agencies. 

· Member Question: Would the Water Board consider individualized performance standards or goals? 
· Response: While this is yet to be decided, it seems logical that the Water Board would take into consideration things like variations in base-year metrics when establishing standards.

· Mr. Oppenheimer: The overarching goal for the state is that we collectively emerge from this drought. The upcoming year will be the fourth year of what may be a ten-year drought. A massive, professional marketing campaign is needed to communicate this urgency statewide.

· Member Comment: Too many agencies that have already implemented great conservation work are being penalized because of the 20% ratio. In some places water use may be so low and efficient that it will be impossible to achieve another 20% savings. Separating residential GPDC indoor and outdoor use may be the next step in establishing performance standards. 

· Member Comment: Performance targets should not be equal across the State. They should be area appropriate, but definitive numbers should be set.

· Member Comment: Street median turf and irrigation should be disallowed. Along with water use, there are other associated costs such as runoff erosion, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits, etc.

· Member Comment: The Water Board should consider addressing revenue instability issues. 
· While the Water Board could support agencies developing budget-based rate structures, it may not be the wisest idea to have the rate structures imposed by the Water Board. 

· Member Comment: Proposed legislation that will provide tax credits for turf removal should be accelerated.

· Member Comment: MWDOC allocated $3 million of their operating budget to WUE rebate programs last year. This year the portion is $22 million, though it is uncertain if this will be enough funding to achieve the types of water savings that are needed.

· Member Comment: There has been little clarity from the state on the true meaning of “25% reduction.” What baseline number are they considering? Is it 25% for every region, or a total savings from the State? For example, in San Luis Obispo, there is no base year water use to run calculations from, so they are attempting to address their water reduction target on current per-capita water use values. 
· Member Comment: It is more effective for the state to mandate to smaller water agencies what they should do, rather than trying to convince individual city councils to pass measures, etc.

· Member Comment: Smaller water agencies may require some financial relief, such as drought surcharges.

· Member Comment: Short-term strategies should address behavioral changes, while long-term strategies for demand reduction should involve projects like turf removal. Both types of strategies are needed.

· Member Comment:  The Water Board should work with retail supply chains to produce only water-wise products, and drive these products as industry standards. 

· Member Comment:  Watering time restrictions should be included with the days-per-week irrigation limits.

· Member Comment: There should be increased flexibility for installing non-potable water lines for indoor use (e.g. for toilets).

· Member Comment: Increased rates are a good tool and should remain an option.

· Member Comment:  Caltrans could be encouraged to stop irrigation (especially of medians) until the drought breaks. Then these turfs/median areas should be replaced with California-friendly landscapes. Brown grass extends a message to the public. 
· There should be an accommodation allowed to maintain trees in parkways and medians.
· If there is no replanting and all plant life turns brown, communities will start to complain that their areas are losing value. Perhaps the prohibition of potable water use for irrigation of medians is a better approach.

· Member Comment: If the State is going to allow cities to experience capital losses, then CalTrans also needs to be confronted. CalTrans can sometimes be one of the biggest water wasters of an area. 
· Response: It would be prudent to speak with CalTrans. They are mandated to reduce their water use by 50%, and have an enormous budget with which to accomplish this. 
· Member Comment: Caltrans performance metrics should be audited and shared publicly and with the media. It should be confirmed they are fairly engaging in efforts to reduce water use across the State, not just in specified areas (as it affects GPDC). 

· Member Comment: Regarding commercial landscaping restrictions, we should be careful not to inadvertently put businesses out of business (e.g. golf courses with usable turf). 

· Member Comment: Housing developers could be mandated to install California friendly in “front lawn” areas. 

· Member Comments: If the irrigation of non-functional turf in places such as shopping malls was prohibited, would there be any negative ramifications?
· This is a good desired direction to aim for, but perhaps an action like this not currently the timeliest. There will need to be budgeting for turf replacement and proper landscape design. 
· A key need currently is budgeting for messaging behavioral changes. In drought situations, customers point fingers at Metropolitan Water Districts saying it is “their fault and they should fix it.”

· Member Comment:  In San Juan Capistrano (Orange County), there will be a court appeal in just 30 days regarding a tiered rate structure. There is fear that the court ruling will attack Proposition 218 and undermine water rate structures. 
· Response: The Water Board has already endorsed budget-based tiers. 
· Member Comment: The Water Board is encouraged to work with the Governor and Attorney General to have this case heard by the Supreme Court, and under the scope of emergency regulations. 
· Member Comment: Additionally, more elected officials need to become aware of and engaged in this conversation. 

· Member Comment: There are discrepancies with the CalGreen building code and what appliances are actually sold by big-box stores. For example, CalGreen requires installment of 2-gallons per minute showerheads, but 2.5 gal/min showerheads are being sold. 

· Member Question: What would be the penalty for water agencies not achieving their performance targets? If the State provides more flexibility to water agencies with these targets, does that negate the requirement to achieve significant water conservation measures?
· Member Comment: Supporting a bottom-up approach for a percent reduction would be most efficient, as a lot of water utilities do not have the power to determine what can be restricted. Regulations can be imposed in order to give water utilities such authority.

· USC members informally agreed that they support the State Water Resources Control Board in being more prescriptive with water use regulations.
[bookmark: _Toc417044456]7. PROPOSITION 1 WATER USE EFFICIENCY GRANT CRITERIA 

Using PowerPoint slides, Mr. Brostrom presented on Proposition 1 Water Use Efficiency Funding Urban Grant Criteria. 

