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This document summarizes the general discussion of the ITP that followed the one and a half days of informational panel presentations. Please see part 1 of the meeting summary for a review of the thirteen presentations, their subsequent question/answer sessions, and the resulting action items.
Table of Contents
1. ITP General Discussion	1
2. Next Steps	5
3. Attendance	6

[bookmark: _Toc287280022]1. ITP General Discussion 

Most of Meeting #17 (Day 1 and Day 2) included landscape industry panel discussions similar in context to those held during Meeting #16 in Irvine, CA.  The goal for the panel presentations was to allow the ITP to rapidly glean from these discussions, collective insights on landscape industry constraints and opportunities that the ITP can and should address.  

In this regard, the ITP was requested to considered and prepare responses to the following three questions regarding landscape water use:

1. What are the biggest opportunities for, and constraints to, ITP actions / recommendations?
2. Which of these are most important to you to pursue, resolve, and avoid and why?
3. What can the ITP do to address the items important to you?  What should be the next work effort?

The facilitator asked the ITP members to share their perspectives on opportunities and constraints for possible ITP priority topics and actionable items (question one above). The following table is representative of the cumulative responses. Note: ITP members may have abstained from providing opinions on select topics, or listed certain topics as both an opportunity and a constraint. 



	
	TOPIC/POSSIBLE ACTION
	OPPORT.
	CONSTRAIN.

	1
	Strengthening MWELO (ETo, 3rd party enforcement, post-mortem understanding)
	xxxxxx
	xx

	2
	Unlicensed Landscapers
	xxx
	xxxxx

	3
	Continuing education for Landscape Contractors
	
	

	4
	Standards for Smart Controllers and/or Moisture Sensors (need science-based research)
	xxxxxx
	x

	5
	ITP Promotion of “New Normal” (via legislation)
	xxxxxx
	xx

	6
	Across-the-board training (homeowners, industry, etc.) as a long-term process
	
	

	7
	Retrofit on Resale Opportunities (*connected to tax credit)
	xxxxxx
	x

	8
	Incentive Programs (i.e. on equipment, land use changes, water use metrics *connected to tax credit)
	xxx
	xx

	9
	Enforcement of Existing Regulations (MWELO, loopholes, etc.)
	xxxxxx
	x

	10
	Water Rates & Charges (water budgeting)
	xxxx
	xxx

	11
	Competency-based licensing (incl. third party reviewers)
	xxxx
	x

	12
	Certification (incl. third party reviewers)
	xxxxx
	

	13
	Public Education & Outreach (emphasis on the end-user)
	xxxxx
	

	14
	Regulated equipment phase-out
	xxxxx
	

	15
	Plant Labeling (e.g. color coding for low, med, hi water use, delisting SKUs)
	xxxx
	x

	16
	Promote alternative sources of water (gray water, stormwater, wastewater, rainwater)
	xx
	

	17
	Collaboration at State Level (multi-agency initiatives)
	xx
	

	18
	Contractor Specifications
	xx
	

	19
	Research
	xx
	

	20
	Net Zero development for Building Industry
	xx
	

	21
	Integration with Storm Water Quality
	
	

	22
	Define CA long/short term water use (is this defined?)
	xxx
	



ITP comments made in relation to the numbered topics/possible actions listed in the table:

#1: Strengthening MWELO
· There are a lot of specifics related to MWELO. The panel should get more clear on what, precisely, it could address: a third party auditor, lowering the ET coefficient to 0.6, or other?
· A careful look at the MWELO stakeholder process is also needed – what is working and what is not, etc.
· A gap-analysis for MWELO as related CalGreen is necessary.
· MWELO has not been in effect long enough that it should be revised, as limited or no data on it is available yet. 

#2: Unlicensed Landscapers
· The primary challenge is that unlicensed landscapers operate under the radar.
· It may be more beneficial to put emphasis on continuing education rather than trying to license more contractors. The ITP could help identify staffing for continuing education units, and/or mention the need to address unlicensed landscapers as a “future opportunity” in a final report. 

#4: Standards for Smart Controllers and/or Moisture Sensors
· More science-based research is needed on this subject.
· This is possibly a least-cost option to address.

#5: ITP Promotion of the “New Normal”
· Is the ITP considering legislation to help implement the “New Normal” and market transformation? And if so, what does that mean? (e.g. all new properties will have landscape budgets of “X”?)
· Acknowledgment that is an opportunity, but with the recognition that it is a huge undertaking
· ITP should consider the timeline for addressing this. How does it if into everything else that is working within the model landscape ordinance?
· In the first pages of landscape ordinance contains the findings of legislature. One of the recommendations in the ITP’s report could be “adopt principals in the New Normal.”
· Every one of the topics identified (in the table) can fit within advancing the New Normal. 

#7: Retrofit on Resale Opportunities
· Existing homes need to be looked at under MWELO
· It could be a priority of the ITP to address after existing homes’ landscapes as related to water waste.