Highlights

· Applicable funding is discussed in Chapter 7 related to regional water security: $100 million for water conservation and water use efficiency. 
· DWR is drafting a Proposal Solicitation Package (PSP), a draft of which will be released in July. The PSP will be finalized by December 2015, with awards announced in spring of 2016. 
· Proposition 1 key provisions were listed, and regional water security and climate/drought preparedness were described.
· Funding provisions for Prop. 1 were discussed.
· The 2008 Urban Drought PSP funded 53 urban grants, ranging from $12,000 to $2 million.
· The 2014 WUE Grant Criteria Topics were reviewed.
· DWR is interested in receiving feedback on:
· How DWR should allocate funding in 2015.
· Should DWR release a separate PSP/RFP specific to urban WUE research and defined areas of interest and research?
· What should the funding caps be for individual water supplier projects and for regional projects?
· Should the PSP have separate funding for disadvantaged communities (DACs)?
· Should a grant proposal be able to ask for regular funding and funding for DACs?
· What level of monitoring and evaluation should be required for funded projects?
· How much or how should priority be given to regional proposals?
· Should DWR specify a few types of projects or allow applicants to choose? How much funds should be dedicated to implementation projects, and how much to non-implementation projects?

Questions, comments and discussion followed:

· Member Question: Is there flexibility for increasing the $16 million allocated for urban WUE grants?
· Response: To clarify, $70 million is currently allocated for competitive grants. Of this $70M, $32M is for urban use, $38M for agriculture, and $30M for program support and dedicated actions.  

· Member Question: The entire $32M should be allocated at one time. While there is a need for pilot programs and research, given the severity of the drought, the money should be spent on implementation actions at this time.
· Response: The funds are currently parsed as it is unclear if the drought will end, and funds may be needed for the future. However, this point is taken.
· The urban sector may require implementation at this time, though the agricultural sector may require planning (for fallowing of lands, etc.)

· There are also opportunities to potential Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) funding. If urban WUE can be made a priority for DWR and IRWM, that would be beneficial. 
· The legislation does discuss targeting WUE and also targeting the State Model Landscape Ordinance. 

· Member Question: Is the PSP a one-step or a two-step process?
· Response: The emphasis is currently on a single proposal (one-step process) though this may be reconsidered. 

· One water supplier is concerned about the number of proposals that many come out in the next month, as there is a limited staff capacity to respond. USC members are encouraged to submit their proposals in a timely manner.

· ACTION ITEM: DWR to organize a continued webinar discussion on this topic with the USC in the coming month.
· For consideration: hosting a similar webinar on Proposition 1 funding for a broader constituency base. Postponed, EO B-29-15 directs DWR to implement or assist in the implementation of several WUE rebate programs, including turf replacement and household device programs.  DWR will provide an overview of these programs and seek input from the USC on program implementation at the May 27, 2015 USC meeting.

· ACTION ITEM: DWR to upload Mr. Brostrom’s slideshow presentation to the associated March 26th DWR calendar item.  
[bookmark: _Toc417044457]8. NEXT STEPS

The following agenda topics were tabled for the subsequent meeting:
· Sustainable Landscaping Market Transformation Framework
· Updates on:
· Vacation Community Population Subcommittee
· Landscape Area Measurement Subcommittee
· Weather Normalization

ACTION ITEM: USC Members interested in securing one alternate for their seat, email CCP and DWR with this request.
· Note: Alternates are expected to be fully briefed and up to date with USC discussions and progress. In-meeting conversations will not be paused or recounted for the benefit of an alternate.

Mr. Brostrom thanked USC members for attending and providing input and closed the meeting.

[bookmark: _Toc417044458]9. ATTENDENCE

DRAFT – FOR INTERNAL REVIEW

DRAFT – FOR INTERNAL REVIEW


· 
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· Nirmala Benin, DWR
· Joe Berg, MWDOC, Member
· Tim Bombardier, San Diego County Water Authority
· David Bollard, ACWA, Member
· Diana Brooks, DWR
· Lisa Brown, City of Roseville, Member
· Heather Cooley, Pacific Institute, Member
· Mary Lou Cotton, Kennedy/Jenks Consultant, Member
· Chris Dundon, CCWD, Member
· Christina Estrella
· Penny Falcon, LADWP, Member
· Jenny Gain, CUWA, Member
· Luis Generoso, City of San Diego, member
· William Granger, City of Sacramento, Member
· Richard Harris, EBMUD, Member
· Jack Hawks, California Water Association, Member
· Rob Hunter
· Sally Johnson
· Bob Kelly, Suburban Water Systems, Member
· Lisa Koehn, City of Clovis, Member
· Kim Lin
· Fan Lou
· Anita Matlock
· Voila McDonald
· Bill McDonnell, MWD, Member
· Jim Metropulous, Sierra Club, Member
· Lisa Morgan-Perales, Inland Empire Utilities Agency, Member
· Ron Munds, San Luis Obispo, Member
· Loren Oki, UC Davis, Member
· Eric Oppenheimer, SWRCB
· Tracy Quinn, NRDC, Member
· Fiona Sanchez, Irvine Ranch Water District
· Betsy Vail, DWR
· Gregory Weber, CUWCC, Member
· Linda Yager, Placer County Water Agency



USC / ITP Staff

· Peter Brostrom, DWR
· Dave Ceppos, CCP
· Gwen Huff, DWR
· Vicki Lake, DWR
· Stephanie Lucero, CCP
· Meagan Wylie, CCP