#8: Incentive Programs
· The ITP would need to gather and comprehend the data on existing incentive programs.
· There is merit in regional incentives as part of promotion of the New Normal.
· There may be an opportunity to provide tax credit for resale retrofits.
· The ITP could influence new development by providing incentives or design help, etc. However, people are not literally seeing what is or can be done (e.g. drip lines), so would this help drive behavior change? 
· Developers on average have a 35% profit margin on new development, and any additional incentives would be beneficial. 
· A tax credit may be the best way to address incentives, though they should be linked to retrofit.
· Whatever money is funding solar credits should also fund landscaping updates. A parallel financing scheme is needed.



#9: Enforcement
· There are concerns that we are looking at strengthening MWELO but we cannot enforce the laws and regulations that are in place now, especially at the local level.

#10 Water Rates
· This may be a bit of a challenge with 218.

#11: Competency-based licensing
· The three states mentioned as possible examples in regard to competency-based licensing on irrigation have a pass ratio of about 50%. In California, licensing in not competency-based.
· Landscape designers could provide third party certification.
· Avenues to remove entrance barriers are needed so that we are increasing competency overall. Licensing and certification are linked. 

#14: Phasing out Sprinkler Valves
· The hope is that this would be market-driven, but it may have to be mandated

#15: Plant Labeling
· The WUCOL list is anecdotal. It is not science-based research. There are very slight differences in water use among plant species. Also, some plants could be labeled as “low water” but they will actually take high water. It is complicated and difficult to be prescriptive of their water use (microclimates, soil, how water is applied)
· Where is reconciliation of this issue? Can demo gardens be utilized?
· [bookmark: _GoBack]WUCOLS is the default list to MWELO, which give the ITP the opportunity to label plants with minimum litigation.
· Delisting of SKUs for invasive should also be addressed. 

#17: Collaboration at State Level 
· There could be a landscape change portal developed akin to the climate change portal. This may be a Resources Agency issue in order to garner multi-agency initiatives

#18:  Contractor Specifications 
· This ties back to the purchase of check valves. 

#19:  Research 
· ITP needs to better understand cost savings and data gaps. This is “mission critical” between DWR and the Council.

General Comments from ITP members:
· There is a diverse range of strategies and tactics listed
· Suggestion to expressly incorporate the watershed concept in all of the recommended topics/actions
· Actions should have better integration with stormwater quality objectives
· Whatever topic the ITP decides to address, the vehicle would likely be legislation.
· One overarching goal is to get the State to sustainable landscaping
· What is the overriding goal for California in terms of water landscape use efficiency? Can the ITP define a California water use landscape goal (i.e. a percentage, or other value)?
· DWR’s Water Plan did not set a specific target
· This is somewhat defined within the New Normal and model landscape ordinance
· MWELO has a numeric model, but may not be considered the standard 
· The ITP should attempt to define a water-use savings goal for the State, and have a clearly stated goal for its recommendations (development of a Vision Statement).
· Critical to demonstrate a framework with targets and timetables. 
· Goals and Objectives must be articulated so ITP recommendations can be presented in a way that is tangible and garners support. 
· A Vision Statement developed by the ITP has the potential to be memorialized by other agencies.
· (In reference to the water-data graphic from 2014 displayed on screen):
· This sums to approximately 5.9 million AFY
· The visible bulge is due to outdoor water use in the summer. Above the line is about 30% of total.
· This graphic also speaks to the issue of capacity and the value of efficient landscape water use in the future.
· If this profile could be flattened overtime, this would be greatly advantageous to the state.
· The graphic suggests that the ITP could articulate the goal of supporting the use of potable water for urban landscapes.
· The New Normal initiative is 80-90% of what the ITP has been discussing. But that vision of sustainable landscapes means we are no longer going to be publically committing potable water for urban water landscape (of course this shift would be made over a period of time).
·  The ITP can make this point operational for legislature with quantitative numbers and a timeframe (e.g. 15-20 years)
· The other various initiatives discussed should also be parsed in time. For example, retrofitting requirements are mandated in 5 years (arbitrary timeframes).
[bookmark: _Toc287280023]2. Next Steps

· ITP and DWR work to gather the answers to the various questions that arose from panel presentations and discussion
· Ed and Jeff to work on deliberate articulation of a Vision Statement for the ITP’s work in this regard.
· ITP begin drafting Table of Contents for their report, with a goal of having a near-final report by June meeting (will consider using outline generate at November meeting)
· At April meeting, the ITP will likely discuss:
· The rest of the calendar year’s priorities and targeted milestones
· Review and finalization of the Vision Statement
· Discussion of the draft outline for the ITP report
· Hear from additional presenters including:
· Home Depot
· CalBO (Building Officials)
· League of Cities (on code enforcement issues)
· Joe Berg
The facilitator recommended that it be in the best interest of the ITP to identify placeholders for monthly webinars to continue key conversations in between in person meetings and advance work products. The ITP may consider this suggestion in the future.
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